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ADVERTISEMENT 


TO    THE    FIFTH    EDITION, 


In  preparing  the  present  Edition  of  this  Treatise,  the 
general  plan  of  the  work  has  been  retained  and  the  origi- 
nal text  has  been  as  far  as  possible  preserved  intact,  except 
that  certain  parts  of  it  have  been  omitted  for  the  reasons 
presently  to  be  noticed.  Those  parts  of  the  Work  which 
were  written  by  Mr.  Jarman  himself,  are  still,  as  in  the 
last  three  Editions,  printed  without  the  brackets ;  all  mat- 
ter subsequently  added  by  the  successive  Editors  being 
printed  within  them. 

In  order  to  facilitate  rapidity  of  reference  in  practice  the 
several  Chapters  have  been  extensively  broken  up  into 
sections  and  sub-sections,  with  appropriate  headings 
printed  in  distinctive  type,  such  headings  being  in  sub- 
stance repeated  at  the  top  of  every  alternate  page;  and 
this  mode  of  arrangement  has  to  a  slight  extent  rendered 
necessary  a  transposition  of  paragraphs  of  the  text.  With 
a  similar  end  in  view,  the  Index  has  been  in  great  measure 
recast,  by  commencing,  as  far  as  possible,  every  line  ar- 
ranged under  the  various  headings  with  a  conspicuous 
catchword. 

The  observations  on  Cole  v.  Sewell  contained  in  the  Ap- 
pendix to  the  Fourth  Edition  have  been  omitted,  except 
one  or  two  sentences  which  have  been  transferred  to  the 
text.  Those  observations  deal  with  the  questions  how  far 
the  rule  against  perpetuities  and  the  doctrine  of  remote 
possibilities  respectively  apply  to  legal  remainders.     These 
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questions  may  now  be  regarded  as  settled,  at  all  events  for 
the  present,  by  the  recent  decisions  in  Re  Frost  and  Whitby 
V.  Mitchell,  on  which  decisions  the  present  Editor  has  ven- 
tured, with  all  the  deference  and  submission  due  to  the 
high  authorities  from  which  they  proceeded,  to  comment 
with  some  freedom. 

During  the  period  of  nearly  twelve  years  which  have 
elapsed  since  the  Fourth  Edition  appeared,  a  considerable 
number  of  decisions  affecting  the  construction  of  wills  have 
been  reported  which  it  has  been  necessary  to  notice,  and  in 
many  cases  to  consider  somewhat  in  detail.  Space  for  the 
introduction  of  new  matter  has  been  obtained  without  in- 
creasing the  bulk  of  these  volumes  by  considerably  abbreviat- 
ing the  remarks  of  the  Author  on  points  relating  to  the  law 
as  to  wills  in  force  previously  to  1838,  except  so  far  as  such 
remarks  explain  or  illustrate  present  rules  of  construction. 
The  decision  to  omit  any  part  of  the  original  text  was  ar- 
rived at  only  after  much  anxious  consideration,  and  with 
the  fullest  sense  of  the  great  responsibility  incurred  by 
tampering  with  work  of  such  recognized  authority  and 
interest.  It  is  hoped  that  the  course  adopted  will  not 
materially  prejudice  the  practical  utility  of  this  Treatise, 
inasmuch  as  in  practice  cases  arising  under  the  old  law  are 
gradually  diminishing  in  number,  and  will  doubtless  before 
long  disappear  altogether ;  but,  in  order  to  meet  any  such 
cases  which  may  still  occur,  reference  is  made  in  the  notes 
to  the  places  in  the  last  Edition  where  the  doctrines  affect- 
ing them  are  more  fully  discussed. 

In  the  Appendix  to  the  present  Edition,  the  suggestions 
as  to  preparing  wills  have  been  extended  and  supplemented 
by  suggestions  as  to  the  preparation  of  wills  intended  to 
operate  abroad,  and  by  information  as  to  the  formalities  as 
to  execution  and  attestation,  &c*,  required  to  make  such 
instruments  valid  according  to  the  laws  in  force  in  our 
several  Colonies  and  in  Foreign  Countries.     The  statement 
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of  the  law  with  regard  to  Scotland  has  been  revised  by 
Mr.  Robert  Campbell,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  and  information 
with  regard  to  Germany,  Holland,  Sweden,  and  Norway 
has  been  obtained  from  eminent  Jurists  in  those  respective 
countries.  The  Editor  desires  to  express  his  grateful 
acknowledgments  for  the  assistance  thus  kindly  and  cour- 
teously rendered.  As  regards  the  formalities  required  for 
the  validity  of  wills  intended  to  operate  in  the  other 
countries  mentioned  in  the  Appendix,  the  various  statutes 
and  codes  have  been  perused  either  in  the  original  lan- 
guages or  by  means  of  translations. 

The  appearance  of  this  Edition  has  been  somewhat 
delayed,  owing  to  arrangements  having  been  made  for 
publishing  an  American  Edition^  simultaneously  with  this ; 
and  this  delay  has  rendered  necessary  the  insertion  in  the 
Addenda  of  cases  to  which  the  Reader's  attention  is 
directed. 

The  discussion  of  the  question  as  to  what  property  may 
be  given  to  charitable  purposes  was  already  in  print  before 
the  passing  of  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1891 
(54  &  65  Vict.  c.  73),  and  must  be  read  with  reference  to 
the  provisions  of  that  Act,  which  are  set  out  and  con- 
sidered in  Appendix,  C,  Vol.  IT.,  pp.  1692  et  seq. 

L.  G.  GORDON  BOBBINS. 
December^  1892. 

^  Messrs.  Little,  Brown,  &  Co.,  Boston. 


PREFACE  BY  THE  AMERICAN  EDITOR. 


Thb  present  edition  of  Jarman  on  Wills  is  printed 
from  advance  sheets  of  the  Fifth  English  edition  furnished 
by  the  London  publishers,  with  the  addition  of  notes, 
not  infrequently  in  the  way  of  monographs,  of  the  Ameri- 
can law.  These  notes  are  in  double  columns.  The  English 
text  and  notes  are  left  intact ;  the  notes  added  being  kept 
separate,  entirely,  from  the  English  work.  The  brackets 
used  in  the  English  text  have,  in  view  of  the  many  and 
peculiar  changes  made,  become  meaningless  in  large  part 
for  the  American  lawyer,  and  the  usefulness  of  them  in  this 
country  has  become  so  questionable  that  they  have  been 
omitted.  The  truth  is,  Jarman  on  Wills  has  now  become 
a  new  book  in  the  hands  of  the  English  editor ;  and  it  has 
not  suffered  in  the  process. 

Many  of  the  notes,  especially  the  longer  ones,  of  the 
writer's  last  edition  have  been  rewritten ;  and  the  whole 
subject  has  been  brought  down  to  the  latest  date  practica- 
ble. The  Work  now  printed,  English  and  American,  it 
may  be  added,  is  done  under  the  new  International  Copy- 
right Law  of  this  country. 

The  references  are  uniformly  to  the  star  paging,  unless 
the  top  paging  is  named. 

M.  M.  B. 


PREFACE 


TO  THE  FIRST  EDITION. 


Sixteen  years  have  now  elapsed  since  the  writer  diffi- 
dently presented  to  the  profession  his  first  publication  on 
Testamentary  Law,  in  the  form  of  an  edition  of  Powell  on 
Devisfes,  with  a  supplementary  treatise  on  the  Construction 
of  Devises.  The  reception  given  to  this  work  was  such  as 
abundantly  to  compensate  for  the  severe  labor  which  it 
exacted,  and  under  which  the  health  of  its  Editor  more 
than  once  sank.  This  was  followed,  after  the  interval  of 
a  few  years,  by  the  Tenth  Volume  of  the  Precedents  in 
Conveyancing,  being  the  porti9n  of  that  work  which  was 
devoted  to  the  same  subject.  The  materials  afforded  by 
these  publications  have  been  freely  used  in  the  present 
work;  but,  considering  the  very  large  accessions  since 
made  to  the  adjudications  on  testamentary  law,  and  that 
it  has  not  escaped  the  activity  of  modem  legislation,  it  will 
be  obvious  that  many  of  the  various  subjects  embraced  by 
so  extensive  a  range  of  disquisition,  now  present  them- 
selves under  a  different  aspect,  requiring  not  only  very 
large  additions  to  the  matter  Avhich  composed  the  former 
works,  but  the  rejection  of  no  inconsiderable  portion  of  that 
matter ;  and  the  writer  is  not  ashamed  to  avow,  that  an- 
other, though  certainly  a  less  extensive,  head  of  alteration 
arises  from  the  changes  which  experience  has  wrought  in 
some  of  the  opinions  of  his  earlier  days.  The  result  is, 
that  probably  more  than  one-half  of  the  present  treatise  is 
entirely  original ;  and  the  writer  therefore  feels  that  he  has 
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to  subject  his  performance  (as  partially  new)  to  the  criticism 
of  his  professional  brethren,  whose  kind  consideration  he 
again  bespeaks,  convinced  that  those  who  are  the  most 
competent  to  detect  error,  will  be  the  most  generous  and 
indulgent  in  the  appreciation  of  the  difl&culties  which  beset 
the  inquirer  into  the  principles  of  one  of  the  most  intricate 
branches  of  the  law.  To  those  difficulties  have  been  added 
the  daily  interruptions  of  professional  avocation,  which  have 
long  delayed,  and  have  sometimes  threatened  wholly  to 
prevent,  the  present  publication.  The  recent  Act  has 
created  some  additional  embarrassment  to  a  writer  on 
Wills,  by  introducing  new  principles  of  construction, 
partial  in  their  application ;  for  by  drawing  a  line  between 
wills  of  an  earlier  and  those  of  a  later  date,  the  legislature 
has  diminished  the  importance,  without  permitting  the  re- 
jection or  the  neglect  of  the  old  law.  On  these  subjects, 
conciseness  and  compression  have  been  specially  aimed 
at,  and  some  additional  labor  has  been  willingly  incurred, 
in  order  to  avoid  incumbering  the  present  work  unneces- 
sarily with  matter  which  every  passing  day  tends  to  render 
less  practically  useful. 

THOMAS  JARMAN. 

New  Square,  Lincoln's  Inn, 
December^  1843. 
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ADDENDA  AND  CORRIGENDA. 


VOLUME  L 

80,  n.  (r).  — Add  "  The  Court  of  Coustruetion  may  look  at  an  original  will  written  in 

a  foreign  language,  where  it  ii  alleged  that  the  translation, 
which  has  been  admitted  to  probat^  ia  incorrect:  Be  Cliff's 
Trust,  (1892)  2  Ch.  229." 

S4,  n.  (/).  ~  After  Trimmell «.  Bell,    addnfarenee,  16  Beav.  5S7. 

41,  n.  (ib).  — ^or  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  680,  read  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  580. 

43,  lin$  ZJrom  boUom,  — Jbr  "  merely  "  read  "  really.'*    The  remark  obviously  applied 

only  to  the  class  of  cases  under  conftideration  in  this  place. 

61,  n.  (a;).  —  See  also  Be  Mitchell,  Moore  o.  Moore,  (1892)  2  Ch.  87. 

83,  n.  (0.  --See  also  Be  Fuller,  (1892)  p.  877. 

157,  n.  (e).  —-See  also  Be  Champion,  Dudley  v.  Champion,  W.  N.  1892,  p.  126. 

167.  —  Befersnce  may  be  made  to  Be  Stephens,  Giles  v.  Stephens,  W.  N.  1892,  p.  140, 
where  Kekewich,  J.,  held  that  a  gift  to  the  National  Rifle  Association  for 
"  teaching  and  shooting  '*  was  a  gw>d  charitable  gift. 

173,  n.  {»),  —  Add  Be  White,  White  v.  White,  W.  N.  1892,  p.  168. 

177  ei  seq.  «•  As  to  what  property  may  now  be  siren  to  charity,  see  the  Mortmain  and 

Charitable  Uses  Act,  1891  (64  &  66  Vict  c.  73),  set  out  and  discussed 
in  Appendix  C,  Vol.  U.  pp.  1692  et  seq. 

S03,  n.  (z).^  Section  6  of  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1888,  ezoent  to  so 

much  of  sub-sect.  (2)  thereof  as  provides  that  assurances  oy  deed 
must  be  executed  not  less  than  twefve  months  before  the  death  of  the 
assnror,  ia  now,  by  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Amendment  Act 
(65  Vict  c.  11 ),  extended  to  assurances  by  deed  to  any  '*  local  author- 
ity "  as  defined  by  the  amending  Act 

211.  —  Ba  Tyler  is  now  reported,  (1891 )  8  Ch.  252. 

227,  n.  (s).  —  Bhu^man  v.  Fysh  is  now  affirmed  on  appeal,  (1892)  8  Ch.  209. 

83^,  n.  (z).  —The  judgment  of  Hall,  V.-C.,  in  Re  Boberta  was  reyersed  on  appeal,  19 

Ch.  p.  520  (see  post  pp.  241,  994,  997,  Ac),  on  the  ground  that  the 
will  in  that  case  was  properly  to  be  construed  as  a  gift  to  a  eUua* 

268.  — The  general  rule  here  laid  down  does  not  necessarily  apply  to  limitations  in 
default  of  appointment,  the  intention  in  snch  cases  being  generally  that  they 
should  take  effect  unless  displaced  by  a  valid  exercise  of  toe  power,  per  Stir- 
ling, J.,  in  Be  Abbott,  Peacock  v.  Frigout^  W.  N.  1892,  p.  166. 

860,  n.  Iq).  —^Some  caution  should  be  observed  before  adopting  the  suggestion  of  Mr. 

Jarman  that  on  the  marriage  of  a  minor  an  appointment  under  a 
power  to  appoint  to  children  might  be  made  to  an  adult  child  who 
would  then  settle  the  ftind.  See  Pryor  v,  Pryor,  2  De  G.,  J.  &  S. 
206 ;  Birley  v.  Birley.  26  Beav.  299 ;  and  see  Re  Tumer^s  Settled 
Estates,  28  Ch.  D.  206,  at  pp.  216,  817. 
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268.  —  Re  Tyler  is  now  reported,  (1891)  8  Ch.  262. 

284,  n.  (e).  —  Vine  v.  Raleigh  has  been  followed  by  Stirling,  J.,  in  Re  Mason,  Mason 

V.  Mason,  (1891)  8  Ch.  467. 

853.  —  In  connection  with  the  cases  of  Drake  o,  Drake,  and  the  cases  cited  in  note  (tf ), 
reference  may  be  made  to  Re  Ely,  Tottenham  v.  Ely,  65  I^  T.  452.  In  that 
case  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his  cousin  A.,  son  of  bis  late  uncle,  unless  he 
should  immediately  on  the  testator's  d^ath  succeed  to  the  title  of  Marquis  of 
£.,  the  sum  of  £2,000  ;  A.  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  at  that  date 
and  at  the  testator  s  death  G.  was  the  only  son  of  the  testator's  late  uncle 
other  than  the  son  who  succeeded  to  the  title  ;  Kekewich,  J.,  held  that  there 
was  no  ambiguity,  refused  to  admit  parol  eridence  that  the  testator  was 
aware  of  the  death  of  A.,  and  intended  to  benefit  G.,  and  that  the  name  of 
^  the  former  was  inserted  by  mistake. 

871,  n.  {z).'-Far  "  GoodsaU  "  read  •*  Jodroll." 

892,  n.  (c)  —For  "  writ "  read  "  word." 

412,  n.  (c).  —  To  the  cases  cited,  add  Re  Stephens,  Giles  «.  Stephens,  W.  K.  1892, 

p.  140. 

492,  n.  {e).  —  Add  reference  to  UEstrange  v.  L'Estrange,  25  L.  R.  Ir.  899. 

526,  n.  (1),  —  Re  Rawlins*  Trusts  has  been  affirmed  in  D.  P.,  sub-nom.,  Scal&  v.  Bawl- 
ins,  (1892)  A.  C.  842. 

536,  n.  ij).  —  See  now  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1891  (54  k  55  Vict. 

c.  73),  set  out  and  discussed  in  Appendix  C,  Vol.  II.,  pp.  1692  et  seq, 

551,  n.  (n).  —  In  Attwell  v.  Attwell  (also  reported  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  28),  land  was  settled 

by  deed  to  tnistees  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  J.  A.,  equally,  and 
their  heira  and  assigns,  and  the  settlement  contained  a  power  of  side 
and  also  of  re-investment  of  the  proceeds  in  land  ;  the  land  was  sold, 
but  the  proceeds  were  invested  on  mortgage.  Some  of  the  benefi* 
ciaries  had  died  before  the  sale  took  place,  and  others  died  afterwards. 
The  onler  of  Lord  Romilly,  M.  R.,  as  to  the  devolution  of  the  respec- 
tive interests  in  the  settled  property,  was  as  follows  :  '*  that  the  shares 
therein  of  C.  A.  and  Joseph  A.,  two  of  the  children  of  the  settlor 
J.  A.,  who  died  in  early  infancy  be/ore  such  conversion^  descended  to 
their  brother  and  heir-at-law,  J.  B.  A.,  and  that  the  said  J.  B.  A., 
John  A.,  and  F.  W.  A.,  three  of  such  children,  having  died  and  stibst' 
quently  to  such  conversion  as  iu  the  chief  clerk's  certificate  men- 
tioned, the  interests  of  the  said  J.  B.  A.,  as  well  original  as  accrued, 
and  interests  of  Johu  A.  and  F.  W.  A.,  were  at  the  times  of  their 
respective  deaths  ()ersonal  estate,  and  that  the  plaintiff*,  as  legal  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  said  J.  B.  A.,  the  settlor,  the  father  and 
sole  next-of-kin  of  such  children,  is  entitled  accordingly  to  five 
shares."    See  Reg.  Lib.  A.  3112,  16  November,  1871. 

580,  n.  (y).  ~  See  also  Re  Thomas,  Wood  v.  Thomas,  (1891)  8  Ch.  482. 

597,  n.  (n).  —  See  also  Re  Richerson,  Scales  v.  Heyhoe,  (1892)  1  Ch.  879. 

685,  n.  (tt).  — Add  "A  power  of  appointment  to  such  persons,  except  a  specified  per- 
son or  class,  as  shall  appoint  by  will  is  not  a  '  power  to  appoint 
in  any  manner  as  the  testator  may  think  proper '  within  the 
meaning  of  s.  27  of  the  Wills  Act,  and  will  not  accordingly  be  ex- 
ercised by  a  general  devise,  unless,  as  it  would  seem,  no  excepted 
person  or  member  of  the  class  is  in  existence  at  the  time  when 
the  power  is  exercised.  Re  Byron's  Settlement,  Williams  o. 
Mitchell,  (1891)  3  Ch.  474." 

635,  n.  (x).'^  After  Pomfret  v.  Perring,  add  reference  to  Re  Brace,  Welch  «.  Colt, 

(1891)  2  Ch.  671. 
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63^  n.  (f)-  ~-  ^<^  "  Where  a  policy  of  aeeanuice  was  effected  with  a  society,  the  rules 

of  which  provided  that  the  assurer  might  uomiuate  suy  person 
to  receive  the  sum  assured,  and  that  in  default  of  suuh  nomi- 
nation, the  sam  shoold  be  paid  to  the  assigns,  if  any,  of  the 
assurer,  claiming  under  any  disposition  by  deed  or  will,  spe- 
cifically affecting  such  sum  or  any  part  thereof,  either  by 
express  reference  thereto,  or  b^  reference  generally  to  sums 
due  upon  assurances,  and  that,  in  default  of  such  disposition, 
the  sum  assured  should  be  paid  to  the  widow  of  the  assurer,  if 
any,  or,  if  he  should  not  leave  a  vridow,  then  to  his  children 
in  equ^  shjires;  the  assurer's  wife  died  in  his  lifetime,  and 
the  assurer  by  his  will  devised  and  bequeathed  his  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate  to  certain  persons  without  referring 
ezpreasly  to  the  policy  or  generally  to  sums  due  upon  assur- 
ances ;  it  was  held  that  the  restrictions  on  testamentary  dis- 
position of  the  policy  moneys  imposed  by  the  rules  were  valid, 
and  that  accordingly  the  moneys  did  not  pass  by  the  residuary 
gift,  but  were  payable  to  the  surviving  children  of  the  as- 
surer in  equal  shares.  Re  Da  vies,  Davies  v,  Davies,  (1892)  3 
Ch.  63." 

644,  n.  (A).  ^  Add  But  see  Be  Clowes,  W.  K.  1892,  p.  154. 

692,  n.  (g).  —  After  Camfield  v.  GUbert,  add  Hall  v.  Hall,  No.  2,  (1891)  8  Ch.  389. 

699,  n.  (m).  —In  Hall  v.  Hall,  No.  2,  (1892)  1  Ch.  861,  the  question  whether  the 

word  "  effects  "  will,  on  the  context,  carry  realty  was  very  fully  dis- 
cussed in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  case  of  an  inartificially  drawn 
will  It  was  held  (affirming  the  decision  of  Fry,  L.  J.,  sittins  as  an 
additional  judge  of  the  Chancery  Division)  that  the  use  by  the  tes- 
tator of  the  word  "  devise "  in  the  gift  in  question,  and,  elsewhere 
of  the  word  "property,**  and  his  reference  to  locality  in  describing 
the  effects,  and  otner  expressions  in  the  will,  sufficiently  indicated  an 
intention  that  realty  should  pass  by  the  word  "  effects."  Fry,  L.  J., 
in  the  Court  below  laid  down,  (1)  that  "effects,"  apart  from  con- 
text, will  not  pass  realty;  f2)  that  "devise  "  will  not  of  itself  ex- 
tend "effects  to  realty  ;  (8)  that  the  addition  of  the  words  "of 
what  nature,  quality,  or  kind  whatsoever"  are  not  of  themselves 
tofficient  to  extend  the  meaning  of  "effects." 

738«  n.  (ib).  —  FhiUips  v.  Low  is  now  reported,  (1892)  1  Ch.  47. 

740,  n.  (z).  —  In  Be  Martin,  Martin  v.  Martin,  W.  N.  1892,  p.  120,  a  gift  of  "  the 

whole  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  my  business  "  was  held  to  pass  the 
fee  of  the  house  in  which  the  testator's  business  was  carried  on. 

760,  n.  (n).  —Add  Be  Tredwell,  Jaffray  v.  Tredwell,  (1891)  2  Ch.  640. 

852,  n.  (a)—  ibr  "Mitchel  v,  Beynolda,  2  P.  W.  189,"  rtad  Michel  v.  Reynolds,  1 

P.  W.  189. 


VOLUME  11. 

853,  n.  (<0-  —In  Be  Robinson,  Wright  v.  Tugwell,  (1892)  1  Ch.  95,  North,  J.,  held 

that  a  condition  in  a  will  that  a  black  gown  shonld  be  worn  in  the 
pulpit,  annexed  to  a  bequest  for  endowing  a  church,  was  not  impossible 
or  illegaL 

877,  n.  (tt).  —  Be  Sartoria'  Estate  is  now  reported,  (1892)  1  Ch.  11. 

877.  n.  (tf)>  — Aftitr  Graham  v.  Lee,  add  "  but  see  per  North,  J.,  in  Be  Porter,  Coul-- 

Bon  V.  Capper,  (1892)  3  Ch.  481." 
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877,  n.  (s).  —  Add  reference  to  Be  Jenningii,  Barnlej     .   Harland,  W.  K.   1892, 

p.  156. 

886,  n.  (d),  —The  decinon  ia  Be  Tredwell  has  been  reversed  on  appeal,  see  (1891)  2 

Ch.  640. 

890.  —  As  to  a  condition  precedent  to  marry  with  consent  becoming  incapable  of  fulfil- 
ment  by  reason  of  the  lunacy  of  the  person  whose  consent  was  requiivd,  see 
Be  Harris,  Fitzroy  v,  Harris,  W.  K.  1891,  p.  76. 

901,  n.  (n).  —  As  to  the  effect  of  a  condition,  annexed  to  a  gift  of  a  life  interest  given 

to  A.,  that  the  trustee  should  pay  £50  out  of  the  income  to  B.,  so 
lonff  as  A.  should  reside  with  B.,  see  Be  Greenwood,  Priestly  v. 
Griffiths,  W.  K.  1892,  p.  20. 

903,  n.  (2).  —Adams  v,  Adams  affirmed  on  appeal,  (1892)  1  Oh.  869. 

958,  n.  (A:).  —The  Intestates  Act,  1890  (58  &  54  Vict  c.  29),  does  not  apply  to  partial 

intestacy.    Be  Twigg,  Tvrigg  v.  BUck,  (1892)  1  Ch.  579. 

1007,  n.  (tt).  —  So  also  the  wife  of  a  nephew  may  be  entitled  to  take  under  the  descrip- 
tion of  *<  niece.'*    Re  Gue,  Smith  v.  Gue,  W.  N.   1892,  p.  182. 

1018,  n.  (e),  ^  After  Re  Mervin,  ocU  Willerton  v.  Stocks,  W.  N.  (1892)  29. 

1027,  n.  (a;).  —But  see  per  Chitty,  J.,  in  Be  Burton's  Will,  Banks  v.  Heavens,  (1892) 

2  Ch.  88,  46. 

1077,  n.  (2>).  —  4/Zer  Be  Andros,  add  Re  Grey,  Grey  «.  Earl  of  Stamford,  (1892)  3 

Ch.  88  (as  to  realty). 

1092,  n.  (g).  ^Add  "In  Re  Ashton,  (1892)  ^.  88,  where  upon  the  whole  will  an  in- 
tention appeared  to  include  legitimate  and  illegitimate  neph- 
ews indiscriminately,  and  the  testator  had  two  nephews 
named  *G.  0.,'  one  legitimate,  the  other  illegitimate,  ex- 
trinnic  evidence  was  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  illegitimate  nephew  was  intended  oy  the  will." 

1115,  n.  (().  ^  After  Re  Harrison,  add  Quarm  v.  Quarm,  (1892)  1  Q.  B.  184. 

1115,  n.  (e).  — Add  "  Unless  the  gift  is  to  a  class  which  includes  husband  and  wife, 

per  North,  J.,  in  Re  Gue,  W.  N.  1892,  p.  88,  affirmed  on 
appeal,  W.  N.  1892,  p.  132.  Where  there  was  a  {;;ift  to  a 
class,  two  members  of  which  intermRrried,  the  children  of 
such  marriage  were  held  to  be  entitled  to  two  shares,  one  in 
respect  of  each  parent.  Re  Smith,  Dew  v.  Kennedy,  W.  N. 
1892,  p.  106." 

1117,  n.  (o).  —  See  abio  Re  Atkinson,  Wilson  v.  Atkinson,  (1892)  3  Ch.  52. 

1337,  n*  (rf).  —For  "17  "  fwrf  "  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C." 

1346,  n.  (d).—For  " pp.  1393,  1394,"  read  •*  pp.  1293,  1294.- 

1429,  n.  (g),  —Be  Hyett  is  reported,  38  Ch.  D.  609. 

1606.  —  Jbr  "  Calland  "  rtad  "  Galland." 

1673,  n.  (0- — The  provisions  of  the  Ordinance  of  1845,  No.  15,  have  been  confirmed 

by  Act  No.  22  of  1876,  and  apply  to  testamentary  dispositions  of 
any  property  in  Cape  Colony,  movable  and  immovable. 

1677,  n.  (;).  —  A  learned  friend  has  recently  communicated  to  the  Editor  an  opinion 

of  a  Portuguese  advocate,  stating  thBt,  according  to  the  established 
practice  of  the  Courte  of  that  country,  the  will  of  a  foreigner  ez-  , 
ecuted  and  attested  according  to  the  formalities  required  by  his 
country  of  domicile,  will  be  recognized  and  carried  into  effect  so  p» 
to  pass  devised  lands  in  Portugal  and  ita  colonies. 
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I.  —  Distinotlon   between   Xmrnovable   and   Movable  Property.—- 

A  will  80  far  as  it  disposes  of  immoyable  property,  is  generally 
goyemed  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitae ;  and  hence  for  the  r  u  ^j  ^ 
purposes  of  such  disposition,  the  place  where  such  a  by  lex  loci  rei 
will  happens  to  be  made  and  the  language  in  which  ^^' 
it  is  written  are  wholly  unimportant,  as  affecting  both  its  construcv 
tion^  and  the  ceremonial  of  its  execution;  the  locality  of  the  de- 
vised property  is  alone  to  be  considered.  Thus,  a  will  made  in 
Holland  (a)  and  written  in  Dutch  must,  in  order  to  operate  on  lands 
in  England,  contain  expressions  which,  being  translated  into  our 
langaage,  would  comprise  and  destine  the  lands  in  question,  and 
must  be  executed  and  attested  in  precisely  the  same  manner  as 
if  the  will  were  made  in  England  (b).  And,  of  course,  lands  in 
England  belonging  to  a  British  subject  domiciled  abroad,  who  dies 
intestate,  descend  according  to  the  English  law  (c). 

(a)  In  HollAnd  the  Code  Napoleon  preyails,  subject  to  modifications  which  have  been  in- 
grafted thereon  by  Dutch  legislation.    See  Gambler  v,  Gambier,  7  Sim.  263. 

(b)  Bojrejr  V.  Smith,  1  Vem.  85;  see  also  Bowaman  v,  Reece,  Pre.  Ch.  577;  Dmmmond  v. 
Dmmmond,  3  B.  P.  U.  Toml.  601;  Brodie  v.  Barry,  2  V.  &  B.  131.  To  arriye  at  the  in- 
tention of  0ach  a  will,  the  technical  terms  of  foreign  law  will  be  read  in  the  sense  which 
that  law  ffivea  them,  and  will  operate  accordingly  so  far  as  the  lex  loci  permits.  Stadd  v. 
Cook»  L.  R.,  8  App.  Ca.  677. 

(e)  See  Doe  d.  Birtwhistle  9.  Vardill,  5  B.  &  Cr.  438.  As  to  land  in  Italy,  see  Earl  Nel- 
aon  V.  Earl  Bridport,  8  Bear.  547.  Oar  Courts  will  not  entertain  disputes  regarding  devolu- 
tkHi  of  title  to  immovable  property  situate  in  a  foreign  country.  Bellawthome,  GnU^m  v. 
r,  L.  B,,  23  Ch.  D.  748. 


1  ConttBy  Ford  9.  Ford,  70  Wis.  19.  And  though  of  course  for  the  meaning  of  words 
see  Atkinson  v.  Staigg,  18  B.  I.  725.  But  not  understood,  or  of  doubtful  words  upon 
the  text  ia  ris^t,  it  Is  quite  safe  to  beUere;     which  the  lex  situs  has  no  bearing,  the  place 
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[*2]        *  LoaaehdJ^  for  years  are  for  this  purpose  included  under 

tl^e  "A^^itoniination  of   immovable  property,  and    accordingly, 

notwit&8{Q.nding  that  they  are  with  i;is  transmissible  as  personal  es- 

••.^LeasAoids  are  *^^j  ^^®  governed  by  the  lex  loci  and  do  not  follow  the 

.  V •*«by%riied  by      person;  so  that,  if  an  Englishman  domiciled  abroad 

:  '•  *  *    e  ex  ocL       ^^^g  possessed  of  such  property  situate  in  England,  it 

will  devolve  according  to  the  English  law  (d). 

In  regard  to  movable  property,  the  lex  domicilii  prevails  (e),* 

(d)  See  Frefce  v.  Lord  Carbery,  L.  R.,  16  £q.  461;  ReGentili,  I.  R.,  9  £q.  541;  Dunam 
V.  LawsoDf  41  C\\.  D.  SB4;  see  also  De  Fogassieras  v.  Duport,  11  L.  R.  Ir.  123. 

(e)  This  position  respects  only  the  devolution  of  the  property,  and  not  the  court  of  admin- 
istration, wnich  by  our  law  is  regulated  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitas.  Lnohiu  v.  Wvlie,  10  H. 
L.  Ca.  pp.  19,  24,  per  I^rds  Cranworth  and  Chelmsford,  following  Preston  v.  Itfelville,  8 
CI.  &  F.  1,  diss.  Lord  Westbury.  See  also  Doglioni  v.  Crispin,  L.  R ,  1  U.  L.  301 ;  Re  Her- 
nando, Hernando  v.  Sawtell,  27  Ch.  D.  284;  £wing  v.  Orr-Ewing,  10  App.  Cas.  453;  Re 
Trufortj  Trafiford  v.  Blanc,  36  Ch.  D.  600. 

But  if  general  probate  is  granted  here  of  a  will  of  a  domiciled  foreigner,  administra- 
tion in  the  courts  of  this  country  will  be  general  also,  and  not  limited  to  the  assets  here. 
Stirling-Maxwell  r.  Cartwright,  9  Ch.  D.  173 ;  11  id.  522.  Tl.e  practice  In  matters  of  pro- 
cedure is  regulated  by  the  lex  fori.  Hamilton  v.  Dallas,  38  L.  T.,  N.  S.  215.  Though 
probate  or  letters  of  administration  are  granted  only  by  the  forum  rei  sitse,  our  courts  acting 
m  personam  frequently  order,  as  against  executors  within  their  jurisdiction,  administration 
of  the  whole  estate  not  limited  to  assets  here.  It  may  however  be  sometimea  expedient, 
particularly  if  a  suit  be  actually  pending  in  the  foreign  country,  to  leave  the  administration 
to  the  foreign  court  having  concurrent  lurisdiction.  See  Swing  v.  Orr-Ewing,  L.  R.,  9  App. 
Ca.  34,  10  App.  Ca.  453;  Ke  Tharp,  L.  K.,  3  P.  D.  85,  86. 

The  word  movable  is  here  used  advisedly,  as  the  distinction  between  real  and  pertonal 
estate  is  peculiar  to  our  own  policy,  and  is  not  known  to  any  foreign  system  of  jurisprudence 
which  is  founded  on  the  civil  law,  in  which  the  only  recognized  distinction  w^as  between 
movfU>le  and  immotfoble  property.  Leaseholds  for  years  obviously  belong  to  the  latter 
denomination. 


of  the  domicile  may,  and  ordinarily  must 
govern.  If,  however,  the  testator  was  away 
trom  his  domicile  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will,  and  the  will  was  drawn  in  the  language 
of  the  place  where  he  was  temporarily  so- 
journing, by  a  resident  there,  the  meaning 
of  strange  or  doubtful  words  or  phrases  must 
be  the  meaning  at  that  place.  But  mere 
meaning  is  one  thing;  construction  aud  effect 
are  another  thing.  Tlie  meaning  of  a  word 
or  phrase  may  be  found  in  one  place,  while 
its  construction,  it  may  be,  must  be  according 
to  the  law  of  another  country.  See  lu  re 
Cliff,  1892,  2  Ch.  22J. 

1  Aa  to  immovables,  the  lex  situs  governs. 
Jones  o.  Habersham,  107  U.  S.  174:  Darby 
V.  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  465;  Kerr  v.  Moon,  9 
Wheat.  565;  United  Sutea  v,  Crosby,  7 
Cranch,  115;  Dickej-  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425; 
Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410;  Varner  ». 
Bevil,  17  Ala.  286;  Calloway  v.  Doe,  1  BUckf. 
372;  Lynch  «.  Miller,  54  Iowa,  516;  Corueli- 
son  V.  Browning,  10  B.  Mon.  425;  Robertson  v. 
Barbour,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  527;  Potter  v.  Tit- 
comb,  22  Maine,  303;  Crofton  v.  lisle v,  4 
Greenl.  138;  Washburn  v.  Van  Steenwyk,32 
Minn.  836 ;  Keith  v.  Keith,  97  Mo.  223 ;  Eyre 
V.  Storer,  87  N.  H.  114;  Nelson  v.  Potter,  50 
N.  J.  324 ;  Pratt  v,  Douglas,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  516 ; 
Knox  «.  Jones,  47  N.  Y.  389 ;  Abell  v.  Doug- 
lass, 4  Denio,  805;  Ford  v.  Ford,  70  Wis.  19. 

As  to  movables,  the  lex  domicilii  governs. 
Jones  o.  Habersham,  107  U.  S.  174  (citing 
Russell  V.  Allen,  107  U.  S.  163;  Kain  v.  Gib- 


boney,  101  U.  S.  362);  Harrison  v.  Nixon,  9 
Peters,  483;  Smith  v.  Union  Bank,  5  Peters, 
519:  Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  425 ;  Goodman 
v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410;  Tamer  v.  Fenner,  19 
Ala.  355;  Lawrence  o.  Kiiteridge,  21  Conn. 
577:  McConnell  r.  Wilcox,  1  Scam.  373; 
Irving  «.  Mcliean,  4  Blackf.  53;  Barnes  v, 
Brashear,2  B.  Mon.  382;  Perin  r.  McMicken, 
15  La.  An.  154;Gilman  v.  Gihnan,  52  Maine, 
165;  Potter  v.  Tiicomb,  22  Maine,  304;  Crof- 
ton V.  Ilslev,  4  Greenl.  1-38;  Fellows  v.  Miner, 
119  Mass.  541;  High,  App.  2  Dougl.  (Mich.) 
515;  Nat  v.  Coons,  10  Mo.  543;  De8|)ard  9. 
Churchill,  53  N.  Y.  192;  Knox  v.  Jonee,  47 
N.  Y.  389;  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  43 
N.  Y.  424;  Moultrie  v.  Hunt,  23  N.  Y.  394; 
Parsons  v.  Lyman,  20  N.  Y.  103 ;  In  re  Roberts, 
8  Paige,  519;  Mills  «.  Fogal.  4  Edw.  559; 
tSchulTz  r.  Dambmann,  3  Bradf.  379;  Bloom- 
er V.  Bloomer,  2  Bradf .  339 ,  Meese  v.  Keefe, 
10  Ohio,  362;  Desesbats  v.  Berquier,  1  Binn. 
336 ;  Conover  v.  Chapman,  2  Bailey,  436. 

The  law  has  been  changed  by  statute  ib 
some  states.  Thus,  in  Massachusetts  it  is 
provided  that  a  will  made  out  of  the  state, 
which  might  be  proved  and  allowed  according 
to  the  laws  of  the  state  or  countiy  in  which 
it  was  made,  may  be  proved,  allowed,  and 
recorded  in  MansachuBetts,  and  shall  there- 
upon have  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  been 
executed  according  to  the  laws  of  Massa- 
chusetts. See  BayTey  v.  Bailey,  5  Cush.  245; 
SI<)Comb  V.  Slocomb,  13  Allen,  38.  In  the 
latter  case  the  law  finds  a  good  illa8tratio&. 
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that  is  to  sajy  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  testator  or  in- 
testate was  domiciled  at  the  time  of  his  death  (/).    By   Movables  bv 
a  modem  statute,  indeed  (g)  some  material  exceptions   ^®*  domicilii. 
(afTecting  chiefly  the  mode  of  execution  by  British  subjects  dying 

(/)  Bremer  v.  Freeman.  10  Moo.  P.  G.  C.  306;  i.e.f  the  iaw  as  it  stood  at  the  death;  sub- 
sequent changes  between  death  and  the  (sprant  of  probate  or  administration  being  disregarded. 
Lynch  v.  Paraguay,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  268. 

iy)  24&25  Vict.  c.  114. 


It  was  decided  under  the  foregoing  statute  that 
a  nuncupative  will  made  in  another  state 
which  would  not  have  been  valid  had  it  been 
executed  in  Massachusetts,  but  might  be 
proved  and  allowed  in  the  state  in  which  it  was 
made,  might  be  proved,  allowed  and  recorded 
in  Massachusetts,  having  the  same  effect  as 
any  valid  will,  duly  proved  in  that  state. 

In  other  states  provision  lias  been  made  by 
statute  for  allowing  and  recording  foreign 
wills  or  wills  made  m  sister  states,  according 
to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  made.  Thus, 
the  record  of  a  will,  with  the  proof  of  it  and 
the  letters  issued  thereon,  constitutes  the 
probate  of  it  in  Mew  Jersey,  and  entitles  a 
New  Jersey  will  to  be  filed  for  probate  in 
Michigan.  Wilt  v.  Cutler,  38  Mich.  189. 
See  Irwin's  Appeal,  33  Conn.  128 ;  Manuel  v, 
Manuel,  13  Ohio  St.  458;  State  v,  M* Glynn, 
20  Cal.  233.  And  statutes  also  often  provide 
that  no  effect  shall  be  given  to  such  wills  un- 
less made  and  executed  according  to  their  own 
laws.  Such  is  the  law  of  Maine,  Alabama, 
North  Carolina  and  some  other  states.  See 
Potter  9.  Titcomb,  22  Me.  300;  Vamer  v.  Bevil, 
17  Ala.  286;  Ward  v,  Heame,  3  Jones,  826. 

In  Michigan,  wills  made  by  persons  domi- 
ciled within  that  state,  but  abroad  at  the 
time  of  execution,  are  required  to  be  executed 
with  no  other  formalities  than  those  required 
at  common  law.  High,  App.  2  Doug.  516. 
A  will  made  in  another  state,  and  not  exe- 
cuted in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  South 
Carolina,  cannot  lie  admitted  to  probate  in 
South  Carolina.  Gause  v.  Gause,  4  McCord, 
882.  A  will  made  in  another  state,  if  ad- 
mitted to  probate  in  Ohio,  will  pass  lands  in 
Ohio,  though  not  executed  according  to  the 
laws  in  Ohio.  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  8  Ohio,  239, 
Meese  «.  Keefe,  10  Ohio,  362.  The  same 
principle  was  held  in  Dublin  v.  Chadbourn, 
16  Biass.  433.  This,  however,  is  on  the 
ground  of  the  conclusiveness  of  the  probate 
en  all  qoestions  relating  to  the  due  execution 
of  wills.  In  Vermont^  a  will  made  in  another 
state  cannot  be  read  in  evidence  on  trial  of 
the  title  derived  under  it  to  lands  in  that 
state,  unless  a  copy  of  such  will  is  filed  and 
reoir  led  in  the  probate  court  in  that  state. 
Ive^  9.   Allvn,   12   Vt.  589.      See  also  Ex 

erte  Povall,  3  Leigh,  816;  Liancastar  o. 
Bryde,  5  Ired.  421.  Wills  made  in  Vir- 
S'nia,  and  there  proved  and  recorded,  before 
e  separation  of  Kentuckv,  will  pass  lands 
in  the  latter  state.  Gray  v.  Patton,  2  B. 
Mon.  12;  MoTigan  v.  Gaines,  3  A.  K.  Marsh. 
613.  In  Virginia,  it  has  been  held  that  a  will 
of  lands  in  that  state  may  be  proved  there, 
although  it  has  been  declared  void  in  an- 
other state,  where  the  testator  resided.     Rice 


V.  Jones,  4  Call,  89:  Morrison  v.  Campbell, 

2  Rand.  217.  A  will  executed  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, according  to  the  laws  of  California,  W 
a  person  domiciled  iu  California,  may  be 
proved  in  Pennsylvania,  and  letters  testa- 
mentary granted  there.  In  re  Flanerv,  24 
Penn.  St.  502. 

If,  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the 
land  lies,  a  posthumous  child,  not  provided 
for  by  the  testator,  is  entitled  to  part  of  the 
estate,  his  rights  will  prevail,  notwithstand- 
ing the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  testa- 
tor resided.    Eyre  v,  Stofer,  87  N.  H.  114. 

If  a  will  of  movables  is  made  in  the  place 
of  the  testator's  actual  domicile,  but  he  is,  iu 
fact,  a  native  of  another  country:  or  if  it  is 
made  in  his  native  country,  but  m  fact  his 
actual  domicile  at  tlie  time  is  in  another  coun- 
try; still  it  is  to  be  interpreted  by  reference 
to' the  law  of  the  place  of  his  actual  domicile. 
Story,  Conff.  Laws,  §  479  f;  Harrison  r. 
Nixon,  9  Peters.  483. 

The  same  rule  applies  indeed  to  cases  of 
testacy  and  intestacy ;  in  regard  to  movables, 
the  rights  both  of  legatees  and  of  next  of  kin 
depend  upon  the  laws  of  the  country  where 
the  deceased,  from  whom  the  le^cy  or  suc- 
cession is  claimed,  had  his  domicile.  Ennis 
V.  Smith,  14  How.  400;  Kerr  o.  Moon,  9 
Wheat  665;  United  States  v.  Crosby,  7 
Cranch,  115;  Dixon  t^.  Ramsay,  3  Cranch, 
319;  Grattan  t^.  Appleton,  3  Story,  755; 
Han'ev  v.  Richards,  1  Mason,  381 ;  Atchison 
r.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  86 ;  Thomas  o.  Tanner, 
6  T.  B.  Mon.  52;  Olivier  v.  Townes,  14  Mar- 
tin,  99;  Dorsey  v.  Dorsey.  5  J.  J.  Marsh* 
280;  Potter  f7.  Titcomb,  22  Maine,  300;  Hun- 
ter V.  Brvson,  5  Gill  &  J.  483;  Fav  r.  Haven, 

3  Met.  109;  Campbell  v.  Sheldon,  13  Pick. 
8;  Jennison  v.  Hangood,  10  Pick.  100:  Davis 
V.  Estey,  8  Pick.  476,  note;  Dawes  v.  ilead,  3 
Pick.  128;  Stephens  v.  Gavlord,  11  Ma^is. 
264;  Dawes  o.  Bovlston,  9  Slass.  355;  Rich- 
ards V.  Dutch,  8  Mass.  506 ;  Garland  «.  Row- 
an, 2  Smedps  &  M.  617;  Goodall  v.  Marshall, 
11  N.  H.  88;  Suarez  v.  New  York,  2  Sandf. 
174;  Schultz  v.  Pulver,  3  Paige,  182;  Holmes 
V,  RemseiK  4  Johns,  Ch.  ^0;  Bradley  v. 
Lowry,  1  Speers,  Eq.  3;  Stent  v.  McLeod,  2 
McCord,  Ch.  354;  Leake  r.  Gilchrist,  2  Dev. 
73 ;  Porter  «.  Haydock,  6  Vt.  374. 

A  clause,  however,  granting  both  real  and 
personal  property  upon  the  same  trust,   is 

Senerall}'  seyera\)le,  the  validity  of  one  not 
epending  upon  the  validity  of  the  other; 
and  though  tne  real  estate  be  situated  in  an- 
other country,  the  trust,  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  personalty  within  the  country  of  the 
forum,  will  be  enforced.  Knox  v.  Jones.  47 
N.  Y.  889. 
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after  6th  August,  1861,  of  wills  of  personal  estate)  are  made  to  the 
general  rule:  but  in  most  respects  the  rule  still  holds  good,  and 
will,  therefore,  be  most  conveniently  dealt  with  before  adverting  in 
detail  to  the  statutory  exception. 

If,  then,  a  British  or  foreign  subject  dies  domiciled  in  England, 
his  movable   property  in  England,  in  case   he  was  intestate,  will 
be  distributed  according  to  the  English  law  of  succession  (h)  ; 
[*3]  and  if  he  left  a  will,  his  testamentary  capacity  *  (both  as  re- 
gards personal  status  (i)  and  the  bequeatbable  quality  of  the 
property  willed  (j),  and  the  construction  of  the  instrument  (k), 
(whether  this  be  made  in  the  testator's  native  or  in  his  adopted 
country,  or  elsewhere,  and  wherever  he  may  have  died),  must 
[*4]  be  tried  by  the  law  of  England  (l).    And  the  movable  *  prop- 
erty of  such  a  person,  which  is  out  of  England  at  the  time 

(h)  Thorne  v,  Watkins,  2  Ves.  35:  Bempde  v.  Johnstone,  3  Yes.  198;  Balfour  v.  Scott,  6 
B.  P.  C.  Toml.  650;  Bruce  v.  Bruce  id.  566,  2  B.  &  P.  229,  n.  And  see,  as  to  the  title  of  the 
personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  person  to  foreign  assets,  De  la  Viesca  v,  Lubbock,  10 
Sim.  629;'Eames  v,  Hacon.  18  Ch.  D.  347. 

(i)  Price  v.  Dewhurst,  8  Sim.  299,  4  My.  &  Cr.  76 ;  Robins  v.  Dolphin,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  87,  7 
H.  L.  Ca.  390. 

Q)  Kilpatrick  v.  Kilpatrick,  6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  584,  cit. 

<X')  Anstrutherv.  Chalmer,  2  Sim.  1;  Reynolds  v.  Kortwright,  18  Beav.  417;  Bores  v. 
Bedale,  IH.  &  M.  798;  I'eillon  o.  Brooking/25  Beav.  218.  A  declaration  by  a  testator  in 
hiA  will  that  it  is  to  be  construed  according  to  the  law  of  a  foreign  country  will  be  carried 
into  effect  by  the  court  here;  but  the  use  of  the  technical  terms  of  the  law  of  a  foreign 
country  in  tlie  will  of  a  testator  having  an  English  domicile  will  not  of  itself  be  regarded  as 
an  indication  of  intention  that  the  will  is  to  be  construe  according  to  the  foreign  law. 
Bradford  v.  Young,  29  Ch.  D.  617. 

(0  Stock  in  the  public  funds  is  undistinguishable  in  this  respect  from  other  movable 
property.  Re  Kwin,  1  Cr.  &  J.  151.  In  this  case  the  question  was,  as  to  the  liability  of 
property  to  legacy  duty,  the  discussion  of  which  sometimes  indirectly  involves  points  as  to 
domicile,  alienage,  &cl  Where  the  domicile  of  the  testator  is  foreign  it  is  now  settled  be- 
yond question  that  under  no  circumstanceii  whatever  is  legacv  duty  payable.  Re  Bruce  2 
Cr.  &  J.  436,2  Tyr.  475 ;  Hay  v.  Farlie,  1  Rus.  117;  Logan  «.  farlie,  1  My.  &  Cr.  59;  revers- 
ing the  decision^  2  S.  &  St.  284;  Arnold  r.  Arnold,  2  My.  &  Cr.  256;  Commissioners  of 
Charitable  Donations  v.  Devereux,  13  Sim.  14;  Thomson  v.  Adv.-Gen.,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  1,  13 
Sim.  153,  9  Jur.  217:  Re  Coales,  7  M.  &  Wels.  390.  The  cases  of  At^Gen.  v.  Cockerel!.  1 
Pri.  165;  and  Att.-Gen.v.  Beatson,  7  Pri.  560,  are  now  clearly  overruled.  Where  the  tes- 
tator is  domiciled  in  this  country  three  cases  arise :  1.  If  neither  his  personal  representa- 
tives nor  his  effects  ever  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  this  countrv,  no 
question  m  to  liability  to  duty  can  ever  be  raised.  2.  Where  a  personal  representative  is 
constituted  in  this  countrv  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  testator's  effects  situated  here, 
duty  is  payable  not  on  that  part  alone  which  rendered  representation  necessarv,  but  on  the 
whole  of  the  testator's  effects;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Napier,  6  £xch.  217;  Re  Ewin,  1  t7r.  &  J.  151; 
Re  Coales,  7  M.  &  Wels.  390.  3.  The  third  ca-se  is  where  the  propertv  is  found  in  this 
country  in  the  hands  of  the  foreign  representative,  but  no  representative  has  been  con- 
stituted in  this  country.  This  was  the  case  in  Jackson  v.  Foroes,  2  Cr.  &  J.  382,  2  Tyr. 
354;  t.  c.  in  D.  P.  Att.-€ren.  v.  Forbes,  2  CI.  &  Fin.  48,  nom.  AtU-Gen.  v.  Jackson, 
8  Bli.  15,  3  Tyr.  982;  the  duty  was  held  not  payable,  but  the  decision  seems  to  have 
been  rested  by  Lord  Brougham  on  the  fact  that  the  property  was  appropriated  in  India, 
as  well  as  on 'the  fact  of  the  absence  of  a  representative  in  this  country.  But  neither  of 
these  facts  is  now  deemed  material.  Att.-Gen.  v.  Napier,  supra;  Arnold  9,  Arnold,  2  My. 
&  Cr.  273;  and  Att.-Gen.  v.  Jackson,  is  treated  as  having  proceeded  on  the  mistaken 
assumption  that  the  testator's  domicile  was  Indian,  whereas  in  fact  it  was  English.  See 
Re  Tootai's  trusts,  L.  R..  23  Ch.  D.  532.  Tiie  amount  of  duty,  the  fact  whether  any  duty 
is  pavable,  the  person  from  whom  it  is  to  be  recovered,  in  short,  everything  necessary  to 
found  a  specific  claim  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  depends  on  whether  the  wiU  is  valid  or  in- 
valid, or  whether  revoked  or  altered  by  subsequent  codicils;  these  are  matters  to  be  deter- 
mined bv  the  English  law  (the  testator's  domicile  being  English),  and  they  remain  unde- 
termined if  the  will  has  not  been  proved  in  this  country. 

Estates  pur  autre  vie  are  realty ;  the  question  whether  they  are  liable  to  duty  is  therefore 
independent  of  the  question  of  domicile.    Chatfield  v.  Berchtoldt,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  1*92. 

Legacy  duty  is  payable  upon  the  share  of  a  partner  domiciled  in  England  in.immoyabto 
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of  Ms  death,  will  also,  it  seems,  generally  speaking,  follow  the 
domicile;  but  this,  of  course,  depends  on  the  laws  of  the  state  in 
which  the  property  is  situate,  which  may  not  (though  Domiciled 
the  codes  of  many  civilized  states  do  (m))  accord  with  E"giwbmAn. 
our  own  in  this  particular.  Sometimes,  however,  a  difficulty  occurs 
in  the  application  of  the  principle,  from  the  fact,  that  the  foreign 
state,  though  it  recognizes  the  general  doctrine,  yet  imposes  restric- 
tions on  the  testamentary  power  unknown  to  the  law  of  the  adopted 
country,  and  from  which  it  may  not  permit  its  citizens  to  escape, 
in  regard  to  property  within  its  jurisdiction,  by  a  mere  change  of 
domicile.  For  instance,  the  French  law  does  not,  like  our  own, 
permit  a  man  to  bequeath  his  entire  property  away  from  his  wife 
and  children  (»).  Now,  if  a  Frenchman  dies  domiciled  in  England, 
is  it  quite  clear  that  his  movable  property  in  France  would  be  sub- 
ject to  British  law,  so  as  to  pass  by  such  a  will.  In  such  cases  the 
Code  Napoleon  seems  to  draw  a  distinction  between  the  acquisition 
of  a  foreign  domicile  by  mere  residence,  and  some  other  more  de- 
cided acts  of  self-expatriation,  such  as  that  of  becoming  the  natural- 
ized subject  of  another  state  (o). 

It  follows,  from  the  same  rule,  that  if  any  person,  whether  a 
British  subject  or  a  foreigner,  dies  whilst  domiciled  abroad,  the 
*  law  of  the  place  which  at  his  death  consthuted  his  home  will  [*5] 

property  sitcuite  in  a  foreign  country,  which  has  been  used  for  partnership  purposes,  and 
forms  part  of  the  partnership  assets.  Forbes  v.  Steven,  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  178;  Stolces  v, 
Ducroz,  W.  N.  1890,  p.  18. 

Soccession  duty.  like  legacy  duty,  is  payable  only  where  the  deceased  was  domiciled  in 
this  country  (Wallace  v.  Att.-Gen.,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  1) ;  but  the  property  once  received  by  the 
executor  and  invested  here  upon  the  trusts  of  the  will,  any  subsequent  devolution  (as  on 
the  death  of  a  tenant  for  life)  confers  a  succession  which  attracts  the  duty.  Att.-Gen.  v. 
Campbell,  L.  R.,  5  H.  L.  524.  Secus,  if  the  property  is  not  invested  here  till  after  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  Lyall  9.  Lyall,  L.  R.,  15  fiq.  1:  see  Re  Cigala^s  Settlement, 
7  Oi.  D.  351. 

In  the  case  of  chattels  real,  as  in  the  case  of  all  immovable  property,  the  liability  to 
SQOoeflsion  dntv  (see  the  Succession  Dutv  Act,  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  51,  ss.  1.  19)  will  be  regu- 
lated by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  property  is  situated,  and  not  by  the  law  of  the 
domicile. 

Legacy  duty  was  formerly  payable  upon  legacies  and  annuities  charged  on  land,  but  such 
]e«ciea,  &c.  are  now  liable  to  succession  dutv;  see  the  Customs  and  inland  Revenue  Act, 
1888  (51  Vict.  c.  8),  s.  21  (2).  Whether  the'liabiliiy  of  such  legacies,  &c.,  to  the  dutv  is 
to  be  governed  by  the  domicile  of  the  testjitor,  or  by  the  locality  of  the  land  charged,  is  a 
question  of  some  difficulty  and  not  covered  bv  authority. 

The  question  of  probate  duty  does  not  depend  on  domicile,  but  (except  in  the  cafle  of 
personal  estate  sppomted  under  a  general  power,  which  is  expressly  made  subject  to  probate 
daty  by  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  15,  s.  4)  is  payable  on  so  much  only  of  the  testator's  property  as, 
bnt'for  the  will,  the  ordinary  would  have  been  entitled  to  administer.  Att.-Gen.  v.  Dimond, 
1  Cr.  &  J.  366, 1  Tyr.  243;  Att.Gren.  v.  Hope,  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  530,  4  Tvr.  878,  2  CI.  &  Fin. 
84.  8  Bli.  44:  Drake  v.  Att.-Gen.,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  257,  affirming  Piatt  v.  Routh,  3  Beav.  257, 
6  M.  &  Wels.  756;  and  overruling  Att-Gen.  v.  Staff,  2  Cr.  &  M.  124,  4  Tit.  14;  and  Pal- 
mer V.  Wliltmore,  5  Sim.  178.  (x»mpare  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bouwens,  4  M.  &  'Wels.  171,  as  to 
forelgo  securities  transferable  in  tkU  country  by  dtlirery.  which  were  held  liable  to  duty  as 
ordinarr  chattels;  and  see  Pearse  r.  Pearse,  9  Sim.  430;  Vandiest  v.  F>'nmore,  6  Sim.  570; 
Fenuuides'  Executors*  case,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  314;  Att-Gen.  v.  Pratt,  L.  k.,  9  Ex.  140.  As  to 
certain  Indian  securities,  see  23  &  24  Vict  c.  5.  As  to  certain  colonial  duties  of  the  nature 
of  probate  dnty,  see  Peter  v.  Stirling,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  D.  279;  Blackwood  «.  Reg.,  L.  R.,  8 
App.  Ca.  82. 
(ss)  See  Price  v,  Dewhurst,  4  My.  &  Cr.  83. 
(f»)  Vide  poet,  p.  6,  note  (y). 
(p)  lAr.  1,  tit  1^  chap.  2,  sect.  17. 
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regulate  the  distribution  of  his  movable  (p)  property  in  England, 
in  case  of  intestacy,  i.  6^,  should  he  happen  to  have  left  no  instru* 
Domiciled  ment  which,  according  to  the  law  of  his  adopted  country, 
loreigner.  would  amount  to  a  testamentary  disposition  of  such  prop- 

erty (2) ;  and  if  he  left  a  will,  the  same  law  will  determine  its  validity 
both  as  regards  personal  competence  in  the  testator  (r)  and  the  be- 
queathable  nature  of  the  property  willed  («),  and  will  also  regulate 
the  construction  (t)  of  such  will,  of  which,  therefore,  an  English 
court  will  not  grant  probate  unless  it  appear  to  be  an  effectual  testa- 
mentary instrument  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile.^  And,  by 
parity  of  reasoning,  the  English  court  will  grant  probate  of  an  in- 
strument ascertained  to  be  testamentary  according  to  the  law  of  the 
foreign  domicile,  though  invalid  and  incapable  of  operation  as  an 
English  will.  Thus  (u\  probate  was  granted  of  the  will  of  a  married 
lady,  who  at  the  time  of  her  death  was  domiciled  in  Spain  (of  which 
country  she  was,  it  seems,  also  a  native),  on  its  being  shown  that  by 
the  Spanish  law  a  feme  covert  may,  under  certain  limitations,  dispose 
of  her  property  by  will  as  a  feme  sole. 

And  it  is  the  constant  practice  of  the  Court  here  to  grant  ancil- 
lary probate  of  wills  of  testators  domiciled  in  foreign  countries 
Ancillary  which  have  been  previously  proved  there,  without  in- 

probate.  quiring  or  permitting  inquiry  into  the  grounds  of  the 

foreign  proceeding,  though  the  bulk  of  the  property  of  the  deceased 
testator  should  happen  to  be  in  England  (x).^ 

Where  probate  has  been  granted  of  an  instrument  eventually  as- 

(p)  Since  the  rale  mobilia  neqauntor  personam  is  inapplicable  to  leaseholds  (see  ante,  p.  2), 
it  follows  (subject  to  24  &  25  Vict.  c  114,  s.  2,  presently  stated,  and  which  speaks  of  '^P^r- 
,  sonal  '*  estAte)  that  to  dispose  of  leaseholds  a  will  miuBt  be  executed  accoraing  to  1  Vict, 
c.  26,  and  that  the  will  of  a  domiciled  foreigner  not  so  executed,  though  it  may  be  proved 
here,  and  will  enable  the  executor  to  sell  leaseholds  (Hood  v.  Lord  Barrington,  L.  R.,  6  £q. 
218),  will  not  operate  on  the  beneficial  interest.  The  title  of  the  executor  is  firom  the  pro- 
bate :  the  beneficial  interest  will  devolve  as  undisposed  of. 

(q)  Somerville  v.  Lord  Somerville,  6  Yes.  750;  and  see  Hogg  v,  Lashlej^SB.  P.  C.  TomL 
677. 

(r)  Re  Osborne,  1  Deane,  4, 1  Jur.  N.  S.  1220;  Re  Maraver,  1  Hagg.  498. 

(i)  Kilpatrick  V.  Kilpatrick,  6  B.  P.  C.  584,  cit;  Doglioni  o.  Crispm,  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  801. 

(0  Bernal  v.  Bemal,  3  My.  &  Cr.  559,  n.  ;  Wallace  v,  Att.-Gen.,  35  Beav.  21 ;  Barlow  v. 
Onie,  L.  R.,  3  P.  C.  164  (lex  loci  admitting  illegitimate  with  legitimate  children). 

(ti)  Re  Maraver,  1  Hs^g.  498.  As  to  the  law  of  Spain  respecting  testamentary  dispo- 
sitions, vide  Moore  o.  Budo,  4  Hagg.  346  ;  Re  Hernando,  Hernando  v,  Sawtell,  L.  R.,  27 
Ch.  D.  284. 

(x)  Re  Read,  1  Hagg.  474  ;  Hare  v.  Nasmrth,  2  Add.  25  ;  Re  (Saynor,  4  No.  Caa.  696  ; 
Enohin  v.  Wylie,  10  H.  L.  Ca.  1  ;   Re  Earl,  'L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  460;  Miller  v.  Jamei,  L.  B. 
3  P.  &  D.  4 ;  Re  Cosnahan,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  183. 


1  Hvman  o.  Gaskins,  5  Ired.  267:  In  re 
Osborne,  33  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  625.  If  after 
making  a  will,  valid  by  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  teMator  was  domiciled,  he  chsnges 
hit  domicile  to  a  place  by  the  laws  of  which 
the  will  thuA  maae  is  not  valid,  and  there 
dies,  the  will  is  void.  If,  however,  before 
his  death,  he  should  return  and  re:>ume  his 
former  domicile,  where  his  first  will  x>r  f'sta- 
ment  wa8  made,  its  original  validity'  will  re- 
vive also.     Story,   Coiifl.  Laws,   {   473;  2 


Greenl.  Ev.  $  668;  4  Barge,  Gomm.  Coll.  & 
For.  Law,  550,  581. 

*  A  person  claiming  under  a  will  executed 
and  proved  in  one  state  cannot  sue  for  or 
claim  a  legacy  in  another  state,  unless  the 
will  be  proved  in  the  latter  state,  or  unless 
the  action  be  authorized  by  some  statute  of 
the  latter  state.  Carr  o.  Lowe,  7  Heisk.  84 ; 
Kerr  v.  Moon,  9  Wheat.  565;  Richards  v. 
Dutch,  8  Mass.  506.  See,  further,  Fleeger 
V,  Pool,  1  McLean,  189. 
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IMMOVABLB  AND  MOVABLE  PBOPBBTT. 


certained  not  to  be  testamentary  according  to  the  law  of  the 

*  domicile,  this  proceeding  (though  it  vests  the  whole  personalty  [*6] 

which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  executor,  as 

to  whose  leffol  title  the  grant  of  probate  is  conclusiye^)  does  not 

regulate  or  effect  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  prop-  Effect  where 

erty,  which  therefore  the  executor  will  be  bound  to  dis-   EJ^J^  J^ 

tribute  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile  (y).  error. 

Where  the  construction  of  the  will  is  to  be  regulated  by  foreign 
law,  the  opinion  of  an  advocate  versed  in  such  law  is  obtained,  for 
the  information  and  guidance  of  the  English  court  on  Fonjignlaw. 
which  devolves  the  task  of  construing  it  (z) ;     or  the  how  asoer- 
English  court  may  remit  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  ^*^^' 
court  in  any  other  part  of  the  British  dominions  (a),  or  of  a  court 
in  any  foreign  country  with  which  there  is  a  convention  for  that  pur- 
pose (b).      But  if  the  point  in  dispute  depend  upon  principles  of  con- 
struction common  to  both  countries,  the  court  will  adjudicate  upon 
the  question,  according  to  its  own  view  of  the  case,  without  having 
recourse  to  the  assistance  of  a  foreign  jurist  (e).*      And  if  the  wit- 

(y)  Thornton  v.  Curling,  8  Sim.  810.  In  this  case  an  Englishman  went  to  reside  in 
France,  where  he  was  domiciled  at  his  death,  and  left  a  will  providing  for  an  illegitimate 
child  and  its  mother,  to  the  exclusion  of  his  wife  and  legitimate  child,  \voich  the  French  law 
does  not  permit.  Donations  by  a  Frenchman  (whether  testamentary,  or  by  act  inter  vivos) 
must  not  exceed  a  moiety  if  he  leave  at  his  decease  one  legitimate  child,  a  third  if  he  leave 
two,  and  a  fourth  if  he  leave  three  or  more;  the  descendants  of  a  deceased  child  being  con- 
sidered as  one.  Moreover  a  Frenchman  cannot  dispose  of  the  whole  of  his  property,  if  he 
leaves  only  ascendants. 

(s)  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  846 :  i.e.  of  an  advocate  practising  in  the  particu- 
lar foreign  country  —study  eUewhere  of  its  laws  is  insufficient.  Bristow  v.  Sequeville,  L. 
R.,5  Ex.  275;  Re  Bonelli,  1  P.  D.  69.  In  De  Rost  Aly  Khan,  L.  R.,  6  P.  D.  6,  concerning 
the  will  of  a  Persian  subject,  the  court  allowed  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  to  be  proved 
by  the  Persian  ambassador,  there  being  no  prefessional  law3rers  in  Persia. 

(a)  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  63:  acted  on  in  Login  o.  Princess  of  Coorg.  80  Beav.  632:  and  in 
Bradford  v.  Youncc,  L.  R.,  26  Ch.  D.  666,  671,  but  see  «.  c.  on  appeal,  29  Ch.  D.  617,  622. 

(b)  24  Vict.  c.  11, 

(c)  Bemal  v.  Bemal,  3  Mv.  &  C.  669.  Collier  v,  Rivaz,  2  Curt,  856 ;  Earl  Nelson  it. 
Earl  Bridport,8  Beav,  627,  647;  Yates  v.  Thompson,  3  CI.  &  Fin.  586;  Martin  v,  I>ee,  9  W. 
R.  522.  But  the  court  here  is  bound  by  a  previous  judgement  in  re  of  the  foreign  Court, 
Doglioni  1^.  Crispin,  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  301. 


1  The  same  is  true  of  real  estate  where 
the  probate  court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction 
over  wills  of  both  real  and  personal  estate. 
l4auehton  v.  Atkins,  1  Pick.  648;  Dublin  v. 
Chadboum,  16  Mass.  433;  Ex  parte  Fuller, 
2  Story,  327;  Tompkins  v.  Tompkins,  1 
Storv,  554;  Bailey  r.  Bailey,  8  Ohio.  329. 

<  Q)ncerning  proof  of  the  foreign  law,  the 
following  rules  ma}'  be  stated : 

1.  Evidence  as  to  the  unwritten  law  is  to 
be  proved  as  matter  of  fact  bv  pemons 
skilled  in  rhat  law.  Ennis  v,  Smitn,  14  How. 
400.  426;  Strother  o.  Lucas*  6  Peters,  763; 
Church  V.  Hubbart,  2  Cranch,  238;  Talbot 
V,  Seeman,  1  Cranch,  12, 38;  Dyer  v.  Smith.  12 
Conn.  384;  Denison  v,  Hvde',  6  Conn,  608; 
Hempstead  v.  Reed,  id.  480;  Brackectv.  Nor- 
ton, 4  Conn.  517;  Elv  v.  James,  123  Mass. 
36;  Kline  v.  Baker,  99  Mass.  253;  Holman  v. 
Ring,  7  Met.  384;  Carnegie  v.  Morrison,  2 
Met.  404;  BIcRae  v.  Mattoon,  13  Pick.  68, 


59;  Haven  v.  Foster,  9  Pick.  180;  Raynham 
V.  Canton,  3  Pick.  293,  296;  Bagley  v.  Fran- 
cis, 14  Mass.  453:  Frith  v.  Sprague,  id.  466: 
Lincoln  «.  Battelle,  6  Wend.  482;  Packard 
V.  Hill,  2  Wend.  411;  Francis  v.  Ocean 
Ins.  Co.,  6  Cowen,  429;  Smith  v.  Elder.  8 
Johns,  105;  Delafield  v.  Hand,  id.  310; 
Kenny  t^.  Van  Horne^  1  Johns.  385,  394; 
Brush  V.  Wilkins,  4  Johns.  Ch.  620;  Moon 
9.  Gwvnn,  6  Ired.  187;  Ingraham  v.  Hart, 
11  Ohio,  256;  Ripple  «.  Ripple,  1  Rawle, 
386;  Wilson  «.  Smith,  6  Yerg,  398;  Wood- 
bridge  V,  Austin,  2  Tyler,  364,  367. 

The  unwritten  law  of  a  foreign  countrv,  or 
of  another  state,  may  also  be  proved,  by 
books  of  reports  and  cases  decided,  Ravii- 
ham  V.  Canton,  3  Pick.  293,  296;  McRae'  v. 
Mattoon,  supra;  Dougherty  v,  Snyder,  16 
Serg.  &  Rawle,  87:  Lattimer  v,  Eglin,  4 
Desaus.  26,32;  nruan  v.  Scribner,  11  Conn. 
407.    So  by  public  history.    Dougherty  «. 
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nesses  refer  to  passages  from  the  oode  of  their  country  as  containing 
the  law  applicable'  to  the  case,  the  court  will  itself  examine  those 
passages,  and  consider  what  is  their  proper  meaning  (d). 

As  a  will,  in  regard  to  movable  property,  is  construed  according 
to  the  law  of  the  domicile,  there  is,  it  will  be  observed,  nothing  on 
the  face  of  it  which  gives  the  peruser  the  slightest  clue  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  laws  by  which  its  construction  is  regulated;  it 
[*7]  may  have  been  made  in  England,  be  written  in  *  the  English 
language,  the  testator  may  have  described  himself  as  an  Eng- 
lishman (e),  and  it  may  have  been  proved  in  an  English  court ;  and 
yet,  after  all,  it  may  turn  out,  from  the  extrinsic  fact  of  the  maker 
being  domiciled  abroad  at  his  death,  that  the  will  is  wholly  with- 
drawn from  the  influence  of  English  jurisprudence. 

So  also,  with  regard  to  its  execution,  a  will  of  movables  must, 
as  a  general  rule,  be  tried  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile  at 
Execution  of  ^®  death.  So  that  an  English  court  will  not  grant 
will  of  mov-  probate  of  the  will  of  a  testator  domiciled  in  England, 
*  ***  unless  it  be  executed  according  to  the  law  of  Eng- 

land (/) ;  nor  of  a  testator  domiciled  abroad,  unless  it  be  executed 
according  to  the  law  of  the  foreign  domicile  (^).  In  Bremer  v. 
Freeman  (h),  the  testatrix  was  an  English  subject  resident  at  Paris, 
and  executed  a  will  conformably  to  English  law;  but  probate  of 


(d)  Concha  v,  Murrieta,  40  Ch.  D.  543. 

(e)  This  of  coone  is  not  conclusire  U»  to  which  aoe  Nevinson  v.  Stables,  4  Ross.  210). 
though  the  fact  of  a  testator  being  descrioed  as  resident  abroad  would  produce  suspicion  and 
inquiry  as  to  the  foreign  domicile. 

m 'Countess  Ferraris  tr.  M.  of  Hertford,  8  Curt.  468,  7  Jur.  262,  2  No.  Cas.  280;  Croker 
9.  M.  of  Hertford,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  339,  8  Jur.  863,  3  No.  Cas.  150. 

(a)  Stanley  v.  Bemes,  8  Hagff.  373;  Moore  v.  Darell,  4  Uagg.  346. 

(a)  10  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  306.  The  case  was  a  curious  one;  for  the  law  of  France  does  not 
permit  a  foreigner  to  acquire  a  domicile  there,  so  as  to  affect  the  mode  of  making  a  will, 
without  license  from  the  government ;  in  other  words,  without  such  license  the  foreigner  may 
make  a  will  according  to  the  law  of  his  original  domicile.  In  France,  therefore,  the  Englisn 
will  would  have  been  held  good  (see  Sug.  R.  P.  S.,  p.  404;  Collier  v,  Rivaz,  2  Curt.  855; 
see  Re  Trufort,  Trafiford  «.  Blanc  L.  R.,  86  Ch  D.  600;  secus  as  to  intestate  succession,  see 
Hamilton  v.  Dallas,  1  Ch.  D.  270),  and  it  had  in  foct  been  pronounced  valid  on  that  ground 
bjr  the  Prerogative  Court  (1  Deane,  192). 


Snyder,  supra.  Sometimes  certificates  of  per- 
sons of  high  authority  have  been  allowed  as 
evidence,  without  other  proof.  In  re  Dormov, 
3  Hagg.   Ecdes.   767,    769;   Stoiy,    Con^. 

Laws^  643- 

2.  The  same  appears  to  be  true  when  the 

question  is  of  thepeculiar  construction  of  a 
statute.  Kline  v.  Baker,  99  Mass.  253 ;  Ely  v, 
James,  128  Mass.  36. 

3.  The  statute  or  written  law  must   be 

firoved  bv  the  law  itself.  Francis  v.  Ocean 
ns.  Co., '6  Cowen,  429;  Delafield  v.  Hand,  8 
Johns.  810;  Lincoln  r.  Battelle,  6  Wend.  482; 
Ennis  r.  Smith,  14  How. '400,  426;  Nelson  o. 
Bridport,  8  Beav.  527. 

4.  The  (qualifications  of  the  experts,  or 
other  questions  of  competency,  are  of  course 
questions  of  law.    Id. 


5.  When  the  evidence  admitted  consists 
entirely  of  a  written  or  printed  document, 
statute,  or  judicial  opinion,  and  no  peculiar 
local  construction  is  alleged  to  govern  it,  the 
question  of  its  construction  and  effect  most 
be  determined  bv  the  court  Kline  v.  Baker, 
supra;  United  States  v.  McRae,  L.  R.,  8  Ch. 
86;  Di  Sora  v.  Phillipm,  10  H.  L.  Cas.  624; 
Bremer  v.  Freeman,  10  Moore,  P.  C.  806; 
People  V,  Lambert,  5  Mich.  849;  Owen  v. 
Boyle,  15  Maine,  147;  State  v.  Jackson,  9 
D«y.  563. 

6.  As  to  the  laws  of  the  sister  states.  Con- 
gress has  provided  a  mode  for  their  authen- 
tication ;  but  they  may  be  admitted  without 
such  authentication,  if  otherwise  proved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court.  Taylor  v.  Bank  of 
Illinois,  7  T.  B.  Bion.  576. 


CH.  I.]  LORD  KINOSDOWN'S  ACT.  9 

it  was  refused  on  the  groand  that  she  was  domiciled  in  Fianoe, 
and  that  the  will  was  not  valid  according  to  French  law. 

IL  —  Lord  Klngsdown's  Act  —  To  obviate  such  questions  with  re- 
gard to  testators  dying  after  6th  August,  1861,  it  is  enacted  by  24  & 
25  Vict,  c  114,  that  (s.  1)  every  will  and  other  testsr  stat.  24  &  25 
mentary  instrument  made  out  of  the  United  Kingdom  ^**^'-  ^-  ^^^• 
by  a  British  subject  (whatever  may  be  the  domicile  of  such  person  at 
the  time  of  making  the  same,  or  at  the  time  of  his  death)  shall  as  re- 
gards personal  estate  be  held  to  be  well  executed  for  the  purpose  of 
being  admitted  to  probate,  if  the  same  be  made  according  to  the  forms 
required  either  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  same  was  made, 
or  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  such  person  was  domiciled  when 
the  same  was  made,  or  by  the  laws  then  in  force  in  that  part 
of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  where  he  *had  his  domicile  of  [*8] 
origin  (t) :  and  (s.  2)  that  every  will  and  other  testamentary 
instrument  made  within  the  United  Kingdom  by  any  British  sub- 
ject (whatever  may  be  the  domicile  of  such  person  at  the  time  of 
making  the  same,  or  at  the  time  of  his  death)  shall  as  regards  per- 
soncU  estate  be  held  to  be  well  executed,  and  shall  be  admitted  to 
probate,  if  the  same  be  executed  according  to  the  forms  required 
by  the  laws  for  the  time  being  in  force  in  that  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  where  the  same  was  made.  By  s.  3  no  will  or  other  testa- 
mentary instrument  shall  be  held  to  be  revoked  or  to  have  become 
invalid,  nor  shall  the  construction  thereof  be  altered,  by  reason  of 
any  subsequent  change  of  domicile  of  the  person  making  the  same  (J); 
nor  (s.  4)  is  the  act  to  invalidate  any  will  or  other  testamentary 
instrument  as  regards  personal  estate  which  would  have  been  valid 
if  the  act  had  not  been  passed,  except  as  such  will  or  instrument 
may  be  revoked  or  altered  by  any  subsequent  will  or  testamentary 
instrument  made  valid  by  the  act. 

Thus,  for  the  purpose  of  British  probate,  a  choice  is  given  among 
several  forms  of  execution,  all  in  addition  (s.  4)  to  that  which  alone 
was  formerly  sufficient:  and,  in  terms,  the  act  is  di-  ^i^^effecton 
rected  only  to  modes  of  execution ;  but  it  has  been  held  the  legal  oper- 
that  a  testamentary  instrument,  depending  on  the  act  *^<>»o^^"^- 
for  the  validity  of  its  execution,  must  also  depend  for  its  acceptance 
as  a  valid  testamentary  disposition  on  the  local  law  on  which  its 
execution  is  rested.  Thus,  in  Pechell  v,  Hilderley  (A;),  a  British 
subject  with  an  English  domicile  died  in  1867,  leaving  a  will  and 
codicil,  neither  of  which  was  executed  according  to  the  law  of  Eng- 

(0  See  Re  De  la  Saaasaye,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &;  D.  42;  Be  Donaldson,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &;  D.  46 ;  Re 
Gatti,  27  W.  R.  323. 

(j)  Re  Rippon.  32  L.  J.,  Prob.  141,  8  Sw.  &  Tr.  177;  Re  Reid,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  75.  This 
fectjon  also  ezciades  the  further  qaestion  whether  resumption  of  the  former  domicile  re- 
•tored  the  will.    Story,  Confl.  c.  xi.  s.  473;  Williams,  Exec.  p.  371,  n.  (m),  8th  ed. 

(*)  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  673. 
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land,  but  thd  codicil  (though  not  the  will)  was  well  executed  accoid- 
ing  to  the  law  of  Italy,  where  it  was  made.  By  that  law,  as  proved 
in  the  case,  it  could  not  stand  alone  without  the  will,  and  did  not 
set  up  the  will,  although  indorsed  upon  and  referring  to  it.  It  was 
argued  that  the  codicil  being  well  executed  according  to  the  act, 
its  legal  effect  must  be  determined  by  the  lex  domicilii,  and  that 
according  to  that  law  the  codicil  republished  and  made  good  the 
will  (I),  But  Lord  Penzance  was  of  opinion  that  in  determining 
the  question  whether  any  paper  was  testamentary,  regard  could 
be  had  to  the  law  of  one  country  only  at  a  time,  and  that 
[*9]  *  the  mixing  up  of  the  legal  precepts  of  two  different  coun- 
tries could  only  result  in  conclusions  conformable  to  neither. 
The  court  therefore  pronounced  against  both  documents. 

The  act  affects  British  subjects  only  (m),  and  can  only  be  enforced 
where  the  property  in  question  is  locally  situate  within  British  juris- 
—  affects  Brit-  <^c*io^^«  Foreign  courts  are  not  bound  to  recognize  the 
ish  subjects  act  in  determining  whether  a  given  instrument  is  a  valid 
^^  ^'  will  of  personal  property  within  their  own  jurisdiction ; 

and  thus  the  personal  property,  British  and  foreign,  of  a  British 
subject  may  be  distributable  according  to  two  distinct  laws  (n). 
Therefore,    the  necessity  of  conforming  in  the  testamentary  act  to 

the  law  of  the  ultimate  domicile,  is  still  an  important 
towSisoflEnS  doctrine  to  the  numerous  British  residents  in  foreign 
iwhmen  domi-    countries ;  and  it  appears  that  the  circumstance  of  the 

contents  of  the  will  indicating  that  the  testator  con- 
templated returning  to  England  (but  which  intention  he  never  exe- 
cuted (o),)  or  even  an  express  declaration  that  he  intends  to  retain 
his  domicile  of  origin  (p),  is  insufficient  to  exclude  the  law  of  his 
domicile  ascertained  by  the  facts  of  the  case  (q).^ 

m.  —  Conflict  of  Laws.  —  If  an  Englishman,  domiciled  abroad, 
has  real  estate  (including  in  this  definition  property  held  by  him 
for  terms  of  years)  in  his  native  country,  and  also  personal  property 
there  or  elsewhere,  he  ought  to  make  two  wills,  one  devising  his 
English  lands,  duly  framed  and  executed  for  that  purpose  according 
to  the  forms  of  the  English  law,  and  the  other  bequeathing,  if  per- 
mitted, his  personal  (or  rather  his  movable)  estate  conformably  to 

(I)  Vide  poBtjCh.  VL,  Sect.  15. 

(w)  See  Re  Von  Bnseck.  6  P.  D.  211 :  Bloxham  v.  Favre,  9  P.  D.  180.  The  term  "  British 
subjects  *'  includes  subjects  by  naturalization.    Re  Gaily,  1  P.  D.  438;  Re  Lacroix,  2  P.  D.  94. 

(n)  See  Sug.  R.  P.  S.  405-6:  being  the  very  reftalt  which  the  rule  **mobilla  sequuntur 
personam  "  was  established  to  prevent,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  15. 

(o)  Stanley  v,  Bernes,  3  Hagg.  375. 

g?)  Re  Steer,  8  H.  &  N.  594.    See  Mclfullen  v.  Wadsworth,  14  App.  Cas.  at  p.  686. 

Xq)  Asto  Xhe  animus  revertendi,  see  also  Bruce  v,  Bruce,  2  B.  &  P.  229,  n. 


^  If  a  party  die  in  itinero  from  one  domi-  idle.  State  v.  Hallett,  8  Ala.  159;  Story, 
cile  to  another,  his  property  will  be  distrib-  Confl.  I^ws,  §  481  a,  in  note.  See  Monroe 
nted  according  to  the  law  of  the  former  dom-    v,  Douglass,  5  Madd.  879. 
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the  foreign  laW.  Wills  made  under  such  circumstances  require 
more  than  ordinary  care,  in  order  to  avoid  some  perplexing  ques- 
tions arising  out  of  the  conflict  in  the  laws  governing  the  real  and 
personal  property  respectively  (r). 

Such  questions  may  arise,  and  indeed  have  most  frequently  arisen, 
in  regard  to  the  property  of  Englishmen  domiciled  in  Scotland,  or 
of  Scotchmen  domiciled  in  England;  the  law  of  succession 
and  testamentary  disposition  being,  in  some  respects,  *  dif-  [*10] 
ferent  in  these  two  sections  of  the  United  Kingdom  («).    Thus, 
in  Balfour  v.  Scott  (t)  where  a  person  domiciled  in  England  died 
intestate,  leaving  real  estate  in  Scotland,  the  heir  was  one  of  the 
next  of  kin,  and  claimed  a  share  of  the  personal  estate. 
By  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  heir  cannot  share  in  the  -^*<»^'^*"^- 
personal  property  with  the  other  next  of  kin,  except  on  condition 
of  collating  the  real  estate ;  that  is,  bringing  it  into  a  mass  with  the 
personal  estate,  to  form  one  common  subject  of  division  (u).     It  was 
determined,  however,  that  he  was  entitled  to  take  his  share  without 
complying  with  that  obligation,  the  case  being  regulated  as  to  the 
movable  property  by  the  English 'law. 

In  Brummond  v.  Drummond  (v),  a  person  domiciled  in  England 
had  real  estate  in  Scotland,  upon  which  he  granted  a  heritable  bond 
to  secure  a  debt  contracted  in  England.  He  died  intestate ;  and  the 
question  was,  by  which  of  the  estates  this  debt  was  to  be  borne? 
By  the  English  law  then  in  force  (x),  the  personal  estate  was  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  but,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
the  real  estate  was  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  herita- 
ble bond.  It  was  determined  that  the  law  of  Scotland  should  pre- 
vail, and  that  the  real  estate  must  bear  the  burden  (y). 

Speaking  of  these  two  cases.  Sir  William  Grant  has  observed  (x)  -^ 

(r)  See  Brodie  v,  Barry,  2  V.  &  R  190;  Re  Smart,  9  P.  D.  64.  And  see  post,  to\,  II., 
Appendix  A. 

(»)  In  Scotland  there  was  formerly  no  direct  power  of  disposing  of  real  estate  by  will, 
bot  if  there  was  a  conveyance  previousfy  executed  according  to  the  proper  feadal  forms,  ti^e 
party  might  by  will  declare  the  use  and  trust  to  which  it  should  enure.  Per  Sir  W.  Orant 
in  Brodie  v.  Barr}-,  S  V.  &  B.  132.  But  by  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  20,  land  in  Scotland  may 
now  be  disoosed  of  directly  by  will.  Where  a  domiciled  Scotchman  dies  intestate,  leaving 
infant  chilaren,  and  possessed  of  property  in  Scotland  and  England,  the  Court  of  Session,  it 


seems,  appoints  a  factor  to  the  children,  to  whom  the  Englinh  Court  grants  administration. 

'    .  Cook,  8  App.  Ca.  577. 

were  to  make  a  will,  which  by  the  law  of  Scotland 


_        'r*  —  --—         -—    —    — __^     —        , —     — ■  —     —     ^^ — 

Re  Johnston,  4  Hafi|g.  182:    see  Studd  v.  Cook,  8  App.  Ca.  577. 
If  a  Scotchman,  t.e.,  a  British  subject, 


ix  a  sjcotcnman,  t.e.,  a  isntisn  suDject.  were  to  make  a  will,  wnicn  Dv  tne  law  of  Scotland 
is  not  revoked  by^  marriage,  and  were  subsequently  to  marry  in  Englana  after  having  acquired 
an  English  domicile,  a  question  of  some  nicety  might  probably'  arise  as  to  whether  the 
will  was  revoked  by  the  marriage.    See  per  Wilde,  J.,  in  Ke  Reid,*L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.,  at  p.  76. 

(t)  Stated  in  Somerville  v.  Lord  Somerville,  5  Vea.  750,  and  cited  2  V.  &  B.  131;  and 
see  Allen  v,  Anderson,  5  Hare,  163. 

(ii)  Ersk.  Inst.  I^w  of  Scotland,  701,  5th  ed. 

(v)  Cit.  2  V.  &  B.  132. 

(x)  An  heir  or  devisee  cannot  now  claim  payment  of  a  mortgage  debt  oat  of  the  testator's 
personal  assets ;  see  sect.  1  of  Locke  King's  act,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  113. 

iff)  But  an  express  direction  by  a  testator  domiciled  in  England  for  nayment  of  all  his 
debts  out  of  a  specified  fund  will  'include  the  heritable  bond.  Maxwell  v.  Maxwell,  L.  R.,  4 
H.  L.  506.  Locke  Eling's  Acts  (post  Ch.  XLVI.)  do  not  extend  to  Scotland.  A  heritable 
bond  will  not  pass  by  an  English  will;  Jerningham  v.  Herbert,  4  Russ.  388;  but  where  there 
it  an  English  seconty,  and  the  debt  is  fbrther  secured  by  a  Scotch  heritable  bond,  the  debt 
will  pass  V  ^  English  will,  Buccleugfa  v.  Hoare,  4  Mad. '467;  Cust  v.  Goring,  18  Beav.  383. 
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[*11]  *  "  In  the  first  case,  the  disability  of  the  heir  did  not  fol- 
low him  to  England;  and  the  personal  estate  was  distrib- 
uted as  if  both  the  domicile  and  the  real  estate  had  been  in 
England.  In  the  second,  the  disability  to  claim  exoneration  out  of 
the  personalty  did  follow  him  into  England;  and  the  personal  es- 
tate was  distributed  as  if  both  the  domicile  and  the  real  estate  had 
been  in  Scotland."* 

But  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  of  England,  real  estate  is  only 
a  subsidiary  fund  for  the  payment  of  movable  debts ;  and  if  the 
Scotch  heir  of  a  domiciled  Englishman  has  paid  them,  the  law  of 
the  domicile  allows  him  to  recover  against  the  personal  estate  («). 
Conversely,  English  rules  of  marshalling  in  favor  of  legatees  will 
not  be  applied  so  as  to  throw  on  Scotch  real  estate  debts  of  a 
domiciled  Englishman,  to  which  it  could  not  be  made  liable  by  the 
lex  loci  (a). 

In  all  these  cases  the  claim  of  the  Scotch  heir  to  exoneration  or 
his  liability  to  be  charged  was  enforced  by  English  Courts  in  dis- 
tributing the  personal  estate  only  where  the  laws  of  both  countries 
agreed  in  conceding  the  claim  or  imposing  the  charge. 

rv.  —  Ezoeptions  to  General  Law.  —  Even  before  Lord  Hangs- 
down's  Act  a  will  of  personalty  made  under  a  power  formed  an 

exception  to  the  general  rule,  mobilia  sequuntur  per- 
power  is  not  Bonam ;  for  if  executed  in  the  particular  form  required 
pverned^      by  the  power,  it  was,  as  it  will  still  be,  good  without 

reference  to  the  testator's  foreign  domicile,  because  the 
appointee  takes,  not  under  the  instrument  exercising,  but  under  the 
instrument  creating  the  power  (b) ;  and  the  latter  instrument  is  to 
be  construed  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  executed, 
if  it  deals  with  movables,  and  according  to  the  lex  loci  rei  sitae  if 
with  immovables  (<?).*  It  would  seem,  however,  that  a  testamentary 
power  created  by  an  English  instrument  is  not  exercised  by  a  will 
valid  according  to  the  testator's  foreign  domicile,  unless  such  will 
conforms  to  the  provisions  of  section  10  of  the  Wills  Act,  which 
enacts  that  no  appointment  made  by  will  in  exercise  of  any  power 
shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  be  executed  in  manner  required  by 
section  9  of  the  same  Act.    In   D'Huart  v.  Harkness  (d),  where 

See  further,  w  to  the  nature  of  heritable  bonds,  Bell*s  Commentaries  on  the  Laws  of  Scotland, 
206;  Ersk.  Inst.  194. 

(z)  Earl  of  Winchelsea  v,  Garetty,  2  Keen,  293. 

(a)  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  342. 

(6)  Tatnall  v.  Hankey,  2  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  342;  Re  Alexander,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  454,  n.,  29  L.  J., 
Prob.  93;  Re  Hallyburton,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  90. 

(c)  Storv,  Confl.  c.  vlii.;  3  Barge,  pt  2,  c.  20. 

(d)  34  Beiav.  324  (case  before  Lord  Kingsdown*s  Act). 

^  See  Story,  Oonfl.  Laws,  §§  485-489.  executed  b^  a  will  conformable  with  the  law 

s  If  one  residing  out  of  Scotland  reserve  a  of  the  domicile.    Sewall  v.  Wilmer,  132  Mass. 

power  of  appointment  in  a  settlement  b^such  131  (citing  Willock  v,  Ouchterlony,  8  Paton, 

Mie  of  lands  in  Scotland,  the  power  is  well  659;  Brack  v,  Johnston,  6  Wils.  &  S>  61). 
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bj  an  English  ^instrnment  power  was  given  to  appoint  [*12] 
a  money  fnnd  "by  will  duly  executed,"  it  was  held  by 
Romilly,  M.B.9  that  this  did  not  mean  any  one  particular  form  of 
will  recognized  by  the  law  of  this  country,  but  any  will  entitled  to 
probate  here,  and  that  the  will  of  the  donee,  having  been  admitted 
to  probate,  was,  thereforey  a  good  exercise  of  the  power.  Thus  it 
came  back  to  trying  the  validity  of  the  will  by  the  law  of  the  testa- 
trix's domicile  (0).  She  was  domiciled  abroad,  and  her  will  con- 
formed to  the  law  of  her  domicile.  If  she  had  been  domiciled  here 
the  will  would  not  have  been  a  valid  appointment  (jy.  But  in  Be 
Kirwan's  Trusts  (^),  Kay,  J.,  held  that  an  appointment  under  a 
power  created  by  an  English  settlement,  purporting  to  be  made  by 
a  testator  domiciled  in  France,  by  a  holograph  codicil  valid  according 
to  French  law,  and  admitted  as  such  to  probate  in  this  country,  was 
invalid  as  a  testamentary  execution  of  the  x>ower,  for  want  of  attes- 
tation as  required  by  section  10  of  the  Wills  Act  His  Lordship 
said :  "  The  later  Act,  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  114,  does  not  refer  to  that 
clause,  nor  indeed,  does  it  refer  to  a  power  of  appointment  at  all. 
It  only  does  this.  It  makes  a  will  executed  abroad  by  a  British 
subject  a  good  will,  if  it  be  such  a  document  as  is  recognized  as  a 
will  by  the  law  of  that  place.  But  it  does  not  at  all  touch  or  inter- 
fere with  the  negative  provision  of  the  Wills  Act,  namely,  that  no 
testamentary  appointment  can  be  made  unless  it  is  attested  by  two 
witnesses." 

Another  exception  to  the  general  rule  exists  where  by  treaty 
between  this  country  and  the  country  of  domicile  it  is  agreed  that 
the  English  law  shall  prevail.  Thus  subjects  of  the  nor  where 
Ottoman  Empire  cannot  dispose  of  their  property  by  there  is  a  treaty 
will,  but  by  treaty  EngUsh  subjecte  domiciled  there  are  *<>  the  contrary, 
allowed  to  do  so,  and  their  wills  must  be  executed  according  to  the 
English  law  (A). 

V. — Domioile. — A  statement  of  some  of  the  more  important  rules 
for  ascertaining  the  domicile  of  a  testator  or  intestate,  and  a 
*  reference  to  some  of  the  cases  of  most  frequent  occurrence,  [*13] 
may  here  be  made  («).    The  law  attributes  to  every  one  as  soon 

(e)  It  is  preaomed  that  the  will  was  proved  in  the  ordinary  way.  and  not  merely  on  an 
allegation  that  it  was  in  execution  of  a  power  (Barnes  v,  Vincent.  6  Moo.  P.  C.  201).  The 
Luter  proceeding  woold  have  decided  nothing,  and  wonld  have  given  the  Coart  of  Construc- 
tion no  ground  on  which  to  build  its  argument,  vide  post,  Ch.  IL 

(/)  Ke  Dalv*s  Settlement,  25  Beav.  456. 

(g)  26  Cb.  U,  873,  881.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  that  the  decision  in  D'Huart  p, 
Baraness  was  cited  in  this  case. 

(k)  Haltass  v,  Maltas^  8  Curt.  234,  1  Rob.  67,  7  Jnr.  185,  8  Jur.  860,  2  No.  Gas.  83,  8  No. 
CSs.  257.  No  such  rule  applies  to  British  subjects  resident  in  China.  Be  Tootal's  Trusts,  23 
Cb.  D.  582;  or  in  Effypt,  Abdul  Massi  v.  i^arra,  13  App.  Gas.  431. 

(t)  See  Lord  Westbnry*s  judgment,  Udny  v,  Udny,  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  Sc.  441.  By  stat  24 
&  25  Vict  c.  121,  rules  are  made  for  determining  the  question  of  domicile  as  between  this 
eonntry  and  any  other  with  which  the  sovereign  mav  have  entered  into  a  convention  for  that 
ptmnee.    As  to  the  operation  of  this  act  see  Sugd.  R.  P.  S.  p.  405. 

iftmicUe  is  dirtinct  from  allegiance  or  nationality,  per  Lord  Westbnry,  in  Udny  «.  Udsy, 

^  See  Sewall «.  Wihner,  182  Mass.  181. 
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—  of  choice. 


as  he  ifl  bom  the  domicile  of  his  father  if  he  be  legitimate,  and  the 

domicile  of  the  mother  if  illegitimate  (k).  This  i^  the 
MCMtSaned^     domicile  of  origin,  and  is  involuntary.    Other  domiciles, 

including  domicile  by  operation  of  law,  as  on  marriage, 
are  domiciles  of  choice.    For  as  soon  as  an  individual  is  sui  juris, 

it  is  competent  to  him  to  elect  and  assume  another 
otS^*  ®'       domicile,  the  continuance  of  which  depends  upon  his 

will  and  act  (Q.  When  another  domicile  is  put  on,  the 
domicile  of  origin  is  for  that  purpose  relinquished,  and  remains  in 

abeyance  during  the  continuance  of   the  domicile  of 

choice,  but  it  revives  and  exists  whenever  there  is  no 
other  domicile  (as  when  the  domicile  of  choice  is  in  fact  abandoned 

(m)  with  the  intention  of  never  returning),  and  it  does 
Recnrrence  of     not  require  to  be  regained  or  reconstituted  animo  et  facto 

domicile  of  •      .1  i.-  i.   •  u      j.i_  •   -j.-  n 

origin.  m  the  manner  which  is  necessary  for  the  acquisition  of 

a  domicile  of  choice  (n).  Domicile  of  choice  is  consti- 
tuted by  residence  freely  chosen  and  intended  to  continue  for  a 
non-limited  period;  and  length  of  residence  is  a  most  important 
ingredient  from  which  to  infer  the  animus  manendi  (o). 

Where  an  Englishman  or  Scotchman  divides  his  time  about  equally 
between  the  two  countries,  the  actual  domicile  is  sometimes  diffi- 
Divided  ^^^  ^  ^  ascertained,  from  the  absence  of  preponderat- 

residence.  ing  evidence  in  favor  of  either.^    Such  was  the  case  of 

L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  Sc.  459 ;  Haldane  v.  Eckford,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  631 ;  Bmnel  v.  Brunei,  L.  R.,  12  Eq. 
298:  Douglas  v.  Douglas,  L.  R.,  12  Eg.  617. 

(k)  DaUiouBie  v,  SlacDonall,  7  CI.  &  F.  817 ;  Munro  v.  Monro,  7  CI.  &  F.  842 ;  Re  Patten, 
6  Jur.  N.  S.  151. 

(/)  See  Bempde  «.  Johnstone,  3  Yes.  198;  Drevon  v.  Dreyon,  12  W.  R.  946;  King  v.  Fox- 
well,  3  Ch.  D.  518. 

(m)  The  intention  without  the  act  of  abandonment  is  insufficient,  Re  Rafienell,  8  Sw.  Ss 
Tr.  49,  32  L.  J.,  Prob.  203.  See  also  McMullen  v.  Wadsworth,  14  App.  Cas.  at  p.  636. 
And  the  same  principle  applies  to  the  revival  of  the  original  aomicile  by  abandonment 
of  the  domicile  of  choice.    Re  Marett,  Chalmers  r.  Wingfield,  86  Ch.  D.  400. 


(n)  King  v,  Foxwell,  8  Ch^  D^  518. 


Cockrell  v,  Cockrell,  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  732;  Doncet  v,  Geoghegan,  9  Ch.  D.  441. 


1  The  question  of  a  person's  domicile  or 
place  of  abode  is  a  question  of  fact.  It  is 
m  most  cases  easily  determined  by  a  few 
decisive  facts;  but'  oases  may  be  readily 
conceived  where  the  circumstances  tending 
to  fix  the  domicile  are  so  nearly  balanced 
that  a  slight  matter  will  turn  the  scale. 
There  are  certain  well-eettled  maxims  on 
this  subject.  These  are,  that  every  person 
has  a  domicile  somewhere,  and  no  per!>on 
can  have  more  than  one  domicile  for  one 
and  the  same  purpose  at  the  same  time.  It 
follows  from  these  maxims  that  a  man  retains 
his  domicile  of  origin  till  he  changes  it  by 
acquiring  another;  and  so  each  successive 
domicile  continues  until  changed  bv  acquir- 
ing another.  And  it  is  equally  obvious  that 
the  ac^quisition  of  a  new  domicile  does,  at  the 
same  instant,  terminate  the  old  one.  Opinion 
of  the  Judjges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
chosetts,  m  Supplement  to  5  Met.  588,  589. 


See  Abington  v.  North  Bridgewater,  23  Pick. 
170;  Thorndtke  v.  Boston,  1  Met.  242;  Kil- 
bum  V.  Bennett,  3  Met.  199;  Moore  t^.Wilkins, 
10  N.  H.  455,  456:  Greene  v.  Greene.  II 
Pick.  411,  416;  Walke  «  Bank  of  Cireleville, 
15  Ohio,  288,  289;  Bradley  r.  Lowr^*,  1 
Speers,  Eq.  3,  16;  In  re  Robert,  8  Paige, 
519.  The  mere  plnce  of  birth  or  death  does 
not  constitute  tne  domicile.  Somerville  v. 
Somervill*»,  5  Ves.  750.  See  Harvard  Col- 
lege r.  Gore,  5  Pick.  872,  373. 

Two  tilings  must  concur  to  constitute  a 
domicile:  first,  residence,  and,  secondly,  the 
intention  to  make  it  the  home  of  the  party. 
Harvard  College  v.  Gore,  supra.  See  Jenni- 
son'©,  Hapgood,  10  Pick.  77;  Hallowell  v. 
Saco.  5  Greenl.  143;  Cawjr's  Case,  1  Ash- 
mead.  126;  Greene  «.  Windham,  13  Me.  225, 
228;  Gorham  v.  Springfield.  21  id.  58:  State 
V.  Hallett,  8  Ala.  159.  Actual  resiaence  is 
not  necessary  to  retain  a  domicile  onoe 
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Lord  Somerville  (p),  a  Scotchman,  originally  domiciled  in  Scotland, 
who  was  elected  a  representative  peer  for  Scotland,  took  a 
house  *  in  London,  and  lived  there  half  the  year,  the  remainder  [*14] 
of  which  he  spent  in  Scotland,  where  he  still  had  an  establish- 
ment :  he  died  at  his  house  in  London.  Sir  B.  P.  Arden,  M.  K.,  after 
an  elaborate  argument,  held  that  the  original  domicile  remained  un- 
changed, and,  consequently,  the  succession  to  the  personal  property 
of  the  deceased  nobleman  (who  had  died  intestate)  was  to  be  governed 
by  the  law  of  Scotland.  In  cases  of  residence  equally  divided  be- 
tween two  places,  the  constant  residence  of  his  wife  and  family  in 
one  of  them  is  strong  evidence  of  animus  in  favor  of  domicile  in 
that  place  (q), 

"  The  question  of  domicile,"  said  Lord  Loughborough,  in  the  case 
of  Bempde  v.  Johnstone  (r),  '<  prim&  facie,  is  much  more  a  question 
of  fact  than  of  law.^  The  actual  place  where  a  person  is,  is  primft 
facie,  to  a  great  many  purposes,  his  domicile.  You  encounter  that, 
if  you  show  it  is  either  constrained,'  or  from  the  necessity  of  his 
affairs,  or  transitory,  that  he  is  a  sojourner  («),  and  you  take  from  it 
all  character  of  permanency.  If,  on  the  contrary,  you  show  that  the 
place  of  his  residence  is  the  seat  of  his  fortune,  or  the  place  of  his 
birth,  upon  which  I  lay  the  least  stress ;  but,  if  the  place  of  his  edu- 
cation, where  he  acquired  all  his  early  habits,  friends,  and  connections, 
and  all  the  links  that  attach  him  to  society  are  found  there ;  if  you 
add  to  that,  that  he  had  no  other  fixed  residence  upon  an  establish- 
ment of  his  own,  you  answer  the  question."  ^ 

If  the  residence  is  ^' constrained"  by  external  necessity,  as 
by  the  duties  of  military  or  naval  service  (t)]  or  of  a  temporary 

(p)  5  Yes.  750.  The  ailment  in  fayor  of  the  Enfrlish  doinicile  was  urged  on  behalf  of 
the  relations  of  the  halfblood,  whom  the  law  of  Scotland  excluded.  See  also  Forbes  «. 
Forbes,  Kay,  353.  The  dalles  of  an  English  peer  as  such  do  not  prevent  his  acquiring  a 
foreign  domicile.  Hamilton  v.  Dallas,  1  Ch.  D.  257.  For  the  purposes  of  succession  a  man 
cannot  have  more  than  one  domicile,  id. 

(a)  Forbes  «.  Forbes,  Kay,  364;  Aitchison  v.  Dixon.  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  589;  Piatt  v.  Att.-6en. 
of  New  South  Wales,  3  AppI  Cas.  336.  But  see  per  Wickeus,  V.^^.,  Douglas  v.  Douglas, 
L.  R.,  18  Eq.  647. 

r)  3  Ves.  201.      See  Udny  o.  Udny,  sup. ;  Stevenson  v.  Masson,  L.  R.,  17  Eq.  78. 

-^  ^    person,  who  for  more  than  twenty  years  previous  to  his  death  had  resided  in 


(r)3\ 
?#)  A 
lodginps, 


hotels,  and  boarding-houses,  in  various  parts  of  England,  was  held  not  to  have 
lost'  his  Scotch  domicile  of  origin.  Re  Patience,  Patience  v.  Main,  29  Ch.  D.  976.  See 
as  to  indications  of  intention  to  reside  permanently  abroad,  Anderson  v.  Laneuville,  9 
Moo.  P.  C.  325 ;  L^all  v.  Paton,  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  746. 

(0  Phillim.  Domicile,  p.  79.  Perwns  entering  the  military  service  of  B.for€iffH  state 
acquire  th<«  domicile  of  tnat  state,  id.  See  also  President  of  the  United  States  v.  Drum- 
mond,  83  Beav.  449.  Where,  as  in  the  United  Kingdom,  different  laws  prevail  in  different 
parts,  a  domicile  in  one,  as  Jersey  or  Scotland,  is  not  altered  by  entering  the  military  or 


acquired.  It  is  retained  by  the  mere  inten- 
tion not  to  change  it.  Id. ;  Sackett's  Case,  1 
Mass.  58;  Abington  v.  Boston,  4  Mass.  312; 
Granby  v.  Amherst,  7  Mass.  1;  Lincoln  «. 
Hapgdod,  11  Mass.  850;  Sears  «.  Eto^ton,  1 
Met.  250;  Bradley  v.  Lowrv,  supra;  Thorn- 
dike  V.  Boston,  supra;  l^now  v,  Waldo- 
borough,  3  Greenl.  455;  Waterborough  v, 
Newfield,  8  id.  903,  205;  Shattuck  «.  May- 
nard,  3  N.  H.  123;  Cadwalader  «.  Howell,  3 


Harrison,  138.  Further,  see  Story,  Confl. 
Laws,  ch.  8,  §  39,  et  seq.;  2  Williams,  Exe- 
cutors (6th  Am.  ed.),  1516  et  neq.,  and  notes; 
Somerville  v.  Somerville,  5  Yen.  (Sumner's 
ed.)  750,  and  notes;  Greene  o.  Greene,  11 
Pick.  410;  Craigie  v.  Lewin,  4  Curteis,  435. 
1  Opinion  of  Jndgf  s.  5  Met.  588. 

>  See  Grant  v.  Dalliber,  11  Conn.  234> 
288. 

>  See  2  Kent,  430,  note. 
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*[16]  *political  (u)  or  judicial  (x)  office ;  by  imprisonment  (y),  or 
by  flight  from  civil  commotion  or  revolution  (»),  or  to  avoid 
creditors  (a);  it  will  not  confer  a  domicile  (b).     So,  neither  an  am- 
bassador (c),  nor  a  consul  (d)  loses  his  original  domicile 
^ewit^  ®^      by  residence  in  the  foreign  country  where  he  is  accred- 
ited.   But  if  a  consul  engage  in  trade  there,  his  char- 
acter of  consul  is,  for  some  purposes  at  least,  merged  in  that  of  mer- 
chant (e).    And  if,  being  already  domiciled  in  a  foreign 
8erW<»"&!c        coimtry,  a  man  be  appointed  by  his  own  sovereign  am- 
bassador (/)  or  consul  (ff)  in  that  country,  his  original 
domicile  is  not  thereby  restored  quoad  succession  to   movable    prop- 
erty.   On  the  other  hand,  a  life  employment  abroad  in  the  public 
service  alters  the  domicile  (h). 

One  who  settles  as  a  trader  in  a  foreign  country  will  thereby  com- 
monly acquire  a  domicile  in  that  country  (t) ;  nor  is  the  contrary  to 
—    trad       ^  inferred  merely  because,  being  a  British  subject,  he 
has  the  benefit  of  treaties  which,  without  making  special 
provision  for  testamentary  questions  (k),  secure  to  him  certain  immu- 
nities and  privileges,  and  because  he  invariably  acts  and  regards 

himself  as  an  Englishman  (I).    Nor  will  his  being  an 
Saf-Mv?  officer  in  the^  British  service  on  half-pay,  and  (in  order 

to  retain  his  pay)   requiring  and  obtaining   leave  of 
absence  (m),  nor  being  an  officer  on  unlimited  furlough,  subject  to 

naval  service  of  the  kin(?doin.  Be  Patten,  6  Jur.,  N.  S.  151 ;  Brown  v.  Smithj  15  Beav.  444; 
Ex  parte  Cunningham,  Be  Mitchell.  13  Q.  B.  D.  419.  But  aervice  under  the  East  India 
Company  formerly,  gave  an  Indian  aomicile,  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  2  B.  &  P.  229;  Forbes  v.  Forbes, 
Kay,  8to.  However,  with  a  few  immaterial  diflferences,  the  stat.  1  Vict,  c  26  was  made 
law  in  India  by  an  act  of  council,  No.  25,  a.d.  1838,  and  applies  to  all  wills  made  on  or 
after  1st  February,  1839.  And  b}**  the  Indian  Succession  Act  (Act  X.),  1865,  succession  to 
immovable  property  in  India  is  regulated  bv  the  law  of  India;  that  to  movables  by  the  law 
of  the  domicile.    See  Macdonald  v.  Macdonafd,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  60. 

(u)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Pottinger,  6  H.  &  N.  733,  747,  Governor  of  the  Cape  and  of  Madras. 

(e)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Rowe,  1  H.  &  C.  31,  Chief  Justice  of  Ceylon. 

M  Phillim.  on  Domicile,  p.  87. 

is)  De  Bonneval  r.  De  Bonneval,  1  Curt.  856. 
a)  Pitt  V,  Pitt,  12  W.  R.  1089. 
6)  This  rule  applies  as  well  to  an  acquired  as  to  an  original  domicilo.    Re  Macreight, 
Preston  v.  Macreight,  30  Ch.  D.  165. 
le)  Story,  Conff.  s.  48;  Phillim.  on  Dom.  p.  79. 

(d)  Sharpe  v.  Crispin,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  611. 

(e)  Phillim.  on  Domicile,  pp.  124,  125.  By  the  rules  of  their  service  British  Consuls 
are  forbidden  to  take  part  in  mercantile  aCEairs.  Sharpe  «.  Crispin,  L.  B.,  1  P.  &  D. 
617. 


(/)  Heath  v.  Sampson,  14  Beav.  441 ;  Att.-6en.  v.  Kent,  1  H.  &  C.  12. 

Q)  Sharpe  v.  Crispin,  L.  B.,  1  P.  &  D.  611. 

(n)  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  v,  Gordon^s  Executors,  12  Cas.  Court  'Sess. 
657.  The  cases  decided  on  service  with  the  East  India  Company,  sup.  n.  (t)  are  to  the 
like  effect. 

(t)  Cockrell  v.  Cockrell,  2  Jur.,  N.  S.  727;  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  730;  Allardice  «.  Onslow,  12  W, 
R.  397 ;  Doucet  o.  Geoghegan,  9  Ch.  D.  441. 

(k)  Maltass  v.  Maltass,  3  Curt.  231,  1  Rob.  67,  7  Jur.  135,  8  Jur.  860,  2  No.  Cas.  83, 
8  No.  Cas.  257.  But  in  a  half  civilized  country  the  difference  of  law,  religion,  habits, 
and  customs  may  raise  a  presumption  against  the  individual  becoming  domiciled  in 
that  country,  per  Chitty,  J.,  in  Re  Tootal's  TmsU,  28  Ch.  D.  at  p.  538.  See  also  The 
Indian  Chief,  Rob.  Adm.  22. 

(I)  Moore  v.  Budd,  4  Hagg.  346. 

cm)  Cockrell  «.  Cockrell,  25  L.  J.,  Ch.  780.  See  also  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue 
V.  Gordon's  Execnton,  12  Caa.  Court  Sess.  657. 
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a  positive  obligation  to  return  to  duty  when  ordered  (n),  prevent  Ms 
acquiring  a  domicile  other  than  British ;  though  such  an  obli- 
gation would  be  strong  to  *  rebut  any  presumption  that  a  [*16] 
domicile  was  contemplated  in  a  foreign  country  where  the 
obligation  could  not  be  enforced,  for  an  intention  contrary  to  duty 
is  not  to  be  presumed  (o). 

Residence  in  any  place  for  health's  sake  is  of  dubious  import ;  and 
further  manifestation  of  intention  is  requisite  before  such  Besidence  for 
residence  can  be  assumed  to  be  permanent  (p).  health's  sake. 

If  a  person  has  in  fact  taken  up  a  permanent  residence  in  a  country 
he  will  be  deemed  to  have  acquired  a  domicile  of  choice 
there^  and  mere  declarations  of  intention  to  return  to  the  Declarations 
country  of  his  birth,  will  not  be  sufficient  to  rebut  that  ^  return.^" 
presumption,  so  as  to  revive  the  original  domicile  (q). 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  domicile  of  a  married  woman  is  that  of 
her  husband,  and  that  married  women  cannot  change  their  domicile 
of  their  own  acts  (r).    But  a  wife  after  a  decree  of 
divorce  can  acquire  a  domicile  of  choice  («).    And  the  Domicile  of 
same  rule  would  seem  to  apply  to  a  wife  who  has  been   women, 
judicially  separated  from  her  husband  (t),  or  whose  hus- 
band has  deserted  her,  or  committed  some  other  offence  entitling  her 
to  a  divorce  or  a  judicial  separation  (u).    But  a  woman  who  is  living 
apart  from  her  husband  under  an  agreement  for  separation,  cannot 
choose  her  own  domicile  (v). 

The  domicile  of  a  legitimate  child  is  that  of  the  father, 
and  the  domicile  of  an  illegitimate  child  is  that  of  the  J^^ren*  °' 
mother  (pe). 

It  has  been  made  a  question,  whether  infant  children,  who,  after 
the  death  of  the  father,  remain  under  the  care  of  their  mother,  follow 
the  domicile  which  she  may  from  time  to  time  acquire,  or  retain  that 
which  their  father  had  at  his  death,  until  they  are  capable  of  gaining 
one  by  acts  of  their  own.    The  weight  of  authority  in  such  cases 

(•)  AtL-Gen.  v.  Pottiiifferj  6  H.  &  N.  733,  747;  Forbes  v.  Forbes,  Kay,  359.  Secus.  if 
the  fm'loogh  be  for  a  limited  period;  Craigie  v.  Lewin,  3  Curt  435,  7  Jar.  519,  2  No. 
Cas.  185. 

(0)  Hodgson  9.  De  Beauchesne,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  285. 

(p)  See  Hoskins  v.  Matthews,  8  D.  M.  &  6.  13;  Johnston  v.  Beattie,  10  CI.  &  F. 
138;  and  per  Wood,  V.  C,  in  Forbes  v,  Forbes,  Kay,  367.  See  also  per  Lord  Selborne  in 
The  Lauderdale  Peerage,  10  Api).  Cas.  at  p.  740. 

(q)  Att.-Gen.  v,  Kent,  1  H.  &  C.  12;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Fitz^raM,  3  Dr.  610;  Ke  Steer,  3 
H.  &  N.  594;  Haldane  r.  Eckford,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  631 ;  Drevon  v.  Drevon,  12  W.  R.  946; 
Brunei  v.  Brunei,  L.  R.,  12  Eq.  298;  Doucet  v.  Geoghegan,  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  D.  441.  See 
Stevenson  9.  Masson,  L.  R.,  17  Eq.  78. 

(r)  Robins  v.  Dolphin,  1  Sw.  &  TV.  37,  s.  e.  in  D.  P.  7  H.  L.  C.  390;  Yelverton  v. 
TelTerton.  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  574;  Re  Daly's  Settlement,  25  Bear.  466;  Dalhousie  o.  Macdonall, 
7  a.  &  P.  817;  Bell  r.  Kennedy,  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  Sc.  807. 

(jt)  WilUama  v.  Dormer,  2  Rob.  505. 

(1)  Dolphin  V.  Robins,  7  H.  L.  C  at  pp.  416,  419. 

(v)  Williams  v.  Dormer,  snpra;  Le  Sueur  v.  Le  Sueur,  1  P.  D.  at  p.  140,  et  seq. 
(t?)  Warrender  v.  Warrender.  2  CI.  &  F.  488;  Re  Daly's  Settlement,  supra. 
{x)  Dalhonsie  v.  Macdonall,  supra;  Munro  v.  Munro^  7  CI.  &  F.  842;  Re  Patten,  6  Jur. 
N.  8. 151. 
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seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the  mother's  domicile ;  and,  therefore, 
[*1T\   where  an  Englishman  *  domiciled  in  Gnemsey,  died  there,  and 

the  widow  came  to,  and  took  up  her  residence  in  England, 
bringing  her  children  with  her ;  it  .was  held,  that  the  succession  to 
the  personal  property  of  two  of  her  children,  who  died  there  at  an 
early  age,  was  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  England,  there  being  no 
ground  to  impute  the  removal  to  fraudulent  intention  Q/)A 

If  would  seem  to  be  the  better  opinion  that  a  widow  on  remarriage 
loses  the  power  to  change  the  domicile  of  infant  children  of  her  former 
marriage,  who  will  in  such  a  case  retain  the  domicile  which  their 
mother  had  immediately  before  her  remarriage  («).  It  is  doubtful 
whether  a  guardian  can  change  an  infant's  domicile  (a). 

(y)  Pottineer  v.  Wightman,  8  Mer.  67;  see  also  Johnston  v,  Beattie,  10  CI.  &  F.  at  p. 
66;  but  see  Story,  s.  46.  In  the  case  of  one  lunatic  from  infancy  his  domicile  is  that  of  his 
father,  and  will  be  liable  to  change  accordingly,  Sharpe  v,  Crispin,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  611. 
But  the  scope  of  this  treatise  does  not  admit  of  a  full  exposition  of  the  law  of  domicile;  this 
will  be  found  in  books  specially  devoted  to  the  subject;  and  see  Hayes  &  Jarman  Cone. 
Forms  of  Wills,  p.  549,  9th  ed.  by  Dunning. 

{x)  See  Dicey  on  Domicile,  102.  The  rule  suggested  in  the  text  has  been  judicially 
affirmed  in  the  American  Courts  (see  Rvall  v.  Kennedy.  40  N.  Y.  Sup.  Cl.  847),  but  ther« 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  reported  English  or  Irish  decision  on  the  point. 

(rr)  Per  Wickens  Y.-Cf.,  in  Douglas  v.  Douglas,  L.  R.,  12  £^.  at  p.  626.  It  seems  that, 
by  the  law  of  Scotland,  an  infant  aged  14  years  may  choose  bis  own  domicile,  Urquhart  v. 
Butterfield,  37  Ch.  D.  357. 


1  See  Story,  Oonfl.  Laws,  §  46.  Whether 
a  minor  <!an  gain  a  new  domicile  with  the 
consent  of  his  father,  who  does  not  change 
his  own,  see  Story,  ut  supra,  note.  Toe 
domicile  of  a  minor  or  of  a  person  non  com- 
pos mentis,  under  ^ardianship  may  be 
changed  by  the  direction  or  with  the  assent 
of  the  guaraian,  express  or  implied.  Holyoke 
V.  Haskint,  5  Pick.  20;  Leeds  v.  Freeport, 


1  Fairf.  356;  2  Kent,  227,  note.  See  Uptoil 
V,  Northbridge,  15  Mass.  23D;Cntta  v.  Ras- 
kins, 9  Mass.  543;  Buckland  o.  Charlemont, 
3  Pick.  173;  Guier  v.  O'Daniel,  1  Binn.  849, 
note;  Story,  Confl.  Laws,  46,  note.  But  the 
domicile  ot  a  guardian  was  held  not  necessary 
to  be  the  domicile  of  his  minor  ward,  in 
School  Directors  v.  James,  2  Watts  &  S.  668. 
See  2  Kent,  227,  note. 


•CHAPTEE  IL 


[*18] 


FORM  AKI>  0HABACTEBI8TIG8  OV  THE  INSTBUUENT. 


PAai 


L    What  Infltraments  are   Testamen- 
tary     IS 

n.    What  Instminents  are  not  Testa- 

mentaiy       24 


PAiOB 


III.  Contingent,    Joint,    and    Ifntoal 

WUls 35 

IV.  Effect  of  Probate 27 


L^Wbat  iDBtniments  are  Testamentary. — A  will  is  an  instru- 
ment by  which  a  person  makes  a  disposition  (a)  of  his  property  to 
take  effect  after  his  decease,  and  which  is  in  its  own  Ambulatory 
nature  ambulatory  and  revocable  during  his  life  (b).^    It  natnre  of 
is  this  ambulatory  quality  which  forms  the  characteris-        ** 
tic  of  wills;  for,  though  a  disposition  by  deed  may  postpone  the 

(a)  Where  one  by  will  said,  **  I  propose  to  give  the  residue  by  codicil,  or  otherwise  to  let 
it  devolve  as  if  I  had  died  intestate,"  and  he  left  no  codicil,  he  was  held  not  to  have  disposed 
of  the  residue,  Aiih  v.  Ash,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  142. 

(b)  A  declantion  by  the  testator  that  his  will  is  irrevocable  is  inoperative.  Yynior's  Case, 
8  Co.  82  a. 

A  covenant  not  to  revoke  a  will  is  not  void  as  in  restraint  of  marriage,  which  would  revoke 
the  will  (see  post,  p.  112),  and  though  such  a  covenant  cannot  be  specifically  enforced,  an 
action  will  lie  for  damages  for  a  breach  thereof.  Robinson  «.  Ommanney,  23  Ch.  D.  285. 
See,  as  to  agreements  to  devise  land,  Humphreys  v.  Green,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.'  D.  148 ;  Maddison 
r.  Alderson,  L.  R.,  8  App.  Cas.  467. 


1  Brown  v.  Betts,  9  Cowen,  208.  The 
term  "will*'  includes  eYery  kind  of  testa- 
mentary act,  written  or  nuncupative.  Bailey 
«.  Bailey,  5  Cush.  245;  Slocomb  v.  Slocomb, 
13  Allen,  38.  Hence  a  separate  and  distinct 
writing  revoking  a  will  may  itself  be  a  will. 
Bailey  v.  Bailey,  supra.  Indeed,  it  is  held 
that  an  instrument  may  be  a  will  which  mere- 
Iv  appoints  an  executor,  making  no  disposi- 
tion of  property  and  not  directing  anvtning 
to  be  done.    Prater  «.  Whittle,  16  S.*C.  40. 

Upon  the  subject  what  constitutes  a  will, 
with  the  distinction  between  such  an  instru* 
ment  and  other  instruments  relating  to  the 
disposition  of  property,  see  the  following 
cuent  Gillham  V.  Bffusrin,  42  Ala.  365;  Mos- 
ser  9.  Mosser,  82  Ala.  551 ;  Walker  v.  Jones, 
28  Ala.  448:  In  re  Skerrett,  67  Cal.  585; 
Bristol  r.  Bristol,  53  Conn.  242;  Seals  9. 
Pierce,  83  Ga.  787;  White  v.  Hopkins,  80 
Ga.  154;  Toungblofl  v.  Youngblood,  74  Ga. 
614;  Ward  v.  Campbell,  73  Ga.  97;  Heard 
9.  Pal'ner,  72  Ga.  178 ;  Andermn  v.  Brown, 
id.  713;  Black  tnck  9,  Mitchell,  67  Ga.  768; 
Wi  liamff  v.  Tollurt,  66  Ga.  127:  Snerber  v, 
Bal.«t«'r.  id.  317;  Stevenson  v.  Huddleson,  18 
B.  Mon.  299;  Mas^ey  9,  Huntington,  118 
111.  80;  Castor  v,  Jones,  88  Ind.  289;  Jones 


V.  Rhoades,  74  Ind.  610;  Cover  v.  Stem,  67 
Md.  449;  Byers  v.  Hoppe,  61  Md.  206;  Kel- 
leher  v,  Keman,  60  Md.  440;  Carey  r. 
Davis,  18  Md.  1;  Lautenshlager  v.  Lauten- 
shlager,  80  Mich.  285;  Cunningham  9.  Davis, 
62  MIbs.  366;  Rdwards  v.  Smith,  85  Miss. 
197;  Towlev.  Wood,  60  N.  H.  434;  Allison 
9.  Allison,  4  Hnwks,  141;  Lines  e.  Lines, 
142  Penn.  St.  149;  Sullivan's  EsUte,  180 
Penn.  St.  842  (inflra,  p.  19,  note);  Book  9. 
Book,  104  Penn.  St.  240;  Frederick's  Appeal, 
52  Penn.  St.  888;  Babb  9.  Harrison,  9  Rich. 
Eq.  Ill;  Wheeler  9.  Durant,  3  Rich.  Eq. 
452;  Lyles  9.  Lyles,  2  Nott  &  M.  531; 
Singleton  9.  Bremar,  4  McCord,  12 ;  Reagan 
9.  Stanlev,  11  Lea,  816;  Swails  9.  Bushart, 
2  Head,  561;  Walls  9.  Ward,  2  Swan,  648; 
Watkins  9.  Dean,  10  Yerg.  321;  Carlton  9. 
Cameron,  54  Texas.  72 ;  Millican  9.  Millican, 
24  Texas,  426:  CofiFman  9.  Coffman,  85  Va. 
459;  Carr  9.  Effinger,  78  Va.  197;  Hocker 
9.  Hocker,  4  Gratt.  277.    Notes,  pp.  19-25. 

One  may  bind  oneself  to  make  a  bequest 
or  devise  of  a  certain  amount  or  of  a  certain 
piece  of  property,  or  perhaps  of  what  one 
now  owns.  Manning  9.  Pipppn,  86  Ala. 
857  (citing  Bolman  9.  Overall,  80  Ala.  451: 
Gaviness  9.  Roshton,  101  Ind.  500);  Rusiell 
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possession  or  enjoyment,  or  even  the  vesting,  until  the  death  of 
the  disposing  party,  yet  the  postponement  is  in  such  case  produced 
by  the  express  terms,  and  does  not  result  from  the  nature,  of  the 
instrument.  Thus,  if  a  man,  by  deed,  limit  lands  to  the  use  of  him- 
self for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  A.  in  fee,  the  effect  upon 
the  usufructuary  enjoyment  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  he  should,  by 
his  will,  make  an  immediate  devise  of  such  lands  to  A.  in  fee ;  and 
yet  the  case  fully  illustrates  the  distinction  in  question ;  for,  in  the 
former  instance.  A.,  immediatelt/  on  the  execution  of  the  deed,  be- 
comes entitled  to  a  remainder  in  fee,  though  it  is  not  to  take  effect  in 
possession  until  the  decease  of  the  settlor,  while,  in  the  latter,  he 
would  take  no  interest  whatever  until  the  decease  of  the  testator 
should  have  called  the  instrument  into  operation. 

•  A  will  may  be  written  in  pencil  (c).^  But  where  a  printed 
£*19]  form  *  was  filled  up  partly  in  ink  and  partly  in  pencil,  and 

the  writing  in  ink  made  sense  with  the  form  without  help 
from  the  writing  in  pencil,  part  of  which  was  written  over  by  the 

Wll  •  ncii  ^^'  *^®  ^^  writing  alone  was  held  to  be  the  will  (d), 
or  with  ^mks  A  will  is  not  invalid  by  reason  of  blank  spaces  having 
^*"<i-  been  left  in  it  (e)* 

(c)  Bateman  v.  Pennincrton,  8  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  223;  Kell  v.  Charmer,  28  Beav.  195;  and  see 
Lucas  V.  James,  7  Hare,  419. 

(d)  Ue  Adams,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  367. 

(e)  Coraeby  v.  Gibbons,   1  fiob.  706,   6  No.  Gas.  679;  Re  Kirby,  1  Rob.  709,  6  No. 
Gas.  693. 

9.  Switzer,  63  6a.  711;  Gould  p.  Mansfield, 
103  Mass.  408;  Bird  v.  Pope,  73  Mich.  89 
{citing  Oarmichael  r.  Garmichael,  72  Mich. 
76;  Leonardson  v.  Hulin.  64  Mich.  1;  Faxton 
V.  Faxon,  28  Mich.  159);  Anding  v,  Davis, 
38  Miss.  574;  Brnum  v.  Bynam,  11  Ired. 
632:  Rivers  «.  Rivers,  8  Desaus.  190;  Izard 
V.  Middleton,  1  Desans.  116:  Caton  v.  Caton, 
L.  R.,  1  Ch.  137;  #.  c.  L.  R.,  2  H.  L.  127; 
Walpole  V,  Orford.  8  Ves.  jr.  402. 

That  is  only  saying  that,  the  relation  of 
debtor  and  creditor  having  been  created,  it 
may  be  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the 
creilitor's  claim  shall  be  paid  after  the 
debtor*8  death  out  of  property  of  the  debtor 
now,  it  may  be,  speciHcally  'designated  for 
the  purpose.  That  agreement  mav,  in  a 
caste  otherwise  proper,  be  specifically  en- 
forced against  the  debtor^s  estate  after  his 
death.  See  Gould  v.  Mansfield,  103  Mass. 
408;  Caton  r.  Caton,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  137;  «.  c. 
L,  R.,  2  H.  L.  127.  Without  making  any 
such  agreement  at  all,  the  debtor  may  be- 
come so  involved  as  not  to  be  able  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property  by  will,  except  to  his 
creditors  according  to  their  rights.  But  he 
mav  make  and  revoke  wills  notwithstanding; 
and  his  acts  may  be  perfectly  good  as  testa- 
mentary acts,  i.e,.  acts  entitled  to  probate. 
Thus,  naviog  made  a  will  in  accordance 
with  a  binding  agreement  to  devise  a  certain 
piece  of  land,  he  may  revoke  the  will  entirely, 
BO  that  the  instrument  cannot  be  admitted  to 
probate  at  all,  or  he  may  revoke  the  partic- 


ular devise,  so  that  it  can  be  admitted  to  pro- 
bate only  as  it  stands  after  the  act  of  revrtca- 
tion.  See  Gould  o.  Mansfield,  supra.  Nor 
would  any  court  attempt  to  restrain  him  from 
the  act.  The  agreement,  however,  would  of 
coume  be  binding  still.  Nothing  more  than 
this  is  in  reality  meant  by  such  a  statement  as 
that  in  Anding  r.  Davis,  88  Miss.  574,  that 
the  will,  once  made  according  to  the  contract, 
would  be  irrevocable  in  regard  to  the  partic- 
ular property  to  be  devised;  the  will  cannot 
be  revoked  so  as  to  destroy  the  binding  con- 
tract, —  that  is  all.  As  to  the  bearing  of  this 
subject  upon  the  making  of  joint  or  mutual 
wills  see  infra,  p.  27,  note. 

1  Tomlinson's  Estate,  133  Penn.  St.  245 
(citing  Myers  v.  Vanderbilt,  84  Penn.  St. 
510);  Knox*s  Estate,  131  Penn.  St.  220.  So 
too  alterations  may  be  made  in  pencil;  and 
by  Pennsylvania  law  such  alterations  are  not 
presumed*  to  be  delii>erative.  Tomlinson's 
Estate,  supra.  It  has  been  held,  however, 
that  a  will  written  on  a  slate  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  probate  as  a  written  will.  Reed  v. 
Woodward,  32  Leg.  Int.  337.  But  printing 
is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  a  requirement 
of  writing.  Schneider  v.  Norris,  2  Maule  & 
S.  286;  Temple  v.  Mead,  4  Vt.  536 ;  Henshaw 
V.  Foster,  9  Pick.  312.  And  if  part  of  the 
will  is  engraved  or  lithographed,  that  mav  be 
sufficient  with  the  requirement.  1  Kedf. 
Willo,  166  (4th  ed.). 

3  See  So  ward  r.  Soward,  1  Dnv.  126; 
Tilghman  v.  Steuart,  4  Har.  &  J.  156. 
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The  law  has  not  made  requisite,  to  the  validity  of  a  will,  that  it 
should  assume  any  particular  form,  or  be  couched  in  language  tech- 
nically appropriate  to  its  testamentary  character.  It  is 
suficient  that  the  instrument,  however  irregular  in  form 
or  inartificial  in  expression,  discloses  the  intention  of  the  maker  re- 
specting the  posthumous  destination  of  his  property;^  and,  if  this 
appear  to  be  the  nature  of  its  contents,  any  contrary  title  or  desig- 
nation which  he  may  have  given  to  it  will  be  disregarded  (/).* 

Thus  (^),  a  deed-poll,  and  even  an  agreement  or  other  instrument 
between  parties,  has  repeatedly  been  held  to  have  a  testamentary 
operation.*    As,  in  Hixon  v.  Wytham  (A),  where  A.  by   ingtruinents  in 
indenture  made  between  him  on  the  one  part,  and  B.   the  form  of 
and  C.  of  the  other  part,  in  consideration  of  5L,  bar-   ^^^^"1^" 
gained  and  sold  to  them  certain  lands  in  trust  to  sell   held  to  be ' 
after  his  decease,  and  directed  the  money  to  arise  by  the  ^'•^^^^y* 
sale  to  be  employed  in  the  payment  of  certain  sums  therein  men- 
tioned, and  the  rest  thereof,  and  all  his  personal  estate,   instrament 
he  gave  and  bequeathed  (for  the  language  was  here   commencing 
changed  to  the  first  person)  in  favor  of  certain  persons,   tare,  but  end- 
A.  made  B.  and  C.  executors  of  his  will;  and  signed,   "»«"* ^ill- 
sealed,  published,  and  declared  the  instrument  as  his  will  in  the 
presence  of  several  witnesses.    The  Court  declared  this  to  be  a  good 
will. 

So,  in  Green  v,  Proude  (i),  where,  by  instrument  entitled  "Arti- 
cles of  Agreement,"  made  between  A.  of  the  one  part,  and  B.  of  the 
other  part,  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  A.,  being 

•  •••ij  «  o  •  'Jo.*  T.  j»T»     Instrument 

Sick  in  body,  gives,  &c. ;  in  consideration  whereof  B.   entitled  **Arti- 
promised  to  pay  several  sums  of  money.     The  instru-  cie«  of  Agree- 
ment concluded  in  the  ordinary  manner  of  deeds,  i,  e. 
"in  witness  whereof  the  parties  have  hereunto  interchangeably  set 
their  hands  and  seals.''    This  instrument  was  delivered  as  a  deed;  but 

(/)  This  puaage  was  cited  with  approval,  as  correctly  stating  the  law  on  this  subject, 
by  Lord  Selbome,  C,  in  Whyte  v.  Pollok.  7  App.  Cas.  at  p.  409. 

(g)  West's  Case,  Mo.  177,  pi.  314;  Manly  v,  Lakin,  1  Hagg.  130;  Be  Dunn,  id.  48S; 
Henderson  v.  Farbridgei  1  Russ.  479. 

(k)  1  Ch.  Cas.  248;  t,  c.  Finch,  195. 

(•}  3  Keb.  310;  f.  c.  1  Mod.  117. 


1  <*  March  th  4  Will  my  Properti  to  my 
wief  my  death  John  Snllivan/'  written  in  a 
memorandum  book  and  duly  witnessed,  is  a 
g«>od  will.  SuUiTsn's  Estate,  130  Penn.  St. 
343.  So  is  the  following:  **  Ann  after  my 
death  you  are  to  have  forty  thousand  dollars; 
this  you  are  to  have  will  or  no  wiU ."  Byers  v, 
Hoppe,  61  Md.  206.  So  the  foUowing:  "At 
my  oeath  my  estate  or  mv  execntor  pay  to  J. 
A.  C.  three  thousand  dollars.*'  Uover  v. 
Sum.  67  Md.  449. 

*  MealinuT  ^-  P<k»,  14  6a.  596;  Svmmes  o. 
Arnold,  10  6a.  506:  Bobinson  v.'Schlv,  6 
Oil  616;  Jackson  «.  Jackson,  6  Dana,  1257; 


Leathers  v.  Oreenacre,  58  Maine,  561;  Allison 
V,  Allison,  4  Hawks,  141;  Rohrer  v.  Stehman, 

1  Watts,  442;  Wheeler  v.  Durant,  3  Rich.  Eq. 
462;  Brown  v.  Shand,  1  McCord,  409;  Means 
V.  Means,  5  Strobh.  167;  Ragsdale  v.  Booker, 

2  Strobh.  Eq.  348;  Jacks  v.  Henderson,  1 
Desans.  654. 

*  Symmes  v.  Arnold,  10  Ga.  606;  Gage  v. 
Gage,  12  N.  H.  371 ;  Wheeler  v,  Durant, 
8  Rich.  Eq.  452;  Singleton  v.  Breraar,  4 
McCord,  12 ;  Ingram  v.  Porter,  id.  198 ; 
Milledge  v.  Lamar,  4  Desaos.  617;  Thorold 
V.  Thorold,  1  PbiUim.  L 
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it  was  held  to  be  testamentaTy,  and  as  such  reyocable,  and  the 
[^202  Court  seems  to  *  have  been  influenced  by  the  circumstance, 

that  the  person  who  prepared  it  was  instructed  to  make  a  will. 

Again,  in  Peacock  v.  Monk  (k),  where  A.,  being  about  to  settle 

his  affairs,  upon  the  same  day  made  two  instruments ;  one  he  called 

Contemponne-  ^  deed,  by  way  of  agreement  between  him  and  B.,  and 

to  be  testa-  into  the  hands  of  B.,  to  pay  to  A.  himself  an  annuity 
meiitory.  f^y  i^f^  ^f  ^^60^.,  and  afterwards  to  pay  1,000Z.  a  piece 

to  G.  and  B.  if  they  survived  him,  and  an  annuity  of  lOOZ.  to  K  for 
life  if  she  survived  him,  the  residue  to  B.  There  was  a  proviso, 
that  if  the  1601,  annuity  was  in  arrear,  B.  should  repay  the  4,000/. 
to  A.,  to  be  placed  out  in  the  joint  names  of  A.  and  B.  (I).  By  the 
will  B.  was  appointed  executor  and  made  residuary  legatee.  Lord 
Hardwicke  said,  "  B.  being  both  executor  in  the  will  and  contractor 
in  the  deed,  and  both  instruments  being  executed  at  the  same  instant 
(as  it  must  be  taken,  being  on  the  same  day),  it  speaks  the  whole 
to  be  a  testamentary  act.  In  several  cases,  the  nearness  of  one  act 
to  another  makes  the  Court  take  them  as  one ;  so  that  it  is  a  testa- 
mentary act,  though  not  strictly  so,  because  not  revocable"  (w). 
Hogg  V.  Lashley,  decided  in  D.  P.  (n),  is  confirmatory  of  the  same 
principle;  an  instrument,  executed  in  the  form  of  a  Scotch  settle- 
ment (for  lands  in  Scotland  were  not  then  disposable  by  will),  but 
containing  dispositions  intended  for  the  most  part  to  take  effect  after 
the  decease  of  the  maker,  having  been  by  the  House  adjudged  to 
be  testamentary. 

Again,  in  Habergham  v.  Vincent  (o),  where  A.,  by  his  will  duly 
executed  and  attested,  devised  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  to 
certain  uses,  with  remainder  to  such  persons  and  for  such  estates 
as  he  by  any  deed  or  instrument  in  writing,  to  be  executed  by  him 

and  attested  by  two  witnesses,  should  appoint.  By  an  instru- 
[*21]  ment  executed  on  the  following  day,  under  the  *hand  and 

seal  of  the  testator,  stamped  and  concluded  like  a  deed,  the 
testator  recited  this  power  in  his  will,  and  then  proceeded  thus: 
"Now  know  ye,  that,  by  this  my  deed-poll,  I  do  direct  and  appoint 
that  my  trustees  (naming  them)  shall  immediately  after,"  &c.,  con- 

(*)  1  Ves.  127;  Belt's  Suppl.  82.  See  also  Tomkyns  v,  Ladbroke,  2  Ves.  591,  where 
the  circumstances  were  very  similar. 

*  (0  This  clause  showed  that  the  iastrument  was  designed  to  operate  in  the  donor's  lifetime. 
In  a  much  earlier  case  (Audle^''s  Case,  4  Leon.  166),  it  appears  to  have  been  considered  as 
conclasive  against  the  construing  of  an  instrument  as  a  will,  that  by  it  an  estate  was  to  be 
taken  bv  the  maker,  "  who  could  not  take  by  his  own  will." 

(m)  By  this  observation  it  should  seem,' that  his  Lordship  thought  that  the  instrument 
might  be  testamentary,  for  some  purposes  but  not  for  others;  as  to  which  see  Doe  v.  Cross, 
8  Q.  B.  714,  stated  post,  p.  25. 

(n)  7th  of  May,  1792.  stated  3  Hagg.  416,  n.  So  an  instrument  headed  "Notes  of 
intended  setrlemcnt  bv  W.  W.,*'  and  containing  sufficient  words  of  bequest,  was  held  to  be 
testomentary  bv  D.  I*,  in  Whvte  v.  Pollock,  L.  R.,  7  App.  Ca.  400  (Scotland). 

(o)  2  Ves.  jr:  204,  4  B.  C.  0.  355. 
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vej  to  oertein  uses,  &e.    It  was  held  by  Lord  Longh-  .  ^^^    . 
boroagh,  assisted  by  Wilson  and  Boiler^  JJ.,  that  the  form  of  deed- 
second  instrument  was  testamentary.     BuUer,  J.,  said,   £^i,Jen*{^jry 
'  th2^  the  cases  had  established  that  an  instrument  in 
any  form,  whether  a  deed-poll  or  indenture,  if  the  obvious  purpose 
is  not  to  take  place  till  after  the  death  of  the  person  making  it, 
shall  operate  as  a  will. 

The  consequence  in  this  case  of  holding  the  instrument  to  be  a 
eodioil  to  the  will  was,  that  it  operated  on  the  copyholds,  but  not 
en  the  freeholds,  for  want  of  an  adequate  attestation ;   seim^rk  upon 
the  Court  being  decidedly  ot  opinion  that  a  testator   Haberghamv. 
could  not^  by  a  will  attested  by  three  witnesses,  reserve      *"**'*^' 
to  himself  a  power  to  dispose  of  freehold  estates  by  an  unattested 
oodiciL 

The  question,  whether  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed  oper- 
ated as  a  will,  was  much  discussed  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Jones  (p),  where 
A.,  by  indenture  dated  March  25,  1813,  assigned,  for  a  Att.-Gen.  v. 
nominal  pecuniary  consideration,  certain  leasehold  prop-  Jones, 
erty  to  C.  and  B. ;  also  certain  stock,  and  all  other  his   erty^profe»^^ 
personal  estate,  upon  trust  for  himself  for  life,  and  after  ?^^^f^^^®^ 
his  decease,  for  B.  (an  illegitimate  daughter).     The  in-  habie  to  legacy 
strumeut  reserved  to  A.  a  power  of  revocation  by  deed  *^"^y' 
or  will.    By  will,  dated  April  16, 1813,  A.  confirmed  the  deed  except 
as  to  certain  particulars,  which  he  specified,  and  appointed  the  same 
persons  as  were  trustees  in  the  deed  executors.    A.  did  not  transfer 
the  stock,  or  part  with  the  possession  of  the  assigned  property,  or 
even  communicate  to  the  trustees  the  existence  of  the  deed,  which 
he  retained  in  his  own  custody.    The  question  was,  whether  the 
property  assigned  by  it  was  liable  to  the  legacy  duty;  and  three 
of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  (dissentiente  Wood,  B.)  decided 
in  the  affirmative. 

This   decision  has  been  generally  condemned,    and  Tompsonv. 
may    be    regarded    as    overruled.       In    Tompson    v.  Browne.   Set- 

tiement  reserv* 

Browne  (q),  the  question  raised  was  whether    an  as-  ing  life  interest 
signment  by  deed  of  personal  property,  reserving  a  life   {^^^p^of 'rev'^Jl 
interest  to  the  assignor,  and  giving  him  a  power  of  cation,  held 
revocation,     was  not  testamentary,  and  the  fund  ac-   ertywas^nor 
cordingly  subject  to  legacy  duty?    The  affirmative  was   liable  to  legacy 
attempted  to  be  maintained  on  the  authority  of  Att.-     "^^* 
Grtjn.  V.  Jones  5  but  Sir  *  C.  C.  Pepys,  M.  R.,  decided  that  the  [*22] 
legacy-duty  did  not  attach.     "The  decision  in  Att.-Gen.  v. 
Jones,"  he  said,  "seems  to  have  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that,  un- 
der the  circumstances  of  that  case,  nothing  passed  from  the  maker  of 

the  instrument,  so  as  to  entitle  any  other  person  to  interfere  with  his 

« 

(p)  3  Price,  368.  ($)  3  My.  &  K.  32.   * 
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property  in  his  lifetime.  If  there  he  anything  in  that  decision  to 
support  the  notion,  that  where  a  person  by  deed  settles  prop&rty  to 
his  otvn  use  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  for  the  benefit  of 
other  persons,  a  power  of  revocation  reserved  in  such  a  deed  alters  the ' 
character  of  the  instrument,  and  renders  it  testamentary,  and  conse- 
'  quently  subject  to  legacy  duty,  I  can  only  say  that  if  this  were  law, 
a  great  number  of  transactions,  of  which  the  validity  has  never  been 
doubted,  would  be  liable  to  be  impeached" 

Although  the  remarks  of  the  M.  R.  are  expressed  with  great  cau- 
tion, they  leave  no  doubt  of  his  opinion  of  Att.-Gen.  v.  Jones  and 
when  that  case  was  cited  to  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  D.  P.  (r),  he  said, 
"That  case  is  quite  wrong." 

In  Majoribanks  v,  Hovenden  («),  an  instrument  commencing  with 
a  recital,  and  having  an  attestation  clause,  like  a  deed-poll,  and 
inRtrument  Sealed,  stamped,  and  registered,  was  held  by  the  same 
BUun^ed  a  d  ^^^^ned  Lord  not  to  be  invested  with  a  testamentary 
registered,  not  character  by  the  mere  nature  of  the  power  (a  power 
testamentaiy.  ^^  appoint  by  will,  misrecited  as  a  power  to  appoint  by 
deed  or  will)  under  which  it  purported  to  be  made.  The  fact  of 
registration  as  a  deed  appears  to  have  been  deemed  almost  con- 
clusive against  its  testamentary  character. 

The  Probate  Court  (before  which,  of  course,  questions  of  this  kind 
are  most  frequently  agitated)  act  fully  up  to  the  principle  which 
Rule  in  Pro-  regards  as  testamentary  any  instrument  that  is  designed 
bate  Court  as     not  to  take  effect  until  the  maker's  decease,  though  as- 

to  instruments  .         ^,       -  i>       -f  '^'        •    ^  •  i 

testamentary  summg  the  form  of  a  disposition  inter  vivos ;  and  more 
m substance:  especially  if  it  be  incapable  of  operation  in  the  intended 
form  (t) ;  and  accordingly,  in  repeated  instances,  probate  has  been 
granted  of  such  irregular  documents,  as  the  assignment  of  a 
[*23]  bond  by  indorsement  (u),^  *  receipts  for  stock  and  bills  in- 
dorsed («),*  a  letter  (y),  marriage  articles  («),  and  promissory 

(r)  Brown  v.  Att.-6enM  1  Macq.  Sc.  Ap.  85.  See  also  Alexander  v.  Brame^  7  D.  H. 
&  G.  530;  s,  e,  nom.  Jeffries  v.  Alexander,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  594.  At  the  present  time  how- 
ever the  property  would  be  liable  to  succession  duty,  see  stats.  16  &  17  Yict.  c.  51;  51 
Vict.  c.  8,  s.  21. 

(s)  1  Dru.  11. 

(0  But  now  that  all  wills  must  be  attested  by  two  witnesses,  the  validity  of  an  instru- 
ment as  an  actual  disposition  of  property  would,  if  not  so  attested,  d»)end  on  the  mainte- 
nance of  its  non-testamentary  character:  Mitchell  v.  Smith,  33  L.  J.,  Ch.  596.  If  an 
instrument  Is  clearly  testamentary,  but  not  duly  attested,  it  will  not  be  supported  as  a 
donatio  mortis  causS;  Re  Hughes,' W.  N.  1888,  163. 

(tt)  Musgraye  r.  Down,  T.  T.  1784;  cit.  2  Hagg.  247. 

(x)  Sabine  v.  Goate  and  Church,  1782;  cit.  2  Hagg.  247. 

iy)  Drybutter  r.  Hodges,  E.  T.  1793;  cit.  2  Hagg.  247;  and  see  Passmore  v.  Paas- 
more,  1  t'hillim.  218;  Re  Mundy,  7  Jur.,  N.  S.  52.  80  L.  J.,  Prob.  85. 

(2)  Marnell  v.  Walton,  T.  T.  1796;  cit.  2  Hagg.  247. 

^  Where  the  payee  of  a  note  ¥rTote  on  it  v.   Jackson,    6   Dana,    267;    Plumpstead'f 

the  following,    "*If  I  am  not  living  at  the  Appeal,  4  Serg.  &  R.  545. 

time  this  note  is  paid.  I  order  the  contents  ^  Boyd  r.  Boyd,  6  Gill  &  J.  25;  Morrell  v. 

to  be  paid  to  A.  H."  and  signed  the  writing,  Dickey,  1  Johns.  Ch,  153;  Denny  v.  Barton, 

it  was  held  that  the  same  was  testamentary.  2  Phillim.  575;  Manley  v.  Lalun,  1  Hagg. 

Hunt  «.  Hont,  4  N.  H.  434.     See  Jackjson  130. 
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notes,  and  notes  payable  by  execntors,  in  order  to  avoid  tbe  legacy 
dnty  {a)f  and  cheques  on  a  banker  (b),  even  though  the  _  bills,  notes, 
testator  made  a  subsequent  will  containing  a  clause  re-  ^^' 
voking  any  former  will  or  codicil  (c).  On  the  same  principle,  Sir 
J.  NichoU  admitted  to  probate,  as  testamentary,  the  drafts  of  three 
bonds,  prepared  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased,  and  intended  to  be 
executed  by  him,  to  the  trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement  of  his 
three  daughters,  in  substitution  for  legacies  which  he  had,  by  a 
revoked  will,  bequeathed  for  the  benefit  of  the  daughters,  and  the 
execution  of  which  bonds  was  prevented  by  his  death  (d). 

So  papers  in  these  words,  ^'  I  wish  A.  to  have  my  bank  book  for 
her  own  use''  (e);  "I  hereby  make  a  free  gift  to  A.  of  the  sum 
deposited,"  &c.  (/) ;   "  I  have  given  all  to  A.  and  her  instruments  in 
sons :  they  a^re  to  pay  "  certain  weekly  sums  to  "  X.  and  ^^  'o™  o' 
Y.,  and  to  divide  the  residue  among  themselves"  (^),   gifts  held 
have    been  held  testamentary,  chiefly  upon  collateral   t^tamentary. 
evidence,  which  is  always  admissible  (A),  that  they  were  executed 
with  that  intent. 

A  paper  merely  expressing  an  intention  to  instruct  a  solicitor  to 
prepare  a  will  making  a  particular  disposition  of  property  will  not 
be  admitted  to  probate  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  instructions 
intention  that  such  paper  should  have  a  testamentary  for  a  will. 
operation  (t).    But  instruments  headed  "Plan  of  a  will"  {k),  or 
^' Heads  of  a  will"  {I),  or  "Sketch  of  my  will"  (m),  or  "Memoran- 
dum of  my  intended  will"  (n),  or  "Notes  of  an  intended 
*  settlement "  (o),  have  been  held  to  operate  as  valid  testa-  [*24] 
mentary  dispositions,  if  duly  executed.    But  probate  was  re- 
cently {p)  refused  of  an  instrument  duly  executed  and  attested  as 
a  will,  but  headed  "  This  is  not  meant  as  a  legal  will,  but  as  guide." 

So,  as  at  common  law,  instruments  in  the  form  of  deeds  inter  par- 
tes, and  purporting  to  convey  property  to  trustees,  but  Likewise  deeds 
providing  that  the  trusts  should  not  take  effect  until  inter  partes. 

(a)  Mazee  «.  Shnte,  H.  T.  1709:  cit.  9  Hagg.  247;  and  see  4  Yes.  665;  Jones  v. 
Kicolair,  2  Bob.  288,  14  Jur.  675;  Re  Maraden,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  542. 

(6)  ftartholomew  «.  Henley,  3  Phillim.  817. 

(e)  Gladstone  v.  Tempest,  2  Curt.  650.  But  the  Court  of  Chancery  declared  the  cheques 
to  be  in  effect  revoked.    Walsh  v.  Gladstone,  1  Phil.  294. 

(d)  Masterman  «.  Maberley,  2  Ha^.  235. 


e)  Coek  v.  Cooke,  L.  R»  1  P.  &  D.  241. 
}  Bobertson  v.  Smith,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  48;  Re  Slinn,  15  P.  D.  156. 


(a)  Re  Colea,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  862. 

(a)  Re  Eoiplish,  8  Sw.  &  Tr.  586,  84  L  J.,  Prob.  5.  And,  conversely,  evidence  may  be 
submitted  to  show  that  an  instrument  apparently  testamentarv  was  not  executed  with 
that  intent.  See  Trevelranv.  Trevelyan,  1  Phillim.  149;  Xicholls  v.  Nicholls,  2  Phillim. 
183;  Lister  «.  Smith,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  282;  Re  Nosworthy,  11  Jar.  N.  8.  570. 

(0  Coventry  v.  Williams,  8  Curt.  787. 

(k)  Ifatthewa  r.  Warner,  4  Yes.  186;  5  Yes.  23. 

(0  Bone  and  Xewsam  v.  Spear,  1  Phillim.  845. 

(m)  Hattatt  v.  Hattatt,  4  Hagg.  211. 

(«)  Barwick  v.  Mnllings,  2  Om,  225. 

(o)  Whyte  v.  Pollok,  7  App.  Cas.  400. 

Cp)  Fergnson-Davie  «•  Ferguson-Davie,  15  P.  D.  102, 
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after  the  death  of  the  donor,  have  been  held  testamentary  in  the 
Probate  Court  (q). 

XL  -*-  What  Instruments  are  not  Testamentary.  -^  But  if  the  in- 
strument is  not  testamentary  either  in  form  or  in  substance  (none 
Paper  contain-  of  the  gifts  in  it  being  expressed  in  testamentary  lan- 
**rwent^ift*  guage,  or  being  in  terms  postponed  to  the  death  of  the 
held  to  be  not  maker),  and  if  no  collateral  evidence  is  adduced  to  show 
testamenury.     ^j^^  ^^  ^g^  intended  as  a  will,  probate  will  not   be 

granted  of  it  as  a  testamentary  document.^  Thus,  where  a  minor 
aged  nineteen  (at  a  period  when  minors  of  such  an  age  were  capable 
of  making  wills  of  personal  estate),  wrote  a  paper  in  these  words : 
"  I,  A.  B.,  of,  &C.,  in  the  presence  of  the  two  under-mentioned  wit- 
nesses^ 0.  D.  of,  &c.,  and  £.  F.  of  &c.,  do  give  all  my  goods  and 
chattels  to  M.  D.  of  — ,  spinster."  This  paper  was  dated,  and 
witnessed  by  the  two  persons  referred  to  in  the  body  of  it.  The 
Court  was  of  opinion  that,  as  the  paper  bore  upon  the  face  of  it  no 
evidence  of  its  being  intended  to  be  testamentary,  but  it  rather 
appeared,  both  from  its  contents  and  the  evidence  dehors  (though 
the  latter  was  rather  conflicting),  to  have  been  intended  as  a  present 
gift,  probate  ought  not  to  be  granted  (r). 

So  probate  was  refused  of  a  letter  addressed  by  the  deceased  to 
a  friend,  directing  the  sale  of  stock  in  the  public  funds,  and  the 
— soaato  distribution  of  the  proceeds,  on  the  ground  that  it  re- 
other  papers  in  f  erred  to  an  immediate  and  not  to  a  posthumous  sale  («).* 
form  of  lettera.   j^^  ^^  another  case,  a  paper  addressed  by  a  testator  to 

his  executors  was  held  not  to  be  testamentary,  the  same  not  being 
dispositive  in  terms,  nor  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence  to  have  been 

so  intended  (t).  In  this  case  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  observed 
[*26]  that  there  ♦  was  this  distinction  in  the  consideration  of  papers 

which  are  in  their  terms  dispositive,  and  those  which  are  of 
an  equivocal  character,  that  the  first  will  be  entitled  to  probate, 

(q)  Re  Morgan,  L  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  214.  And  see  cattes,  p.  19,  nn.  (^)  (h).  See  also  Re 
Knight,  2  Hagg.  &54;  Shingler  v,  Pemberton,  4  Hagg.  356;  both  of  which  cases  were  before 
Tompsnn  v.  Browne,  stated  above.      See  also  Milnes  v.  Foden,  15  P.  D.  105. 

(r)  King's  Proctor  v.  Daines,  3  Hagg.  218;    and  see  Langley  v.  Thomas,  26  L.  J., 


Ch.  609. 


(t)  Glynn  v.  Oglander,  2  Hagg. 
(0  Gnffin  V,  Ferard.  1  Curt  97. 


428. 


1  Wareham  v.  Sellers,  9  Gill  &  J.  98; 
Gage  V.  Gage,  12  N.  H.  371;  Witherspoon  v. 
Witherspoon,  2  M'Cord,  520.  Where  it  was 
doubtful  whether  an  instrument  offered  in 
evidence  was  a  deed  or  a  will,  the  facts  of  its 
execution  and  delivery,  and  the  declarations 
of  the  maker  at  the  time,  together  with  the 
instrument,  were  held  to  be  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  the  iniy,  in  Herrington  «. 
Bradford,  Walker,  520 ;  Gage  v.  Gage,  supra. 

A  paper,  though  containing  some  technical 


expressions,  which  mi^^ht  embrace  the  idea  of 
a  testamentary  disposition  of  property,  is  not 
considered  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  if  the  acts 
to  be  done  by  the  person  named  in  it  are  to 
be  executed  as  speedily  as  possible,  and  in 
tlie  lifetime  of  the  maker.   Hamilton  v.  Peace, 

2  Desaus.  92:  Thompson  v.  Johnson,  19  Ala. 
59;  Robey  v.  Hannon,  6  Gill,  463. 

2  See  iBoyd  v.  Bovd,  6  Gill  &  J.  25;  Rose 
V.  Quick.  30  Penn.  St.  225;  Porter  v.  Turner, 

3  Serg.  &  R.  108. 
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tinless,  as  in  Nicholls  v.  NichoUs  (u),  they  proved  not  to  have  been 
written  animo  testandi;  whilst,  in  the  latter,  the  animus  must  be 
proved  by  the  party  claiming  under  it.* 

But,  as   already  observed,  an   instrument  is  not  testamentary 
merely  because  actual  enjoyment  under  it  is  postponed  until  after 
the  donor's  death.    If  it  has  present  effect  in  iixing  instrument  not 
the  terms   of  that    future    enjoyment,  and    therefore  madetesu- 
does  not   require   the   death   of  the   alleged   testator  pl^tponing^en- 
for   its   consummation,   it   is    not   a   will.      Therefore  3oy™«nt, 
where  there  was  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  which  contained  a  pro- 
vision  for   the  distribution  of  the  rent  after  the   lessor's  death 
among  his  grandchildren,  of  whom  the  lessee  was  one,  it  was  held 
that  this  provision,  being  part  of  the  consideration  for  which  the 
lessee  was  to  pay  his  rent,  was  irrevocable;   it  was  therefore  not 
testamentary  (v).    The  Court  was  asked  to  grant  pro-  probate  of  »ar< 
bate  only  of  a  part  of  the  document,  namely,  that  which  of  an  instm- 
contained  the  provision  in  question:   and  as  to  this,   ^^^^ 
Sir  J.  F.  Wilde  said  he  had  met  with  no  case  where  it  had  been 
done,  although  he  by  no  means  said  it  could  not  be  done.    And 
in  fact  in  the  case  (there  cited)  of  Doe  d.  Cross  v.   —of  a  power 
Cross  («),  where  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  power  of  attorney, 
of  attorney  was  given  by  a  person  abroad,  whereby  he  appointed 
his  mother  to  receive  the  rent  of  his  lauds  for  her  own  use,  until 
he  might  return  to  England;   or  in  the  event  of  his  death,  he 
"thereby  assigned  and  delivered  to  her  the  sole  claim  to  his  lands,'* 
but  her  occupancy  was  to  cease  od  his  return :  this  instrument  was 
properly  executed  as  a  will,  and  was  held  to  be  a  good  will  of  the 
lands  in  question.     The  Court  was  clear  that  there  was  no  objection 
to  one  part  of  an  instrument  operating  in  prcesenti  as  a  deed,  and 
another  in  futuro  as  a  will.* 

m.  —  Contingent,  Joint,  and  Matnal  Wills.  —  A  will   Contingent 
may  be  made  so  as  to  take  effect  only  on  a  contingency,   ^^^^- 
and  if  the  contingency  does  not  happen  the  will  ought  not  to  be 

(«  2  Phillim.  180. 

(v)  Re   Robinson,  L.  R ,  1  P.  &  D.  384.    And  see  Patch  «.  Shore,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  689. 

(X)  8  Q.  B.  714. 


1  See  Wareham  v.  Sellers,  9  Gill  &  J.  98; 
Lyles  V.  Lyies,  2  Nott  &  M.  531. 

^  In  Thomrwon  v,  Johnson,  19  Ala.  59,  the 
court  made  the  suggestion  that  one  and  the 
same  instrument  cannot  be  both  a  will  and 
a  deed.  The  suggestion  is  liable  to  mislead, 
and  ap^rs  to  be  true  only  in  the  sense  in 
which  It  was  applicable  to  the  case  before 
the  court;  to  wit,  that  if  the  true  intention 
of  the  person  who  executed  the  instrument 
be  to  make  a  testamentary  disposition  fa 
disposition  to  take  effect  upon  his  death), 
then,  notwithstanding  the  tact  that  in  its 
external  aspects  the  instrument  resembles  a 


deed,  it  must  be  treated  as  a  will  alone. 
It  cannot  be  considered  '*both  a  will  and  a 
deed."  But,  if  upon  a  true  construction  of 
the  instrument  (in  the  light  of  surrounding 
circumstances,  when  the  language  requires 
the  aid  of  external  evidence),  it  appears  to 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  signer  that 
a  distinct  part  of  it8  provisions  should  oper- 
ate as  a  will,  and  another  part  take  enect 
in  his  lifetime,  there  can  be  no  reasonable 
objection  to  carrving  out  the  intention  and 
admitting  to  probate  that  part  of  the  instru- 
ment intended  to  operate  as  a  will.  This 
view  is  sanctioned  by  the  text,  and  by  Rob- 


28  FORM  AND  CHABACTERI8TICS  OP  THE  INSTRUMENT.      [CH.  II. 

admitted  to  probate  (y).*  The  contingency  will  generally  attach  to 
every  part  of  the  will,  e.  g.,  to  a  clause  revoking  former 
\^2%']  wills  («).  But  a  codicil  *in  other  respects  contingent  will 
be  admitted  to  probate  if  it  expressly  confirms  the  will,  for 
this  operates  as  a  re-ezecution  of  the  will  (a).  A  reference  to  some 
impending  danger  is  common  to  most  of  these  cases,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  possible  occurrence  of  the  event  is  the  reason 
for  the  particular  disposition  which  the  testator  makes  of  his  prop- 
erty, as  where  he  says,  "Should  anything  happen  to  me  on  my 
passage  to  W.,  I  leave,"  &c.  {b) ;  or  only  the  reason  for  making  a 
will,  as  where  he  says,  "  In  case  of  accident,  being  about  to  travel 
by  railway,  I  bequeath,"  &c.  (c).  A  will  may  also  be  made  contin- 
gent on  the  assent  of  another  person  (d), 

A  will,  intended  to  take  effect  as  an  exercise  of  a  power,  is  not 
necessarily  conditional  on  the  existence  of  the  power,  if  the  testator 
has  an  interest  independent  of  the  power  (&),  or  a  power  not  expressly 
referred  to  (/),  sufficient  to  support  the  disposition :  for  if  an  inten- 
tion appears  to  dispose  of  the  property,  it  matters  not  that  the 
testator  mistook  the  origin  or  nature  of  his  dispositive  power.  And 
if  the  testator  has  no  interest,  still  the  will  may  raise  a  case  of 
election  {g). 

Where  the  will  is  in  terms  clearly  contingent,  and  the  contingency 
has  failed,  the  will  cannot  either  as  to  real  estate  {h),  or,  since  1 
Vict.  c.  26,  as  to  personal  estate  (t),  be  set  up  but  by  some  act 
amounting  to  a  re-execution  of  it  (k).  Without  some  such  act  it 
is  a  nullity,  and  a  previous  will  stajids  unrevoked  {I).    When  on 

(y)  Parsons  t.  T^noe,  1  Ves.  190, 1  Wils.  243;  Sinclair  «.  Hone,  6  Yes.  607. 
(2)  Re  Hugo.  2  P.  D.  73. 
(a)  Re  Da  Siiva,  30  L.  J.,  Prob.  171. 

(6)  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  1  8w.  &  Tr.  337,  81  L.  J.,  Prob.  46;  Re  Porter,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D. 
22;  Re  Robinson,  id.  171:  Lindsay  v.  Lindsav,  id.  459;  Re  Hugo,  2  P.  D.  73. 

(c)  Re  Thorne,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  36^  34  L.  J.,  l^'rob.  131;  Re  Dobson,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  88j  Re 
Martin,  id.  380.  But  the  expressions  used  by  the  testator  must  be  such  as  clearly  to  indicate 
his  intention  that  the  will  is  only  to  take  effect  upon  his  death  during  a  particular  journey  or 
period ;  if  the  expressions  are  equivocal,  the  will  will  not  be  regarded  as  conditionaL  but 
will  be  admitted  to  probate,  though  the  journey  or  period  has  b^n  completed.  Re  Mayd, 
fi  P    T)    17 

(d)  Re  Smith,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  I).  717. 

(e)  Southall  v.  Jones,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  298,  28  L.  J.,  Prob.  112,  80  Bear.  187;  Sing  v.  I^Iie,  2 
H.  &  M.  68.  This  interest  must  be  a  bequeathable  interest.  The  will  of  a  married  woman 
would  be  inoperative  to  dispone  of  such  an  interest,  Price  v.  Parker,  16  Sim.  198;  unless  the 
case  comes  within  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882. 

(/)  Re  Wilmot,  29  Beav.  644;  Bruce  «.  Bruce,  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  371. 
(a)  Re  Brooksbank,  Beauclerk  r.  James,  34  Cb.  D.  160. 
('A)  Parsons  «.  Lanoe,  1  Ves.  190,  1  Wils.  243. 

(0  Roberts  v,  Roberta,  sup.;  Re  Winn,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  147.    Secos,  before  1  Vict,  c  26, 
Burton  v.  Collingwood,  4  Hagg.  176;  Strauss  v.  Schmidt,  3  Phillim.  209. 
{k)  Re  Cawthrun,  33  L.  J.,  Prob.  23. 
\l)  Re  Robinson,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  171. 

inson  9.  Scbly,  6  Ga.  615.    See  Taylor  v.  v.  Likefleld,  82  Ky.  689  (Dougherty  v.  Dongh- 

Kellv,  81  Ala.  69 ;  Dawson   v.   Dawson,  2  ertv,  4  Met.  (Kv.)  25 ;  Wagner  v.  McDonald, 

StroS.   Eq.  84.    It  is  apprehended  there  is  2  tiar.  &  J.  3*46;  Burlevson  v.  Whitley,  97 

00  authority  opposed  to  this  position.  N.  C.  295;  In  re  Todd,'  2  Watts  &  S.  145 

1  Bonner  v.  loung,  68  Ala.  35;  Likefleld  See  vol.  2,  p.  1. 
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the  death  of  the  testator  the  event  is  still  in  suspense,  gen- 
eral probate  will  be  granted  at  once  (m).      *  Of  course  the  [*27] 
question  still  remains  open  what  effect  the  will  is  to  have. 

Two  or  more  persons  maj  make  a  joint  will,  which,  if  properly 
executed  hj  each,  is,  so  far  as  his  own  property  is  concerned,  as 
much  his  will,  and  is  as  well  entitled  to  probate  upon  -  j^  ^.jj 
the  death  of  each,  as  if  he  had  made  a  separate  will  (n). 
But  a  joint  will  made  by  two  persons,  to  take  effect  after  the  death 
of  both  will  not  be  admitted  to  probate  during  the  life  of  either  (o). 
Joint  wills  are  revocable  at  any  time  by  either  of  the  testators  during 
their  joint  lives,  or,  after  the  death  of  one  of  them,  by  the  survivor  (p). 

Mutual  wills  are  recognized  by  the  Koman  Dutch  law  which  is  in 
force  at  the  Oape  of  Grood  Hope,  Ceylon,  &c.  A  mutual  will  is 
regarded  as  being  in  effect  two  separate  wills,  in  which  ..  ,  .„ 
the  disposition  of  each  testator  is  treated  as  applicable 
to  his  share  of  the  joint  property  (q).  Instruments  of  this  nature  are 
unknown  to  the  testamentary  law  of  this  country  (r).  But  a  mutual 
compact  by  two  persons  to  make  testamentary  dispositions  in  each 
other's  favor  is  apparently  enforceable  in  equity  in  some  cases,  as 
where  the  survivor  accepts  the  benefits  under  the  dispositions  of  the 
deceased  testator  («).  But  such  a  compact  must  be  clear  and  fair  in 
its  terms  to  make  it  binding  (t).^ 

(m)  Re  Cooper,  1  Deane,  Eccl.  R.  9.  It  is  presamed,  though  it  is  not  so  stated  in  the 
report,  that  the  children  were  minora.    See  aiso  Re  Bangham,  I  P.  D.  429. 

(n)  Re  Stracey,  1  Deane,  Kcci.  R.  6,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  1177;  Re  Moskelly,  Ir.  R.  4£q.  62. 

(o)  Re  Raine,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  144. 

(/»}  Hobson  0.  Blackburn,  1  Add.  274;  Re  Loyegrove,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  453;  Re  Fletcher. 
11  L.  R.,  If.  3(9. 

(q)  Denyssen  v,  Moetart,  L.  R.,  4  P.  C.  236 ;  Dias  «.  DeUyera,  6  App.  Gas.  (P.  C.)  123, 
136. 


I 


r)  See  Will.  Exors.  Vol.  I.,  p.  10;  see  also  1  Cowp.  268;  1  Add.  277. 
$)  Dufour  V,  Pereira,  1  Dick.  419. 


(0  Lord  Walpole  v.  Lord  Orford,  3  Yes.  402.  As  to  promises  to  make  testamentary  dis- 
positions m  favor  of  particular  persons,  see  Humphreys  v.  Green,  10 -Q.  B.  D.  148;  Maddison 
V.  Alderson,  8  App.  Ca.  467. 


1  In  Darlington  r.  Pulteney,  1  Cowp.  260, 
18,    Lord   lliansfield   observed   that   there 
could   not  be  a  joint  will;  but  whether  he 
meant  this  as  an  absolute  proposition  of  law, 
or  as  an  assertion  merely  that  a  joint  will 
woald  not  accomplish  the' requirement  of  the 
power  of  which  he  was  speaking,  or  some- 
thing else,  is  not  clear.    However,  Sir  John 
Kicholl  declared  in  Hobson  v.  Blackburn,  1 
Addams,  274,  upon  an  offer  to  make  probate 
of  a  joint  will,  that  he  must  reject  the  offer 
on  the  ground  that  such  an  instrument  was 
unknown  to  the  testamentary  law  of  England. 
It  miKht  be  valid  in  eouity  to  the  extent  of 
making  the  devisees  ot  the  will  trustees  for 
performing  the  decedent^s  part  of  the  com- 
pact; bat  it  was  not  a  will,  because  it  was 
irreyoeable  by  any  one  of  the  testatore.    In 
this  caae  of  iHobson  v,  Blackburn,  the  joint 
will   bad  previou«>]y  been  probated,  on  the 
death  of  one  of  the  three  testators,  as  to  his 
estate.    Then,  on  the  death  of  one  of  the 


survivors,  a  separate  will  of  that  party  was 
offered  b}*  donees  under  it  while  one  of  the 
executors  of  the  original  will  offered  that 
will  for  probate  as  to  me  estate  of  this  second 
decedent.  The  separate  will  was  in  effect  a 
revocation  of  the  testator's  disposition  of 
property  in  the  joint  testament.  Upon  these 
two  authorities,  probate  of  a  joint  will  was 
refused  in  Clayton  v,  Liverman.  2  Dey.  & 
B.  558,  Daniel,  J.,  dissenting.  On  the  other 
hand,  probate  as  to  one  of  two  parties  to  a 
joint  will  was  admitted  in  England  in  In  re 
otracey,  1  Deane  &  S.  6,  the  case  of  Hobson 
V,  Blackburn,  supra,  beinff  thought  (for 
reasons  not  stated)  distinguishable.  And  see 
Denvssen  v.  Mostert,  L.  R.,  4  P.  C.  236;  «. 
e.  8' Moore,  P.  C  N.  S.  502,  as  to  the  law 
prevailing  in  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope.  It  is 
held  that  a  will  made  and  executed  jointly  by 
husband  and  wife,  devising  estate  of  which 
the  husband  was  sole  owner,  might  on  h'm 
death  be  probated  as  the  will  of  the  husband 
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If  a  testator  makes  separate  willsi  one  of  property  in  this  country, 


alone.  Rogers,  Appellant*  2  Fairf .  303 ;  Allen 
V.  Allen,  38  Kans.  18.  This  was  put  upon 
the  ground  that  the  wife  was  a  mere  ciplier 
in  the  transactionf  and  the  expression  above 
mentioned  of  Lord  Mansfield  was  referred  to 
as  merely  implyim^  that  a  will  could  not 
operate  juintly.  The  instant,  it  was  saidi 
that  either  testator  died,  the  principle  of 
joint  ownership,  if  that  existed,  was  termi- 
nated. 

At  this  point  a  distinction  beg^ins  to  appear 
between  a  joint  and  a  mutual  will.  It  is  laid 
down  in  Lewis «.  Schofleld,  26  Conn.  462,  that, 
though  the  instrument  in  point  of  form  be 
joint,  yet,  if  it  only  dispose  of  the  estate  of 
the  one  who  may  die  first,  its  legal  operation 
is  the  same  as  if  each  had  made  a  separate 
will  disposing  of  the  estate  of  each  to  the 
other  in  case  of  that  other  surviving.  Such 
a  case  was  deemed  different  from  ih&i  of  an 
attempt  to  dispose  of  a  joint  estate  to  some 
third  party,  becoming  operative  only  upon 
the  death  of  both.  Ine  distinction  made  in 
Ijewis  0.  Schofleld,  and  equally  applicable  to 
Evans  v.  Smith,  2A  Ga.  iio,  was  followed  in 
Walker  v.  Walker,  14  Ohio  St.  157;  and  it 
was  there  held  by  a  majority  that  where 
separate  owners  (husband  and  wife)  of  prop- 
erty assumed  by  will  to  treat  the  same  as  a 
joint  fund^  and  to  dispose  of  it  to  third  per- 
sons, the  mstrnment  could  not  be  admitted 
to  probate,  either  as  the  joint  will  of  both 
parties  or  as  the  separate  will  of  either.  See 
Betts  V.  Harper,  89  Ohio  St,  639.  The  same 
distinction  was  taken  in  Schumaker  v. 
Schmidt,  44  Ala.  454,  in  favor  o(  a  will  of 
two  persons,  disposing  of  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  each  testator  in  favor  of  the  others  the 
instrument  being  treated  as  the  separate  will 
of  the  first  decedent,  and  revocable  like  other 
wills.    See  In  re  Diez,  50  N.  Y.  88. 

This  supposes  that  no  contract  has  been 
made  between  the  parties  of  which  the  will 
to  an  execution.  But  other  cases  do  not  stop 
here.  In  Ex  parte  Day,  1  Bradf.  476,  it  is 
held  that  a  mutual  or  conjoint  will  may  be 
admitted  to  probate ;  and  this,  too,  though  it 
was  irrevocable  as  a  contract  (*' compact*'  is 
the  word  started  by  Sir  John  NichoU  m 
Hobson  r.  Blackbarn,  and  adopted  by  all  the 
Judges  since);  for  it  would  still  be  revocable 
as  a  will  by  either,  on  notice  during  the  com- 
noon  life  of  the  testators.  After  the  death  of 
either,  it  would,  it  is  said,  be  binding  upon 
the  other.  Duiour  v,  Pereira,  2  Harg.  Jurid. 
Arg.  304;  «.  c  1  Dick.  419.  Bat  see  contra 
as  to  the  right  of  either  to  revoke  without  the 
act  of  the  other,  in  the  case  of  a  will  by  hus- 
band and  wife  executed  under  authority  of 
a  power,  Breathitt  o.  Whittaker,  8  B.  iion, 
630,  534.     See  Hershy  v.  Clark,  35  Ark.  17. 

The  attempted  distinction  between  joint 
and  mutual  wills,  by  which  if  the  will  only 
professes  to  dispose  of  the  estate  of  the  one 
pint  testator  in  favor  of  the  other,  without 
any  valid  contract  for  the  purpose,  the  testa- 
mentary provision  is  good  and  may  be  pro- 
bated as  a  will,  and  if  it  attempts'  to  make 
a  dispoaitioa  in  favor  of  others,  or  is  baaed 


upon  a  valid  contract,  the  provision  is  not 
good  as  a  will,  has  little  to  commend  itself 
to  favor.  Whether  the  mutual  or  the  joint, 
or  the  joint  and  mutual,  will  was  made  in 
virtue  of  a  contract,  as  ordinarily  it  is,  or 
not,  can  make  no  difference  in  principle  so 
far  as  revocabilitv  is  concerned.  As  a  will, 
it  may  be  revoked  at  any  time  by  either  tes^ 
tator;  nothing  can  prevent.  The  instru- 
ment could  not  be  admitted  to  probate  after 
the  act,  as  if  the  act  was  null.  Comp.  ante, 
p.  18,  note.  The  instrument  then,  at  the 
proper  time,  is  entitled  to  probate ;  unless  it 
can  be  said,  as  in  England,  that  such  instru- 
ments are  "  unknown  to  the  testamentan'  law 
of  this  country;**  or  unless  statute  prevents. 
This  accords  too  with  the  weight  of  authority. 
Besides  the  cases  above  cited,  see  Black  v. 
Richards,  95  Ind.  184  (owners  in  common 
disposing  of  the  property  bv  joint  will); 
Betts  V.  Harper,  39  Ohio  St.  639  (similar  to 
Black  r.  Ricnards,  and  distinguishing  Walk- 
er V.  Walker,  14  Ohio  State,  157,  supra, 
and  citing  Ex  parte  Dav,  1  Bradf.  481; 
In  re  Diez,  50  N.  Y.  88;  lldosser  v,  Mosser, 
32  Ala.  551;  Schumaker  v.  Schmidt,  44  Ala. 
454;  Wyche  v.  Clapp,  43  Texas,  544;  March 
9.  Huyter,  50  Texas,  243;  Breathitt  v. 
Whittaker,  8  B.  Mon.  530;  Lewis  v.  Schofield, 
26  Conn.  452 ;  Evans  v.  Smith,  28  Ga.  98; 
In  re  Stracey,  1  Deane  &  S.  6;  In  re  Raine, 
1  Swab.  &  T.  144:  Gould  v.  Mansfield,  103 
Ma.Hs.  408);  Caw ley*s  Appeal,  136  Penn.  St. 
628  (mutual  will). 

In  regard  to  the  proper  time  of  probate, 
that  in  principle  w^ill  depend  upon  the  dis- 
positions made  by  the  instrument  itself.  If 
the  case  presented  be  such  that  revocation 
by  either  will  have  the  effect  to  revoke  the 
other-s  will,  probate  should  not  be  permitted 
until  after  the  death  of  the  survivor.  Such 
a  case  would  be  presented  wheie  it  anpeara 
on  the  face  of  Uie  teill  that  the  will  of  each 
was  conditional  on  the  will  of  the  other  (or 
others)  remsining  unrevoked.  And  perhaps 
that  would  be  the  natural  view  to  take  of  all 
purely  mutual  or  reciprocal  dispositions  made 
Dv  one  and  the  same  instrument,  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  indication  of  in- 
tention. The  inference  of  an  intended  con- 
dition in  such  a  case  would  clearly  be  stronger 
than  in  a  case  in  which  separate  tei>tamentary 
instruments,  with  reciprocal  dispositions, 
were  executed.  In  this  latter  case  each  will 
would  be  admitted  to  probate  on  the  death  of 
the  testator  unless  it  contained  language 
sufficient  to  prevent. 

Whether  anything  short  of  a  condition 
(e.g.,  an  agreement  merely,  but  appearing  on 
the  face  of  the  will)  should  have  toe  effect  to 
compel  postponement  of  the  probate  until 
after  the  death  of  the  survivor,  or  last  sur- 
vivor where  the  will  is  executed  by  three  or 
more,  is  not  quite  clear  in  principle.  Agree- 
ments, however  binding,  cannot  in  ordinary 
cases,  as  we  have  seen,  prevent  a  man  from 
revoking  his  will  as  a  testamentary  instru- 
ment. But  it  might  prove  very  unjust  to 
allow  the  survivor  to  probate  the  decedent's 
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imd  another  of  property  abroad,  the  latter  need  not  be  s«iMinite  wills 
proved  here  (ii),  onless  it  is  incorporated  with  the  former  plo'!!^^^ 
as  if  it  be  thereby  confirmed  (x). 


TV.  «-*- fifffeot  of  Probate.  —  The  granting  of  probate  is  conclu- 
site  as  to  the  testamentary  character  of  the  instrument  in  ref- 
erence to  personalty  (j/).^       Everything  included  in  the  probate 

(«)  lU  Attor,  1  p.  D.  ISO;  Bm  CalUwuy,  15  P.  D.  147;  Ito  De  la  Rae,  15  P.  D.  185:  Be 
Seaman  (1891),  P.  253.  Both  wills  may  be  proved  in  this  country  if  desired.  Be  Bolton, 
12  P.  D.  202. 

(«)  Be  Howden,  L.  J.,  P.  &  M.  26;  Re  Harris,  L.  B.,  2  P.  &  D.  88.  See  further  on 
inoorporation,  post.  Chap.  VI. 

(y)  See  Douglas  v.  Cooper,  8  My.  Sc  K.  378.  The  execntors  are  considered  as  representittg 
the  legatees  in  regard  to  the  litigation  respecting  the  formal  validity  of  the  will;  and  unless 
a  case  of  fraud  and  collusion  can  be  made  out  against  them,  the  legatees  are  bound  by  the 
adjudication  in  the  suit  to  which  the  executors  are  parties ;  Colvin  v.  Fraser,  2  Hagg.  292; 
Medley  v.  Wood,  1  Hagg.  645;  Newell  e.  Weeks,  2  Philiim.  224;  aud  that,  too,  though  the 
same  persons  are  executors  under  two  conflicting  testamentary  instruments.  Hayle  r.  Hasted, 
1  Curt.  236.  The  Court,  however,  sometimes  direets  the  parties  interested  to  be  brought  be^ 
fore  it.  Reynolds  v.  Thrupp,  1  Curt.  570.  But  if  the  administration  of  the  property  is 
affected  by  a  question  as  to  toe  testator*8  domicile,  the  executors  are  not  deemed  to  represent 
the  persons  interested  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  question  of  domicile,  and  the  deci^ioll 
of  the  Probate  Court  on  that  question  will  not  bmd  the  parties  in  a  suit  for  the  administimtion 
of  the  estate.    Concha  v.  Concha,  11  App.  Cas.  541. 


win,  take  the  property,  and  then  revoke  his 
own  part  in  the  transaction,  even  in  a  case 
in  which  the  property  is  separate  and  the 
parts  of  <he  will  are'  separate  or  perfectly 
separable;  for  now  he  may  squander  or 
consume  all  he  has  and  have  notiiing  to 
answer  for  his  a^peement  In  view  of  such 
a  possibility,  it  might  be  the  wiser  counte  to 
treat  the  agreement  as  a  virtual  condition; 
that  would  probably  express  tlie  real  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  will. 

But  to  poetpone  probate  until  after  the 
death  of  the  survivor  will  in  most  cases  no 
doubt  be  to  defeat  the  common  Intention; 
each  testator  ordinarily  intends  that  the 
other,  and  not  the  other's  kindred,  shall 
have  his  property.  And  probably  each  sup- 
poses that  the  intention  will  prevail  on  tlie 
rootino:  that  the  will  so  made  is  irrevocaj)le 
except  by  consent  of  both  (or  all)  the  testa- 
tors. It  would  seem,  however,  that,  if  such 
wills  are  proper,  the  law  must  prevail  over 
the  intention,  and  hence  that  protMtte  and 
enjovment  most  be  postponed. 

Where  the  instmment  in  (Question  is  not 
purely  reciprocal  in  its  disijositions,  as  where, 
besides  bein^  partly  reciprocal,  it  makes 
dispositions  in  favor  of  third  persons,  it  is 
clear  that  it  should  be  admitted  to  probate 
on  the  death  of  the  one  who  makes  such 
external  disposition,  or  on  the  death  of 
either  if  both  (or  all)  make  it  ont  of  common 
property.  For  as  regards  such  third  person 
the  will  at  all  events  must  stand  on  the  death 
of  his  testator;  the  survivor  could  not  re- 
voke the  decedent's  gift  to  him. 

1  See  Tompkins  r.  Tompkins,  1  Story, 
547;  Darrington  e.  Borland,  3  Porter,  11; 
lloi^mlas   9.  Clark,  4  Pitige,  623;  Colton  v. 


Roes, 2  Paige,  386;  Van  Rensselaer*.  Morris, 
1  Paige,  13;  Morrell  v.  Dickev,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
153;  Peeble's  Appeal,  15  derg.  &  R.  42; 
Nalle  e.  Fenwick,  4  Rand.  685;  Russell  v. 
Dickson,  1  Con.  &  L.  284. 

In  most  of  the  states  granting  of  probate 
is  as  conclusive  of  the  testamentary  character 
of  the  instrument  in  regard  to  realty  as  in 
regard  to  personaltv.  Independent  of  stat- 
ute modiflcations.  tKe  powers  of  the  Court  of 
tite  Surrogate,  .fudge  of  Probate,  Orphans' 
Court,  Ordinary,  or  of  whatever  officer,  com* 
ing  in  the  place  of  the  English  Ecdesiastioal 
Court  (and  such  a  court  exists  in  eveiy  state), 
are  the  same  with  those  of  the  Englisn  Ordi- 
nary, in  respect  to  the  wills  and  estates  of 
testators  and  intestates,  and  their  decrees  are 
to  be  received  as  conclusive  evidence  under 
the  same  limitations.  See  Crosland  t,  Mur- 
doch, 4  M'Cord,  217:  Bogardos  v.  Clark,  1 
Edwards  Ch.  266-270;  t.  e.  4  Paige,  623; 
Harrison  v.  Rowan,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  580,  582; 
Den  e.  Ayres,  1  Green,  153;  Darby  a 
Maver,  10  Wheat.  465,  469;  Donaldson  v. 
Winter,  1  Miller  (U.),  137,  144;  Lewis  v. 
Lewis,  5  Miller  (La.),  387,  393;  Dubois  t. 
Dubois,  6  Cowen,  494.  Probate  of  a  will 
determines  all  questions  of  fraud,  imposition, 
and  undue  influence  in  procuring  such  wills, 
as  well  as  the  general  question  relative  to 
the  capacity  of  the  testator.  Clark  v.  Fisher: 
1  Paige,  176.  See  M'Dowall  v.  Peyton.  2 
Desaus.  313.  But  by  reason  of  its  jnrisalc- 
tion  as  a  court  of  construction,  equity  may, 
under  particular  circumstances,  so  construe 
an  instrument  of  which  probate  has  been 
obtained  as  to  render  it  ineffectual.  Oawler 
1^.  Standerwick,  2  Cox,  16. 

Probate  of  course  does  not  settle  questions 
of  title.    Holman  v.  Peny,  4  Met  492. 
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[*28]  ♦  copy  («)  but  no  word  besides  (a)  must  be  taken  by  the  Court  of 

Construction  to  be  part  of  the  will,  and  the  original  will  cannot 

be  appealed  to  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  such  copy  is  erroneous. 

Thus  where  probate  was  granted,  with  cross  lines  drawn 
far  conciuaive  0^®^  the  bequests  of  certain  legacies,  Lord  Cranworth 
M^to  person-      held  that  it  was  to  be  taken  as  conclusively  settled  by 

the  probate,  that  the  will  was  at  its  execution  in  the 
state  in  which  it  was  then  found ;  le,,  that  the  testator  had  executed 
the  instrument  with  the  cross  lines  drawn  over  it  (b).  That  being  so, 
the  only  question  for  him  to  determine  was,  what  did  the  instrument 
mean  ?  and  he  thought  the  meaning  was,  that  the  testator's  original 
intention  to  give  the  legacies  had  ceased,  and  that  he  had  placed  the 
lines  there  to  show  this.  The  result  was  that  the  legacies  were 
struck  out  (c).  Neither  was  it  competent  for  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
on  the  ground  that  legacies  given  by  a  codicil  were  fraudulently 
obtained,  to  declare  the  legatee  a  trustee  for  the  person  who  would 
otherwise  have  taken.  The  objection  on  the  ground  of  fraud  should 
be  taken  in  the  Probate  Court,  which,  on  being  satisfied  of  the  fraud, 
would  direct  probate  to  issue,  omitting  that  part  containing  the 
bequest  complained  of  (oQ.  And  practically  this  division  of  juris- 
diction is  continued  as  between  the  Chancery  and  Probate  Divisions 
of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  (e),  the  judges  of  the  former  Division 
declining  (in  their  discretion)  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter 
in  matters  of  probate  (/). 

The  Court  of  Probate  Act,  1857  (g),  gives  to  probate,  after 
[♦29]  *  citation  of  the  heir  and  other  persons  interested,  and  proof 
in  solemn  form,  the  same  effect  with  regard  to  realty  as  it  had 
before  with  regard  to  personalty  (A).  But  the  granting  of  probate 
in  common  form  has  no  effect  as  regards  real  estate,  either  freehold 
"  or  copyhold  (t)  :  except  (under  the  Act  of  1857)  to  fur- 

nish prim^  facie  evidence  of  the  validity  and  contents 

(e)  Gann  v.  Gregory,  8  D.  M.  G.  777. 

(a)  Barneby  «.  Tassell,  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  368.  As  to  omission  from  the  probate  of  scorriloas 
imputations  on  character,  see  Re  Honywood,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  251. 

(b)  The  general  presumption  is  that  alterations  in  a  will  were  made  after  its  execution; 
Bee  post,  Chap.  Vli.  s.  5,  P*  117;  but  that  was  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  Probate* 

a  Gann  v.  Gregory,  3  D.  M.  &  G.  777. 
Allen  V.  Macpherson,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  191, 11  Jur.  785,  affirming  1  Phil.  133,  and  reversing 
y.  469;  Hindson  o.  Weatherill,  5  D.  M.  &  G.  301.    So  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  set  aside  a  will  of  lands  for  fraud.    The  remedy  was  by  ejectment.    Jones  v. 
Gregory.  2  D.  J.  &  S.  83. 

(el  Meluish  «.  Milton,  3  Ch.  D.  27,  35. 

(/)  Pinney  v.  Hunt,  6  Ch.  D.  98:  Bradford  «.  Toung,  L.  R.,  26  Ch.  D.  666;  Smart  v. 
Tranter,  L.  R.,  40  Ch.  D.  165,  43  Ch.  D.  587. 

(o)  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  ss.  61.  62. 

(k)  To  bring  a  will  within  the  purview  of  this  enactment,  it  must  be  one  which  both 
as  to  realty  and  personalty  is  to  be  tested  by  the  same  considerations.  For  if  there  were 
any  difference  between  them  it  would  be  absurd  to  enact  that  probate  of  one  should  be 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  validitv  of  the  other.  Consequently  it  must  t>e  a  will  executed 
since  and  according  to  the  sUt.  l'  Vict.  c.  26.  Campbell  r.  Lucy,  L.  R..  2  P.  &  D.  209.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  cite  the  assignee  of  the  heir;  if  the  heir  is  a  party,  his  assignee  will  be 
bound.    Jones  o.  Jones,  L.  R.,  7  P.  D.  66. 

it)  Hume  V.  Rundell,  6  Madd.  331.      See  also  Bonser  v.  Bradshaw,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  86 :  Loffus 
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of  the  will  (k).      And,  even  with  respect  to  personal  estate,  the 
granting  of  probate  of  any  paper  has  no  other  effect  than  to  establish 
generally  its  claim  to  be  received  as  testamentary;  and 
it  remains  for  the  Court  of  Construction  to  determine  i^ty.^'* 
the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  instrument  thus  stamped 
with  a  testamentary  character  (I).    The  adjudication  of  this  Court 
may,  and  often  does,  render  the  paper  wholly  nugatory.    It  may  be 
found  not  to  contain  any  intelligible  disposition  of  the  deceased's 
property  (m),  or  to  be  in  substance  the  same  as  or  in  substitution 
for  another  paper  of  which  probate  has  been  granted  (n) ;  or  that  its 
provisions  are  invalid  according  to  the  law  of  a  foreign  country, 
which  constituted  the  domicile  of  the  maker  at  the  time  of  his  decease 
(o)  ;  in  all  which  cases  the  instrument  so  proved  operates  merely  as 
an  appointment  of  an  executor,  who  distributes  the  property  as  under 
an  intestacy. 

And  to    determine  the  construction,  the  original  will,  both  of  real 
and  personal  property,  may  be  looked  at.    It  was  said,  indeed,  by 
Sir  W.  Qrant  (p),  that  his  decision  on  the  construction  of  the  will 
before  him  could  not  depend  on  the  grammatical  skill  of  the 
writer,  in  the  position  of  the  characters  expressive  of  *a  [*30] 
parenthesis :  that  it  was  from  the  words  and  from  the  context, 
not  from  the  punctuation,  that  the  sense  must  be  collected.    And 
there  are,  probably,  few  imaginable  cases  in  which  punctuation  could 
exercise  a  very  important  influence  upon  the  construc- 
tion (q).    But  in  recent  times,  the  Courts  have  without  Original  will 
hesitation  adopted  the  practice  of  examining  original  mined  b/ 
wills  "  with  a  view  to  see  whether  anything  there  appear-  ^rucii^  ^^"' 
ing,  —  as,  for  instance,  the  mode  in  which  it  was  written, 
how  'dashed  and  stopped,' — could  guide  them  in  the  true  construction 
to  be  put  upon  it "  (r). 

«.  Maw,  8  GtfF.  599.  A  will  disposing  of  real  estate  only  is  not  entitled  to  probate.  Re  Bootle, 
L^  fi.,  8  P.  &  D.  177.  Secus,  if  It  appoints  executors,  though  they  atterwards  renounce. 
Re  Jordan;  L.  R.^  1  P.  &  D.  555.  If  a  will  appointing  executors  be  made  in  execution  of  a 
power,  the  appointment  of  executors  taking  effect  under  the  power  does  not  entitle  the  will 
to  probate;  for  the  executors  take  nothing  jure  representntionis.  Tngman  v.  Hopkins,  4  M. 
&  Gr.  889;  0*Dwyer  v.  Geare,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  47;  Re  Barden,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  825. 

(4c)  Ikirraclough  v,   Greeuhough,  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B.  612. 

(l)  Re  Mundj,  80  L.  J.,  Prob.  85. 

(f»)  See  Gaw'lcr  v,  Standerwick,  2  Cox,  16;  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Gloucester  v.  Wood,  8  Hare, 
181,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  272. 

(«)  See  Flemming  v,  Clntterbuck,  1  Bl!.,  N.  S.  479;  «.  e.  nom.  Hemming  r.  Gurrey,  1  D. 
&  CI.  85;  Walsh  v,  Gladstone,  1  Phil.  290, 13  Sim.  261 :  Campbell  v.  Radnor,  1  B.  C.  C.  271. 

(o)  Thornton  v.  Curling,  8  Sim.  810,  see  ante,  p.  6,  note  (y).  Probate  is  not  conclusive  of 
domicile,  Bradford  r.  Toung,  26  Ch.  D.  656;  Da  Mora  r.  Concha,  29  Ch.  D.  268. 

(p)  Sandford  v,  Raikes,  1  Mer.  65L 

(q)  See  per  Sir  E.  Sogden^  Heron  v.  Stokes,  2  Dr.  &  War.  9S;  and  per  Lord  Westburv, 
Gordon  9.  Gordon,  L.  R.,  5  H.  L.  276. 

(r)  Per  K.  Bmce,  L.  J.,  in  Manning  v,  Pnrcell»  24  L.  J.,  Ch.  528,  n.;  also  reported  7  D. 
M.  &  G.  55.  See  also  Compton  v.  Bloxham,  2  Coll.  201 ;  Child  «.  Elsworth,  2  D.  M.  &  G. 
683;  Oppenheim  v.  Henry,  9  Hare,  802,  n.;  Gauntlett  r.  Carter,  17  Beav.  590;  Milsome  v. 
Long,  8  Jnr.,  N.  S.  1078 ;  Re  Harrison,  Turner  v.  Hellard,  30  Ch.  D.  890.  In  Gann  v.  Gre- 
gonr,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  780  (already  referred  to),  Lord  Cranworth  expressed  his  opinion  that  the 
will  could  not  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  virtually  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Probate 
Court  with  respect  to  the  form  of  the  probate  copy  in  question. 

TOL.  I.  3 
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Where  a  paper  professed  to  be  an  appointment  under  a  power,  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  applied  to  it  the  ordinary  principles  of  testa- 
mentary law,  without  attempting,  in  that  proceeding,  to 
of  twtamen^     pronounce  on  its  sufficiency  as  a  due  execution  of  the 
taiy  appoint-     power  under  which  it  purported  to  be  made  (s).    The 

granting  of  probate  precluded  the  Court  of  Chancery 
from  questioning  the  testamentary  character  of  the  paper.  It  re- 
mained for  that  Court  to  determine  whether  the  formalities  prescribed 
by  the  power  had  been  complied  with  (t),  and  whether  in  other 
respects  besides  the  testamentary  character  of  the  paper  the  power 
had  been  duly  exercised  (u).  But  if  no  special  formalities  were 
prescribed,  the  granting  of  probate  was  final  on  that  head  (x). 

Judges  of  the  Probate  Court  have  pronounced  the  practice  described 
above  to  be  inconvenient,  since  it  required  them  to  grant  probate  of 
an  instrument  which,  but  for  the  existence  and  due  execution  of  the 
alleged  power  (into  which  they  were  forbidden  to  inquire),  did 
[*31]  not  amount  even  to  the  appointment  of  *  an  executor  (y).  It 
is  probable,  therefore,  that  under  the  Judicature  Act,  1873, 
which  gives  equal  jurisdiction  to  all  the  Judges  of  the  High  Court, 
and  directs  that  all  questions  "properly  brought  forward  by  the 
parties  in  any  cause  or  matter "  shall  be  completely  disposed  of  in 
that  cause  or  matter  (z),  the  Judges  of  the  Probate  Division  will,  in 
a  proceeding  for  probate,  themselves  determine  whether  the  power 
has  been  well  executed  whenever  the  necessary  parties  are  before 
them  (a).  But  where  any  of  the  parties  entitled  to  be  heard  on  those 
questions  are  not  before  the  Court  (e.  ^.,  persons  who,  under  the  in- 
strument creating  the  power,  claim  in  default  of  appointment),  the 
former  practice  must  be  followed. 

Probate  of  the  will  of  a  married  woman  is  now  granted  to  her 
Probate  of  executor  in  the  ordinary  form  without  any  exception  or 
wills  of  mar-  limitation  (^).  Formerly  it  was  limited  to  property 
ned  women.       -^hJch  she  had  power  to  dispose  of  and  had  disposed  of, 


Paglar  v.  Tongue,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  168:  Re  Fenwick,  id.  319. 

it)  Doiicrlas  «.  Cooper,  3  Mv.  &  E.  378. 

(«i)  Paglar  v.  Tongue,  L*.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  158,  where  the  question  left  was,  whether  the 
will,  dated  1844,  of  a  married  woman  who  died  1865,  was  a  due  exercise  of  testamentary 
powers  given  to  her  in  the  mean  time. 

(a?)  Ward  v.  Ward,  11  Beav.  877.  In  GulUn  v.  Grove,  26  Beav.  64,  the  questions 
whether  the  third  and  fourth  sheets  of  a  will  constituted  a  *'  will,"  or  whether  they  were 
**  in  the  nature  of  or  purporting  to  be  a  will  **  were  held  to  be  identical.  See  also 
D*Huart  v,  Harkness,  84  Beav.  m.  ante,  n.  11. 

(y)  Re  Halliburton,  L.  B.,  1  P.  &  D.  90;  Paglar  v.  Tongue,  id.  158. 

(s)  Sect.  24,  subs.  7. 

(a)  See  per  Jessel,  M.  R.,  Re  Tharp,  8  P.  D.  76.  But  see  Re  Klrwan's  Trusts,  25  Ch. 
D.  373  (ante,  p.  12),  where  Kay,  J.,  held  that  a  testamentary  appointment  made  by  a 
person  domiciled  abroad  which  had  been  admitted  to  probate  nnaer  Lord  Eingsdown's 
Act,  was  invalid,  because  not  duly  executed  as  reauired  by  sect.  10  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26; 
and  his  lord»hip  refused  to  aid  the  defective  exercise  of  the  power. 

(6)  Re  Price,  12  P.  D.  137.  See  also  Re  Lambert^s  Estate,  Stanton  v.  Lambert,  88 
Ch.  D.  626. 
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with  administration  caeteromm  to  the  husband ;  and  under  the  Ju- 
dicature Act,  1873  (c),  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Probate  Division  (so 
far  as  could  properly  and  conveniently  be  done)  to  decide  whether 
any  particular  fund  was  separate  property  or  not  (d).  The  present 
practice  is  based  on  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  (e) ; 
but  is  not  confined  to  cases  where  the  testatrix  has  the  powers  con- 
ferred by  that  Act.  Whether  she  has  or  not  any  such  powers  the 
probate  is  conclusive,  as  regards  the  right  of  the  executors  to  get 
in  the  assets,  in  the  Chancery  Division,  but  it  does  not  alter  the 
beneficial  title  of  the  husband  to  any  property  which  the  wife  had 
no  power  to  dispose  of;  the  executors  will  hold  such  property  in 
trust  for  the  husband  (/).  If  no  executor  is  appointed  and  there 
is  partial  intestacy,  the  husband  is  entitled  to  administration  with 
the  will  annexed  in  preference  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix  (^). 

The  facility  with  which  loose  papers  were  proved  in  the 
*  Ecclesiastical  Courts  was  sometimes  complained  of  by  the  [*32] 
Judges  of  other  Courts,  on  whom  has  fallen  the  duty  of  ex- 
pounding the  jargon  thus  pronounced  to  be  testamentary  (A).    The 
exclusion,  however,  by  the  statute  1  Vict.,  of  all  testa- 
mentary papers  which  are  not  attested  by  two  witnesses   vfo^c?  26  in 
except  such  as  fall  within  Lord  KiDgsdown's  Act(i),   checking  in- 
has  materially  checked  the  evil  which  has  been  the   i^uu" 
subject  of  complaint;  for  it  rarely  happens  that  these   testamentary 
informal  and  irregular  papers  are  attested.     The  occur-  p*p®"' 
rence  is  also  generally  prevented  of  the  question  whether  the  exe- 
cution of  a  testamentary  appointment  conforms  to  the  requisitions 
of  the  power,  for  which  is  substituted  the  more  simple  inquiry, 
whether  or  not  the  donee  has  complied  with  the  requisitions  of  the 
statute ;  so  that  the  whole  matter  relating  to  the  sufi&ciency  of  the 
execution  (so  far  at  least  as  the  personal  estate  is  concerned)  is 
brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court  (k).^ 

(e)  86  &  37  Vict.  c.  66.  (d)  Re  Tharp,  3  P.  D.  76. 

(«j  45  &  46  Vict,  c  75. 

( /)  Smart  o.  Tranter  (in  C.  A.),  43  Ch.  D.  587,  reveraing  on  the  latter  point  the 
decision  of  Kay  J.,  «.  e.  40  Ch.  D.  165. 

(ff)  Rules  of  1887,  cited  39  Ch.  D.  627,  n.  And  if  there  is  an  executor,  bat  separate 
estate  is  undisposed  of,  the  husband  surviving  is  entitled  beneficially.  Re  Lambert^s  £state, 
Stanton  v.  Lambert,  L.  R,  39  Ch.  D.  626.. 

(A)  See  Matthews  v.  Warner,  4  Ves.  '208,  210.  As  to  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of 
paper  writings,  not  proved  as  testamentary,  vide  Doug.  707,  1  Cox,  1,  15  Ves.  153,  2  Rast, 
552;  Smith  v.  AttersoU,  1  Russ.  266.  This  case  shows  that  there  is  a  distinction  where  a 
paper  declaring  trusts  is  signed  bv  the  legatees  in  trust,  and  not  by  the  testator  only. 
Johnson  v.  Ball,  5  De  G.  &  S.  89;  Consett  v.  Bell,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C  577. 

(i)  See  ante,  p.  7. 

(k)  But  see  Re  Kirwan's  Trusts,  25  Ch.  373,  ante,  p.  12.     A  power  to  appoint  by 


(i)  See  ante,  p.  7. 

(k)  But  see  Re  kirwan's   iTusts,  s»  un.  37<f,  ante,  p.   i 
"  writing ''  with  certain  stated  solemnities,  though  exercisable  according  to  the  general  law 


by  will  executed  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  power,  is  not  within  the  tmns 
01  the  statute  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  '10,  which  speaks  of  a  power  to  oe 


statute  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  10,  wnicn  speaks  ot  a  power  to  oe  executea  "  oy  win."  west 
',  Kay,  385,  following  the  doubt  expressed  in  Collard  v.  Sampson,  4  D.  M.  &  G.  224, 
verruling  Buckell  v,  Blenkhom,  5  Hare,  131.    See  also  Taylor  v.  Meads,  4  D.  J. 


executed  **  by  will."    West 

«.  Ray> 

and  overrul 
&  S.  597. 

1  The   following  was   prepared   by  the     there  printed  as  a  separate  chapter.     In  Eng^ 
editor  of  the  4th  American   edition,    and     land,  wills  of  personalty  must  be  proved 
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in  the  Ecclesiutlcal  Court.  It  appears  to 
have  been  a  subject  of  much  controversy, 
whether  the  probate  of  wills  was  ori^naU^v  a 
matter  of  exclusive  ecclesiastical  junsdiction. 
Bac.  Abr.  Ex.  ^c).  But  whatever  may  have 
been  the  case  m  earlier  times,  it  is  certain 
that,  at  tilts  day,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  is 
the  only  Court  m  which,  except  bv  special 
prescription,  the  validity  of  wills  of  person- 
alty,  or  of  any  testaineutary  paper  whatever 
relatinff  to  pentoiialtv,  can  be  established  or 
disputed.  Fonbl.  Treat  Eq.  Pt.  2,  d,  §  1, 
n.  a;  Hac.  Abr.  Ex.  (e)  1;  Gascovne  «. 
Chandler.  2  Cas.  Temp.  Lee,  241.  ^utty 
indeed  considers  an  executor  as  trustee  for 
the  legatees  in  res|)ect  to  their  legacira,  and 
as  trustee  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  undis- 
posed surplus;  2  Stor}',  Eq.  Jur.  §  1208;  Hsjrs 
V.  Jackson,  6  Mass.  153;  Hill  r.  Hill,  2  Hayw. 
298;  and  as  all  trusts  are  the  peculiar  objects 
of  equitable  co^izance,  courts  of  equity  will 
compel  the  executor  to  perform  these  his 
testamentary  trusts  with  propriety.  Hence, 
although,  in  those  courts,  as  well  as  in  courts 
of  law,  tlie  seal  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  is 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  factum  of  a  will 
of  personal  property,  sn  equitable  jurisdiction 
has  arisen  of  construing  the  will,  in  order  to 
enforce  a  proper  performance  of  the  tmsts  of 
the  executor.  The  courts  of  equity  are  ac- 
cordingly sometimes  courts  of  construction, 
in  contradistinction  to  the  spiritual  courts, 
which,  although  they  also  are  courts  of  con- 
struction, are  the  only  courts  of  probate.  1 
Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  294,  295. 

The  consequence  of  this  exclusive  ecclesi- 
astical jurisdiction  is,  that  an  executor  can- 
not assert  or  rely  on  his  right  in  any  other 
court,  without  sbowinfr  that  he  has  previously 
established  it  in  the  spiritual  court ;  Hensloe's 
Case,  9  Co.  38,  a.;  Fonbl.  Treat  Eq.  b.  4,  Pt. 
S,  c.  1,  §  2;  Chaunterv.  Chaunter,  11  Viner, 
Abr.  205;  the  usual  proof  of  which  is,  the 
production  of  a  copv  oi  the  will  by  which  he 
18  appointed,  certiAed  under  the  seal  of  the 
ordinary.  This  is  usually  called  the  probate, 
or  the  letters  testamentary.  In  other  words, 
nothing  but  the  probate  (or  letters  of  admin- 
istration with  the  will  annexed,  when  no 
executor  is  therein  appointed,  or  the  ap- 
pointment of  executor  fails)  or  other  proof, 
tantamount  thereto,  of  the  admission  of  the 
will  in  the  spiritual  court,  is  legal  evidence 
of  the  will  in  anv  question  respecting  per- 
sonalty. Rex  V.  "Netherseal,  4  T.  R.  260;  1 
Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  293. 

An  executor  in  England  may  perform  al- 
most all  the  acts  incident  to  his  office,  except 
only  some  of  those  which  relate  to  suits, 
before  he  proves  the  will  in  the  spiritual 
courts.  Godolph.  Pt.  2,  c.  20,  §  1;  Wank- 
ford  V.  Wankford,  1  Salk.  301 ;  Bagwell  v. 
Elliott,  2  Rand.  194,  per  Green,  J. ;  1  Wil- 
liams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  303-910;  Strong  o. 
Perkins,  3  N.  H.  517;  1  Amould,  Ins.  233. 
Where  one  named  as  executor  in  a  will  paid 
a  debt  in  full  before  probate  of  the  will,  under 
an  erroneous  belief  that  the  estate  was  solvent, 
and  afterwards  took  out  letters  testamentary, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
back  the  difference  between  the  sum  thus  paid 


and  the  som  allowed  by  the  Jndge  of  Probate 
on  the  report  of  CommissionezB  of  Insolvency. 
Blifts  r.  Lee,  17  Pick.  83. 

In  Strong  v.  Perkins,  3  N.  H.  517,  it  was 
held  that  an  executor  derives  his  authority 
from  the  testator,  and  may  commence  an 
action  as  such  before  probate  of  the  will. 
But  in  Kittredge  r.  Folsoni,  8  N.  H.  Ill, 
it  seems  to  have  been  donbted,  whether, 
under  Stat.  N.  H.  July  2,  1822,  requiring 
bonds  to  be  given  by  the  executor  before 
he  intermeddled  with  the  estate,  an  individ- 
ual named  as  executor  could  do  any  act  as 
such  until  after  probate  of  the  will. 

In  Massachusetts,  Maine,  Vermont,  and 
New  Hampshire,  it  is  expressly  provided 
by  statute,  that  *'no  will  shall  oe  efifectual 
to  pass  either  real  or  personal  estate,  unless 
it  shall  have  been  duly  proved  and  allowed 
in  the  Probate  Court."  (xen.  Stat.  Mass. 
c.  92,  §   38,  Rev.   Stai.   Me.   1871,  c.  74, 

L15;  Gen.  Stat.  Vt  1862,  c.  49,  §20;  (jen. 
iws,  N.  H.  c.  194,  §  1.  A  win  may  be 
proved  in  the  Probate  Court  at  any  time, 
even  after  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  a  'title  to  real 
estate.  Shumway  v.  Holbrook,  1  Pick.  114. 
In  Massachusetts  and  Maine,  this  is  merely 
affirmative  of  the  law  as  it  stood  in  thoee 
States  before  this  legislative  provision,  on 
the  construction  of  former  statutes.  Shum- 
way V.  Holbrook,  1  Pick.  114;  Dublin  v. 
Chadbourn.  16  Mass.  433;  Ex  parte  Fuller, 
2  Story,  C.  C  327,  332;  Spring  v.  Park- 
man,  3  Fairf .  127 ;  Hutchins  r.  State  Bank, 
12  Met  421.  Such  is  also  the  law  in  Ohio, 
Swazey  «.  Blackman,  8  Ohio,  5;  Bailey  v, 
Bailey,  id.  245;  Hall  v.  Ashby,  9  Ohio,  95; 
Wilson  V.  Tappan,  6  Ohio,  172;  in  Rhode 
Island,  MooTe  r.  Greene,  2  Curt.  C.  C.  202 ; 
Tompkins  v.  Tompkins,  1  Story,  C.  C.  355 ; 
Wilkinson  v.  Leiand,  2  Pet.  655;  and  prob- 
ably in  some  other  states.  See  Budd  «. 
Brooke,  3  Gill,  198;  RatcM  v.  Ratcliff,  12 
Smedes  &  M.  134.  In  Connecticut,  the 
Probate  Court  is  the  only  tribunal  competent 
to  decide  the  question  of  the  due  execution 
of  a  will.    Fortune  «.  Buck,  23  Conn.  1. 

A  will  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  in  any 
court  of  common  law  in  New  Hampshire, 
until  it  has  been  duly  proved  and  allowed  in 
a  probate  court.  Strong  v.  Perkins,  3  N.  H. 
517,  518;  Kittredge  v.  Folsom,  8  N.  H.  111. 
A  will  made  in  a  sister  state  must  be  re- 
corded in  Ohio,  before  any  title  under  it  can 
vest  in  the  devisee.  Wilson  e.  Tappan,  6 
Ohio,  172;  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  8  Ohio  289.  In 
Virginia,  it  is  held  not  necessary  tJiat  a  will 
should  be  proved  in  a  court  of  probate,  in 
order  to  give  it  validity  as  a  will  of  land,  in 
Bagwell  V.  Elliott,  2  Rand.  190.  So  in  Ar- 
kansas, Campbell  v.  Garven,  5  Pike  (Ark.), 
458 .  But  if  proved  in  that  court,  it  seems  that 
it  will  be  binding  as  to  the  authenticity  of 
the  will,  with  respect  to  both  the  real  and 
the  personal  estate.  2  Rand.  196,  800,  per 
Green,  J. 

A  will  made  in  execution  of  a  power,  by  a 
married  woman  or  other  person,   must  be 

g roved  in  the  Court  of  Probate,  before  it  can 
e  acted  on  elsewhere,  exactly  as  any  other 
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wiU.    Pieqaet  «.  Swan,  4  Maaoa,  443;  Hoi-  understood  to  give  to  those  courts  complete 

man  «.  Peny,  4  Met.  492,  498 ;  Osgood  «.  juriMlictioD  over  the  protMte  of  wills,  as  well 

Breed,  13  Mass.  525;  Newburyport  Bank  «.  of   real  as  of   personal   estate;  and  hence 

Stone,  13  Pick.  4£l;  Boss  v.  Ewer,  3  Atk.  160.  their  decrees  have  been  held  to  be  conclusive 

Probate  is,  however,  operative  merely  as  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of  such 

the  authenticated  evidence,  and  not  at  all  as  wills,  in  relation  both  to  real  and  personal 

the  foondation,  of  the  title  to  the  property  estate,  and  not  re-examinable  in  any  other 

disposed  of  bv  the  will    The  title  passes  to  court.    Potter  o.  Webb,  2  Greenl.  257 ;  Small 

the  devisee  or  legatee  at  the  death  of  the  «.  Small,  4  Greenl.  220,  225;  Ex  parte  Ful- 

tesUtor,  and  the  probate  of  the  will  relates  ler,  2  Story,  C.  C  327,  328,  329 :  Patten  v. 

beck  to  that  time.    Fuller,  Ex  parte,  2  Storv,  Tallmao,  27  Me.  17 ;  OsgcKid  v.  Breed,  12  Mass. 

CO.  32T;  Spring  «.  Parkmau,  3  Fairf.  127;  533,  534;    Dublin  v,  Chadbouni,  IB  Mass. 

Strong  V.  Perkins,  3  N.  H.  517,  518;  Hall  433,  441;  Laughton  v.  Atkins,  1  Pick.  548, 

V,  Ashby,  9  Ohio,   96;    Fleeger  9.  Poole,  649;  Browne.  Wood,  17  Mass.  68,  72;  Par- 

9  McLean,  189.    The  will  before  probate  is,  ker  e.  Parker,  11  Gush.  519;  Tompkins  v, 

m  no  just  juridical  sense,  a  nullity.     The  Tompkins,  1  Story,  C.  C.  554;  Poplin  v. 

probate  ascertains  nothing  but  the 'original  Hawke,  8  N.  H.  124;  Strong  v.  Perkins,  3 

▼alidity  of  the  will  as  such,  and  that  the  N.  H.  517,  518;  Judson  v.  Lake,  3  Day,  318; 

instrument,  in  fact,  is  what  it  purports  on  ito  Bush  «.  Sheldon,  1  Day,  170;  Fortune  v'.  Buck, 

face  to  be.    Ex  parte  Fuller,  2  Story,  C.  C.  23  Conn.  1 ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  5  La.  388,  393, 

832.    Rights  are  not  lost  by  failure  to  make  394;  Donaldson  r.   Winter,  1   La.  137,  144. 

probate.     Arrington  v.  McLemore,  83  Ark.  In  Dublin  v.  Chadboum,  16  Mass.  433,  442,  it 

759;  Janes  P.  Wuliams,  31  Ark.  175.  was  held  that,  in  no  case  can  the  due  execu- 

In  Englattd,  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  have  tioa  of  a  will,  the  sanity  of  the  testator,  the 

DO  jurisdiction  whatsoever  over  wills,  except-  attestotion  of  the  witnesses,  or  any  question 

ingsuch  as  relate  to   personal  estete;  and  ef  the  kind,  be  tried  in  the  courte  of  common 

consequently  the  probate  thereof  by  the  sen*  law.    The  probate  of  the  will,  so  long  as  it 

lence  or  decree  of  these  courts  is  wholly  in-  remains  unreversed,  is  conclusive  upon  such 

operative  and  void,  except  as  to  personal  questions.    See  Poplin  o.  Hawke,  8  N.  H. 

estete ;  it  is  not,  as  to  the  realty,  even  evi-  124.    So  the  probate  of  the  will  of  a  married 

dence  of  the  execution  of  the  will.     The  woman,  unappeaJed  from  and  unreversed,  is 

validity  of  wills  of  real  estete  is  solely  cog»  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  heirs-at-law  of 

nizable  by  courts  of  common  law,  'in  the  the   testator,  and  they  cannot,  in  a  court 

ordinary  forms  of  suits;  and  the  verdict  of  of  common  law,  deny  the  legal  capacity  of 

the  jury  in  such  suits,  and  the  Judgment  the  testatrix  to  make  such  will.    Parker  v. 

thereon,  are,  by  the  very  theory  of  the  law,  Parker,   11  Cush.  519.    See  also  Judson  r. 

conclusive  only  as  between  the  parties  to  the  Lake,  8  Day,  318;  Robinson  «.  Allen,  11 

suit  and  their  privies.    But  the  sentence  or  Gratt.  785 ;  roplin  v.  Hawke,  8  N.  H.  124; 

decree  of  the  proper  Ecclesiastical  Court  is,  Cassels  9.  Vernon,  5  Mas.  8^;  Picquet  v. 

in  reference  to  the  personalty,  final  and  con-  Swan,  4  Mas.  443,  461,  462.    This  is  true 

elusive  as  to  the  validity  or  mvalidity  of  the  even  in  regard  to  a  will  made  and  admitted 

will.    The  same  question  cannot  be  re-exam-  to  probate  in  another  state  or  country,  which 

ined  or  litigated  in  any  other  tribunal.    The  has  also  been  allowed  and  recorded  in  Massa- 

reason  of  this  is,  that  it  being  the  sentence  or  cbnsette  aooording  to  the  mode  prescribed  bv 

decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  statute  of  that  state.    Parker  v.  Parker, 

directly  upon  the  very  subject-matter  in  con-  11  Cush.  519;  Dublin  v.  Chadbnum,  16  Mass. 

tioversy,  to  which  all  persons  who  have  any  433.    So  it  is  held  in  Ohio,  that  a  will  marie 

interest  are,  or  may  make  themselves,  par-  in  another  state,  according  to  the  law  of  the 

ties,  for  the  purfxise  of  contestina:  the  valid-  latter  state,  if  admitted  to  probate  in  Ohio, 

ity  of  the  will,  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  will  pass  lands  in  Ohio,  though  not  executed 

is  conclusive  between  all  parties.    Tompkins  according  to  the  laws  of  Ohio.     Bailey  v. 

9.  Tompkins,  1  Story,  C  C.  552,  553;  1  Wil-  Bailey,  8  Ohio,  239.    See  Mee^e  9.  Keefe,  10 

Hams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  288-292;  1  Greenl.  Ohio,  362. 

Ev.  §  550;  2  Greenl.  §  672;  Muir  9.  Leake  &  In  some  of  the  states  the  probate  of  wills 

Watts   Orphan    House,  8    Barb.   Oh.  477;  of  real  estate  is  not  held  conclusive  until  after 

Thompson  v.  Thompson,  9   Barr,  88;  Fou-  the  lapse  of  a  certain  number  of  years;  as  in 

▼ergne  e.  New  Orleans,  18  How.  470.    But  if  Virginia,  after  seven  years,  Parker  9.  Brown, 

the  Court  of  Probate  had  not  jurisdiction,  or  6  Gratt.  554;  see  Bagwell  t7.  Elliott,  2  Rand. 

if  the  testator  should  turn  out  to  be  alive,  of  190,  200 :  In  Alabama,  after  five  years,  Dar- 

conrse  the  probate  of  the  will  would  be  void.  riniHon  v.  Borland,   3  Port.  37,  38:  Hardv 

9  Greenl.  Ev.  {  338;  Moore  e.  Tanner,  5  B.  9.  Hardy,  26  Ala.  524;  Tarver  v.  THrver,  9 

Mon.  42.  Pet.  180:  In   Mississippi,  after  five  vears, 

But  in  many  of  the  United  States,  courte  Scott  «.  Calvit,  3  How.  (Miss.)  157,  158 :  In 

have  been  established  by  statute,  under  the  Ohio  (unless  reversed  in  manner  prescribed 

title  of  Courts  of  Probate,  Orphans*  Courts,  bv  stetute  in  that  state),  after  two   years, 

Courts  of   Surrogate,  Ordinary,    Register's  Miley  v.  Bailev,  8  Ohio,  246;  Swazev  v. 

Court,  or  other  names,  with  general  power  to  Blaclcman,  id.  1^,  19.    See  Hathaway's  Will, 

ti^e  the  probate  of  wills,  no  distinction  being  4  Ohio  (N.  S.),  383.    In  Pennsylvania,  a  will 

expressly  mentioned  between  wills  of  pei^  of  lands  may  be  given  in  evidence  on  due 

sonal,  and  wills  of  real  estate;   and  where  proof  of  its  e'xecution,  notwithstanding  a  ver- 

BBch  power  it  conferred  in  general  ieiu,  it  la  diet  and  judgment  against  the  will,  upon  a 
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feigned  iraue  out  of  the  Register's  Court. 
Smith  9.  Bouiuitl,  5  Kawle,  80.  In  this  latter 
sute,  and  in  North  Carolina,  the  probate  of 
a  will  of  lands  i9  prim&  facie  evidence  of  the 
due  execution  of  the  will,  but  not  conclusive, 
id. ;  Coates  v.  Hughes,  3  Binn.  498,  507;  Loj 
V.  Kennedy,  1  Watts  &  S.  396;  Loffan  o. 
Watt,  5  Serg.  &  R.  22;  Barker  v.  McFerran, 
26  Penn.  St.  211;  Stanlev  v.  Kean,  1  Tayl. 
93;  Rev.  Stat.  N.  C.  (1837)  p.  621:  Harven 
r.  Spring,  10  Ired.  180.  So  in  Maryland, 
Townshend  v.  Duncan,  2  Bland,  45;  ItandaU 
V.  Hodges,  3  Bland,  47 ;  Stat.  Md.  1831,  c.  315, 
§  1.  See  Smith  v.  Steele,  1  Harr.  &  McU. 
419:  Darbepr  v.  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  470.  So 
in  Florida,  Thompson's  Dig.  193.  See  as  to 
Kentuckv,  Robertson  v.  Barbour,  6  B.  Mon. 
527;  Welle's  Will,  5  Litt.  273;  Singletop  v. 
Singleton,  8  B.  Mon.  340.  In  Delaware,  the 
record  of  the  probate  of  a  will  is  sufficient 
evidence,  both  as  to  real  and  personal  estate. 
Del.  Rev.  Code,  1874,  c.  89,  p.  539. 

But  in  New  York,  Mr.  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth remarked,  in  Bogardos  v.  Clark,  4 
Paige,  623,  626,  627 :  '*  The  law  appears  to 
be  well  settled,  tliat  the  sentence  of  the  Sur- 
rogate, or  of  a  higher  court,  having  power  to 
review  his  decision,  in  relation  to  the  compe- 
tency of  the  testator  to  make  a  will  of  per- 
sonal property,  is  not  conclusive  upon  the 
parties  to  the 'litigation  in  a  subsequent  suit 
as  to  the  validity  of  a  devise  of  real  estate 
contained  in  the  same  will.**  See  Jackson  v. 
Le  Grange,  19  Johns.  386 ;  Jackson  v.  Thomp- 
son, 6  Cowen,  178;  Rogers  «.  Rogers,  3  Wend. 
514,  515;  Dubois  v.  Dubois,  6  Cowen,  494; 
So  in  New  Jersey,  Sloan  v.  Maxwell,  2 
Green,  Ch.  566;  Harrison  v.  Rowan,  3  Wash. 
C.  C.  580.  So  in  South  Carolina,  Crosland  v. 
Murdock,  4  M'Cord,  217 ;  Taylor  f>.  Taylor, 
1  Rich.  533,  534. 

In  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Vermont,  and 
New  Hampshire,  it  is  expressly  provided  by 
statute  that  "the  probate  of  a  will  devising 
real  estate  shall  be  conclusive  as  to  the  due 
execution  of  the  will,  in  like  manner  as  it  is 
of  a  will  of  personal  estate.'*  Rev.  Stat. 
Me.  c.  74,  $  15;  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  c.  92,  §  38; 
Rev.  Stat.  Vt.  c.  49,  §  20;  Gen.  Laws,  N.  H. 
c.  194,  §  1. 

A  party  who  has  received  a  legacy  under 
a  will  cannot  be  permitted  to  contest  the 
validity  of  such  will,  without  repaying  the 
amount  of  the  legacy,  or  bringing  the  money 
into  court  And  the  rule  applies  even  if  the 
party  was  a  minor  when  tne  legacy  was  re- 
ceived. Hamblett  r.  Hamblett,  6  N.  H.  333; 
Bell  V. 'Armstrong,  1  Addams,  365;  Braham 
v.  Burchell,  3  Addams,  243. 

The  general  rule  of  law,  both  in  England 
and  the  United  States,  is,  that  letters  testa- 
mentary granted  abroad  give  no  authority 
to  sue  or  to  be  sued  in  another  jurisdiction, 
though  they  may  be  sufficient  ground  for  new 
probate  authority.  Lee  v.  Bank  of  England, 
8  Yes.  44;  Dixon  v.  Ramsay,  8  Cranch, 
319:  Morrell  v.  Dickev,  1  Johns.  Ch.  153; 
Thompson  v.  Wilson.  ^  N.  H.  291 ;  Steams 
V.  Bumham,  6  Greenl.  261;  Ives  v.  Allen,  12 
Vt  689;  Story,  Confi.  Laws,  §  617.  This 
role  does  not  apply,  except  where  the  party 


sues  in  right  of  the  deceased.  If  he  sues  in 
his  own  right,  though  the  right  be  derived 
under  a  foreign  will,  no  new  administration 
need  be  taken  out,  if  it  does  not  affect  real 
estate  passed  by  the  will.  Trecothick  v.  Aus- 
tin, 4  Mason,  16;  Storv,  Confl.  Laws,  §  517; 
Robinson  v.  Urandall,  9  Wend.  425.  But  see 
Stearns  v.  Burnham,  6  Greenl.  261 ;  Thomp- 
son V,  Wilson,  2  N.  H.  291.  A  derivative 
right  to  persona]  property  may  be  proved 
under  a  foreig^n  will,  without  probate  in  the 
state  where  it  is  sought  to  be  established. 
Trecothick  v.  Austin,  4  Mas.  16;  Hutchins 
V.  State  Bank,  12  Met.  421.  An  executor, 
who  has  proved  the  will  in  the  probate  court 
of  another  state,  may  legally  convert  bank 
shares,  belonging  to  the  estate,  into  money, 
in  Massachusetts,  without  the  aid  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court  of  the  latter  state,  if  he  can  do  so 
without  legal  process.  Hutchins  v.  State 
Bank,  12  Met.  421. 

A  will  may  be  proved  in  two  ways;  either 
in  Common  Form,  or  by  Form  of  Law;  the 
latter  mode  is  also  called  the  Solemn  Form, 
and,  sometimes,  proving  per  testes.  Swinb. 
Pt.  6.  §14,  pl.l;  Godolph.  Pt  1,  c.  20,  §  4; 
1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  326. 

A  will  is  proved  in  common  form^  when 
the  executor  presents  it  before  the  judge,  and 
in  the  absence  of,  and  without  citing,  the  par- 
ties interested,  produces  witnesses  to  prove 
the  same.  Upon  the  testimonj'  of  these  wit- 
nesses that  the  will  exhibited  is  the  true, 
whole,  and  last  will  and  testament  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  sometimes  upon  less  proof,  and 
even  upon  the  oath  of  the  executor  alone,  the 
judge  grants  probate  thereof.  1  Williams,  Ex. 
(6th  Am.  ed.)  325;  Swinb.  Pt  6,  §  14,  pi.  2; 
Godolph.  Pt.  1,  c.  20,  §  4;  2  Black.  Comm. 
508 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  518.  This  mode  of  proof, 
though  not  in  ver^  common  use  (1  Greenl. 
Ev.  ^  518),  is  still  adopted  and  practised 
in  some  of  the  United  States.  In  New 
Hampshire,  if  the  probate  of  a  will  is  not  con- 
tested, the  judge  may  allow  and  approve  the 
same  in  commwi  form^  upon  the  testimony 
of  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  thereto, 
though  the  others  may  m  living,  and  within 
the  process  of  the  court,  (jen.  Laws,  N.  H. 
c.  194,  §  6.  In  Mississippi  and  Virginia, 
by  (3ode  of  Vii^inia,  1873,  provision  is  made 
for  proof  of  wills  and  testaments  upon  no- 
tice to  all  parties,  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of 
courts  to  appoint  guardians  ad  litem  in  case 
of  infants  and  persons  of  unsound  mind  be- 
ing interested.  Personal  notice  is  required 
to  be  given  to  an  infant  resident  of  the  state 
above  the  age  of  fourteen  years.  After  no- 
tice, the  court  must  proceed  to  a  bearing,  and 
any  person  interested  has  a  right  to  an  issue 
to  a  jury.  The  court  has  power  to  require 
the  production  of  all  testamentary  papers  of 
the  same  testator,  so  as  to  decide  finally  what 
is  the  true,  last  will  of  the  testator.  Any 
sentence  or  final  order  made  in  such  case  is  a 
bar  to  any  farther  proceeding  in  equity,  sav- 
ing to  infants  one  year  after  they  come  of 
age,  and  to  persons  residing  out  of  the  com- 
monwealth, or  not  having  Men  actually  sum- 
moned, two  years  after  such  sentence  or  order. 
The  court  in  which  the  will  is  to  be  proved 
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£a  authorized  to  proceed,  immedUitely  on  the 
will  being  exhibited  for  proof,  to  receive  pro- 
bate thereof  and  grant  letters  testamentary ; 
Miss.  Rev.  Code,  1871,  c  9.  p.  213 ;  Rev. 
Code  Ya.  1873,  c.  118,  pp.  915,  916;  and  in 
liiaeiMippi,  this  first  probate  of  the  will  is 
regarded  as  a  mere  incipient  step,  necessary 
to  enable  the  coart  to  carry  the  will  into  exe- 
cution; but  it  is  not  conclusive  upon  heira 
and  distributees,  and  nwy  be  opened  and  set 
aside,  if  necessary,  and  applied  for  within  due 
time.  Cowden  v.  Dobyns,  5  Smedes  &  M.  82. 
The  law  of  North  Carolina  is  very  similar  on 
this  point  Elheridge  v.  Corprew,  3  Jones, 
14  In  case  of  probate  in  common  form,  if 
actual  notice  of  the  will  and  probate  is  relied 
upon  as  barring  the  right  to  prob«te  in  solemn 
form,  it  must  l^  alleged  and  proved.  Ethe- 
ridge  V.  Corprew,  supra. 

At  common  law,  when  a  will  had  been 
proved  only  in  commonform  without  notice 
to  those  interested,  the  probate  might  be  re- 
examined within  thirty  Vears  afterprobate. 
Noyes  «.  Barber,  4  N.  H.  406;  1  Williams, 
Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed)  335. 

In  Tennessee,  it  has  been  decided  that 
where  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  will  has 
been  proved  in  common /orm^  by  the  ex  parte 
exammation  of  witnesses,  the  probate  may  be 
set  aside  after  the  lapse  of  eighteen  years, 
and  an  is'tue  devisavit  vel  non  he  directed  to 
try  its  validity;  Gibson  v.  Lane,  9  Yerg.  475. 
See  Hodges  v.  Bauchman,  8  Yerg.  186;  and 
in  South  Carolina,  Johnson,  J.,  remarked 
In  Brown  v.  Gibson,  1  NoU  &  M*C.  326, 
**  The  probate  of  a  will  in  common  jform  may 
be  revoked  either  on  a  suit  by  citation,  or  on 
appeal,  and  that  at  an^  time  within  thirty 
years.'*  The  period  within  which  probate 
may  be  contested,  has  been  prescribed  by 
statute  in  some  of  the  states.  Thus,  in  the 
states  of  Alabama  and  Missouri,  any  person 
interested  may  contest  the  validity  of  a  will 
within  five  years,  and  infants,  married  wo- 
men, and  persons  absent  from  the  state,  or  non 
compotes,  have  five  years  after  the  removal  of 
the  disability  for  the  same  purpose.  Alabama 
Code,  1876,  c.  2,  p.  594;  Blissouri,  R.  S.  1880, 
c.  71,  p.  683.  In  Arkansas,  a  period  of 
three  years  is  allowed.  Digest,  1871,  c.  135, 
p.  1015.  In  Mississippi,  two  years  are  allowed 
for  contesting  the  probate  of  a  will,  and  in 
cases  of  disability,  two  years  after  it  is  r^ 
moved.  Rev.  Code,  187'l,  c.  9,  p.  218.  In 
Delaware,  provision  is  made  by  statute  for 
review  of  probate  of  a  will  by  any  person  who 
shall  not  nave  appeared,  or  had  notice,  within 
seven  years,  ana,  in  case  of  disability,  within 
three  vears  after  its  removal.  Rev.  Code 
Del.  1874,  c.  89,  p.  3.39.  In  Virginia,  again, 
five  years  are  allowed  for  contesting  a  will. 
Rev.  Code,  1873,  c.  118,  p.  915;  Nalle  «. 
Fenwick,  4  Rand.  418.  If  not  contested 
within  that  time,  it  stands,  though  Informal. 
Parker  v.  Brown,  6  Gratt.  554.  In  New 
Hampshire,  aiyr  party  interested  may  have 
the  probate  or  any  will,  proved  without  no- 
tice, re-examined,  and  the  will  proved  in  sol- 
emn form,  at  any  time  within  one  year  of 
snch  probate,  if  there  has  been  no  appeal, 
•nd|  in  such  case,  persons  under  disability 


have  one  year  for  the  same  purpose  after  the 
removal  of  the  disability.  Gen.  Laws,  N.  H. 
1878,  c.  194,  §}  7,  8,  9.  In  most  of  the  above 
states,  provisions  are  made  for  using  the 
evidence  taken  on  the  first  probate,  or  the 
proceedings  on  a  former  trial,  in  case  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses  are  deceased,  or  cannot  be 
produced,  at  the  subsequent  trial  or  hearing. 
Where  the  validity  of  a  will  has  been  once 
fully  contested  in  manner  pointed  out  b}* 
statute  for  contestation,  review,  or  re-exani- 
ination,  that  is  conclusive  on  all  persons. 
Scott  V.  Calvit,  3  How.  (Miss.)  157,  158; 
Nalle  V,  Fenwick,  4  Rand.  588;  Hodt^es  v. 
Bauchman,  8  Yerg.  186;  Malone  v.  Hobbs, 

1  Robinson,  346. 

.  In  New  Hampshire  (Noyes  v.  Barber,  4 
N.  H.  406),  where  the  heirs-at-law  were  un- 
der the  age  of  thirteen  years,  when  a  will  was 
proved,  and  the  executor  named  in  the  will 
was  made  residuary  legatee  and  testamentary 
guardian  of  the  heirs,  a  probate  of  the  will 
before  any  other  guardian  of  the  heirs  was 
appointedj^  was  not  allowed  to  have  the  effect 
of  a  probate  in  toUmnform.  In  New  Hamp- 
shire, no  decree  allowing  or  disallowing  any 
will  can  be  made  in  aoUmnform.  until  guar- 
dians have  been  appointed  for  all  minors  and 
others  interested  therein  who  are  incapaci- 
tated to  take  care  of  their  estates,  and  agents 
appointed  by  the  Judge  of  Probate  for  all 
persons  interested  who  reside  out  of  the 
state  or  are  unknown.  Gren.  Laws,  N.  H. 
1878,  c.  194.  §  11. 

As  to  the  probate  of  wills  in  toltmnform 
or  ptr  testetf  Richardson,  C.  J.,  in  Noyes  v. 
Barber,  4  N.  H.  400,  said :  '*  We  understand 
a  probate  in  solemn  form  to  be  a  probate 
made  by  the  judge,  after  all  the  persons, 
whose  interests  are  to  be  affected  by  the  will, 
have  been  duly  notified,  and  had  ah  opportu- 
nity to  he  heard  on  the  subject.**  Lovelass  on 
Wills,  211-213;  Godolph.  Pt.  1,  c.  20,  §  4,  p. 
60;  I  Greenl.  Ev.  §  518;  2  Black.  Comm.  508. 
This  is  the  mode  of  proofnow  veiy  generally 
required  in  the  United  States;  2  Greenl.  Rv. 
§  692;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  518,  and  generallv 
after  the  will  is  proved  in  this  form  and  ad- 
mitted to  record,  the  probate  is  forever  hi  nd- 
ing.    1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  334,  335; 

2  Greenl.  Ev.  f  692. 

Any  person  interested  in  a  will  has  a  right 
to  apply  for  probate  of  it,  and  the  Judge  of 
Probate,  or  other  person  having  authority  for 
the  probate  of  a  will,  on  such  application  may 
summon  the  executor,  or  other  person  hav- 
ing the  custody  of  the  will,  to  exhibit  it  for 
probate.  Stebbins  v.  Lathrop,  4  Pick.  42;  1 
Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  311.  This  right 
is  given  by  statute  in  Indiana.  Stat.  Ind. 
1877,  c.  3,  p.  576.  This  authority  in  the 
Judge  of  Probate  is  incident  to  his  general 
jurisdiction  of  the  pi*obate  of  wills,  and  the 
power  of  granting  administrations.  Stebbins 
V.  Lathrop,  4  Pick.  42;  3  Bac.  Abr.  34,  Ex- 
ecutors, &c.  (e)  1;  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am. 
ed.)  311 ;  Swinb.  Pt.  6,  §  12,  pi.  1;  Godolph. 
Pt.  1,  c.  20,  §  2.  This  power  is  conferred  bv 
statute  in  Mississippi.  Miss.  Rev.  Code,  1871. 
c.  9,  p.  211.  It  is  said  that  the  Judge  of  Pro- 
bate may  ex  officio,  or  at  the  instance  of  any 
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one,  cite  the  executor  to  prove  the  will,  be- 
cause the  applicant  may  be  i^niorant  of  the 
contents  of  the  will,  and  may  expect  a  le^cy, 
and  has  a  right  to  be  informed.  Stebbms  V. 
Lathrup,  4  Pick.  42:  Godolph.  Pt.  1,  c.  90, 
§  2;  3  Bac.  Abr.  40,  Execnton,  &c.  (e)  8.  Be- 
sides, the  legatees  or  devisees  may  be  absent 
or  unknown,  in  which  case  it  is  proper  for  the 
Judge  of  Probate  to  proceed  ex  officio,  and  to 
prevent  the  concealment,  suppression,  or  loss 
of  the  will.  Btebbins  «.  Lathrop,  4  Pick. 
42;  1  Williams,  Ex.  ^6th  Am.  ed.)  311.  See 
per  Lord  Hardwicke  m  Tucker  «.  Pliipps,  8 
Atk.  360. 

In  Massachusetts,  whoever  has  a  right  to 
offer  a  will  in  evidence,  or  to  make  tiUe  nji<- 
der  it,  may  insist  on  having  it  proved.  A 
creditor  of  a  devisee  has  this  right  for  the 

Surpose  of  obtnining  satisfaction  or  his  debt, 
tebbins  «.  Latbrop,  4  Pick.  33.  In  some  of 
the  states  the  executor  is  required  by  statute 
to  present  the  will  to  the  Probate  Court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  same  within  a  certain 
period  (in  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  and 
Connecticut,  this  period  is  tliirty  da^s)  ol 
time  after  the  death  of  the  testator;  in  de- 
fault of  which,  he  is  liable  to  a  penalty.  Bnt 
the  statute  penalty  is  merely  cumulative, 
and  does  not  take  away  the  rights  of  any 
part^  claiming  under  the  will,  nor  the  juris* 
diction  of  the  Judge  of  Probate.  Stebbini 
V.  Uthrop,  4  Pick.  33, 42.  See  SUte  «.  Pace, 
9  Rich.  (3.  C.)  355. 

If  the  executor  has  not  the  custody  of  the 
will,  but  some  other  person  has  it,  such  per- 
son may  be  compdlea  to  exhibit  it.  Swinb. 
Pt.  6,  c.  12,  pi.  2;  Godolph.  Pt  1,  c.  20,  §  2; 
Bethun  v.  Dinmure,  1  Cas.  temp.  Lee,  158 ; 
Ex  parte  Law,  2  Ad.  &  E.  45;  Georges  v. 
George8,18  Yes.  294.  By  statute  in  Massachu- 
setts and  in  other  states,  persons  having  the 
custody  of  wills  are  required,  within  a  certain 
period  after  notice  of  the  death  of  the  testator, 
to  deliver  the  same  into  the  Probate  Court 
which  has  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  or  to  the 
executors  named  in  the  will,  under  a  penalty 
if  they  neglect  so  to  do.  Qen.  Stat.  Mass. 
c.  92,'$  16.  So  in  Vermont^  New  Hampshire, 
and  Maine.  Gen.  Stat.  Vt  (1862)  c.  49, 
p.  378:  Gen.  Laws,  N.  H.  c.  194,  §2;  Rev. 
Stat.  Me.  (1871)  c.  64.  p.  505.  The  time 
within  which,  after  the  testator's  death,  the 
will  is  to  be  proved,  is  said,  m  England,  to 
be  somewhat  uncertain,  and  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  judge,  according  to  the  dis- 
tance of  the  place,  toe  weight  of  the  will,  the 
quality  of  the  execntors,  the  absence  ox  the 
witnesses,  the  importunity  of  the  creditors 
and  legatees,  and  other  circnmstan««  inci- 
dent thereto.  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 
319;  Godolph.  Pt.  1,  c.  20,  §  3.  In  Massa- 
chuf^etts,  a  will  may  be  proved  in  the  Probate 
Court  at  any  time,  even  after  twenty  years, 
in  order  to  establish  the  title  to  real  estate. 
Shumway  v.  Holbrook,  1  Pick.  117.  In 
Georgia,  wills  are  required  to  be  registered 
within  three  months  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  on  failure  of  which  they  shall  be 
deemed  and  construed  to  be  void,  and  of  no 
effect.  Laws  of  Georgia,  Code  by  Hotch^ 
kiss  (1845),  ppw  456»  457»  c.  17»  §  13.    What 


eonstitntes  sufficient  evidence  of  the  execution 
of  a  will  is  said  to  be  a  matter  of  law  for  the 
court.    Vernon  9.  Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  218. 

Tlie  attesting  witnesses  to  a  will  are  re- 
^rded  in  the  law  as  placed  around  the  testator, 
in  order  that  no  fraud  may  be  practised  upon 
him  in  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  to  judge 
of  his  capacity ;  and  whenever  a  will  is  to 
be  proved  in  the  more  ample  or  solemn  form, 
any  person  interested  has  a  right  to  insist  on 
tlie  testimonv  of  all  the  attesting  witnesses* 
if  living  and  within  reach  of  the  process  of 
the  court.  Chase  9.  Lincoln,  3  Ma.^s.  236; 
Harwell  v.  CV>rbin,  1  Rand.  1.31,  141;  Sears 
o.  Dillingham,  12  Mass.  358;  Apnerson  v. 
Cottrell,  3  Porter,  51;  Brown  v.  Wood,  17 
Mass.  72,  73;  2  (ireenl.  Ev.  §  692;  Bailev  v. 
Stiles,  1  Green,  Ch.  231,  232:  Nalle  v.  ten- 
wick,  4  Rand,  585;  Rush  v.  Pamell,  2  Har- 
rington, 448;  Jones  v.  Arterbum,  11  Humph. 
97 :  Patten  v,  Tallman,  27  Me.  29.  This  is 
required  by  statute  in  Illinois.  Rev.  Stat 
(1880)  c.  148,  p.  1108.  In  Kentucky,  a 
will,  though  of  land,  is  admitted  to  pro- 
bate on  proof  by  one  witness,  as  on  a  trial 
at  common  law^ 'provided  he  is  able  to  speak 
to  all  the  requisite  solemnities.  Overall  v. 
Overall,  Litt.  Sel.  Ca.  503;  Hall  v.  Sims, 
2J.  J.  Marsh.  51L  So  in  Georgia.  Walker 
V.  Hanter,  17  Ga.  364.  In  Doe  v.  Lewis, 
7  Carr.  &  P.  574,  the  attestatwn  to  a  will 
of  lands  purported  that  the  will  had  been 
signed  by  the  testator  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses,  who,  in  his  presence,  and  in  the 
presence  of  each  other,  sipped  the  attesta- 
tion. To  prove  the  execution  of  the  will, 
one  of  the  tnree  witnesses  was  called,  and  he 
stated,  that  he  and  one  of  the  other  witnesses 
saw  the  testator  sign  the  will,  but  that  the 
third  witness  was  not  then  present,  though 
the  signature  to  the  attestation  was  in  his 
handwriting.  It  was  held  that  this  was  not 
sufficient  proof  of  the  will,  without  either 
calling  the  third  witness,  or  accounting  for 
his  absence. 

In  a  case  where  one  of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses was  called,  and  proved  the  signature 
of  himself,  and  the  two  other  subscribing 
witnesses,  and  stated  that  he  could  not  re- 
member particularly  whether  the  other  wit- 
nesses subscribed  in  the  presence  of  the 
testator,  but  presumed  they  all  did  so,  as  he 
would  not  have  snbscribecl  his  name  as  a 
witness,  unless  the  requisites  of  the  statute 
had  been  complied  with,  but  it  appeared  that 
the  other  witnesses  were  living  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  It  was  held  that, 
aHhongh  such  evidence  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient, if  the  other  witnesses  had  been  dead, 
to  authorize  the  jury  to  believe  that  all  the 
formalities  had  been  complied  with,  yet,, in 
this  case,  it  was  not  sufficient.  Jackson  «. 
Vickory,  1  Wend.  406;  Fetherly  v.  Wag- 
goner,  11  Wend.  599;  Smith  v.  Jones,  6 
Rand.  32.  See  Welch  v.  Welch,  9  Rich.  (S.C.) 
183.  But  if  any  of  those  witnesses,  from 
death,  or  absence  from  the  country,  or  other 
cause,  cannot  be  produced  at  the  trial,  any 
of  them  have  become  infamous,  insane,  oi 
interested,  since  the  time  of  their  attesta- 
tion, the  will  may  be  proved  by  the  othar 
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mbscrilHii^  witnMBfli,  aad  by  fnoof  of  the 
kaod  writing  of  those  who  are  thus  absent  or 
TCodered  incompetent  to  teetifv.  Smith  v. 
Jones,  6  Rand.  33;  Sears  r.  Dillingham,  12 
Mans.  358,  361,  363 ;  1  Ptiil.  £▼.  (Cowen  & 
Hill's  ed.)  501 ;  Bernett  v.  Taj^lor,  9  Ves. 
381  {  Chase  v.  Lincoln,  3  Mass.  236;  Wilde, 
J.,  in  Hawes  o.  Humphrey,  9  Pick.  857; 
Miller  V.  BfiUer,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  76;  Ganing- 
ton  V.  Pa3nie,  5  Yea.  411;  Jones  v.  Aiter- 
biim,  11  Hnmph.  97;  JaDncey  «•  Thome, 
2  Barb.  Gh.  40;  Patten  v,  Tallman.  27  Me. 
29;  Dean  v.  Dean,  1  Williams  (Yt.),  746; 
Yerdier  v.  Yerdier,  8  Rich.  (S.  C.)  135; 
Greenough  v.  Grseuoogh,  11  Penn.  St.  489; 
Barker  v.  McFerran,  26  Penn.  St.  211 ;  Yemott 
V.  Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  218.  The  competencj 
of  an  attesting  witness  to  a  will  ia  not  to  m 
deterstiiied  upon  the  state  of  facts  existing 
at  the  time  when  the  will  is  presented  for 
probate,  bat  upon  those  existing  at  the  time 
of  attestation.  Patten  v.  Tallman,  27  Me. 
17.  In  New  Hampshire  it  is  enacted,  that 
if  the  attesting  witnesses  shall,  after  the 
axecntioQ  of  any  will,  become  incompetent 
from  any  cause,  the  same  may  be  proved  and 
allowed  upon  other  satisfttctory  evidence. 
Gen  Laws,  K.  H.  1878  c.  194,  f  12.  A 
similar  proviaion  exists  in  Massachusetts. 
Gen.  Stat.  Mass.  c  92,  §  6.  The  recent 
Act  of  1  YicL  c.  26,  «  14,  provides  that  if 
any  person,  who  shul  attest  the  execution 
of  a  will,  shall  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
thereof,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  be  incom- 
petent to  be  admitted  a  witness  to  prove  the 
execution  thereof,  such  will  shall  not  on  that 
account  be  invalid. 

Where  all  the  witnesses  to  a  will  are  dead, 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  tlie  court,  or  cannot 
be  found,  or  have  become  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify since  their  attestation,  the  handwriting 
of 'all  of  them  should  be  proved.  Hopkins 
e.  Albertson,  2  Bay,  484;  Jackson  v,  Luquere, 
5  Cowen,  221;  Crowell  v.  Kirk,  3  Dev.  355; 
Sampson  v.  Bradley,  1  M'Oord,  74.  It  ap- 
pears that  in  such  case  the  handwriting  of 
the  testator  should  be  proved  alno.  Hopkins 
9.  De  GrafFenreid,  2  Bay,  187;  Jackson  e. 
Luquere,  5  Cowen,  221;  Chase,  C.  J.,  in  Col- 
lins V.  £lliott,  1  Harr.  &  J.  2;  2  Stark. 
£v.  (5th  Am.  ed.)  923;  Jackson  v.  Le 
Gnnse,  19  Johns.  288,  289.  In  Anderson  v, 
Welch,  1  Ca.  temp.  Lee,  577,  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  it  was  held,  that,  under  certain 
circumstances,  the  validity  of  a  will  may  be 
established  by  proving  the  handwriting  of 
the  attesting  witnesses,  though  no  evidence 
can  be  given  of  the  handwriting  of  the  de- 
ceased. 1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  352. 
Where  the  witnesses  have  set  their  marks  to  a 
will,  there  must  be  proof  that  such  marks  are 
the  mark  s  of  t  he  witnesses.  Coll  ins  v.  N  ichols, 
1  Harr.  &  J.  399 ;  Jackson  v.  Yan  Deusen,  5 
Johns.  144^    See  Davies  e.  Davies,  9  Q.  B.  648. 

**  The  degree  ofdUigence  in  ike  search  for 
the  subscribing  witnesses  is  the  same,**  says 
Mr.  Greenleaf  (1  Greenl.  Er.  $  574)  ''which, 
is  required  in  the  search  for  a  lofft  paper, 
the  principle  being  the  same  in  both  cases. 
1  Greeal.  £v.  §  558.  It  munt  be  a  strict,  dili- 
gent, and  honest  inquiry  and  search,  satisfao- 


tory  to  the  court,  under  the  drenmatances  of 
the  case.  It  should  be  made  at  the  residence 
o(  the  witness,  if  known,  and  at  all  other 

{ilaoes  where  he  may  be  expected  to  be 
bund;  and  inquiry  snould  be  made  of  his 
lelatives,  and  others,  who  may  be  supposed 
to  be  able  to  affoid  information.  And  the 
answers  given  to  such  inquiries  may  be  given 
in  evidence,  they  not  being  hearsay,  but  parts 
of  the  res  gestie.  If  there  is  more  than  one 
attesting  witness,  the  absence  of  them  all 
must  be  satisfictorily  accounted  for,  in  order 
to  let  in  the  secondary  evidence.*'  Miller  v* 
liiller,  2  Bing.  N.  G.  76;  James  v.  Pamell, 
1  Turn.  &  R.  417. 

Where  there  is  a  failare  of  reoollection  on 
the  part  of  an  attesting  witness,  less  strict- 
ness of  poof  is  sometimes  required ;  as  where 
one  of  the  atteetlnff  witnesses  to  a  will  had 
no  reoollection  of  naving  subscribed  it,  but 
testified  that  the  signature  of  his  name  thereto 
was  genuine,  the  testimony  of  another  attest- 
ing witness  that  the  first  did  subscribe  his 
name  in  the  testator's  presence  was  held 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  fact.  Dewev  «« 
Dewey,  1  Met.  349.  Dewey  J.,  said:  '<Tlie 
question  is  not  whether  this  witnesa  now 
recollects  the  circumstance  of  the  attes- 
tation, and  can  state  it  as  a  matter  within  his 
memorv.  If  this  were  requisite,  the  validity 
Ota  will  would  depend,jnot  upon  the  fact 
whether  it  was  duly  executed,  but  whether 
the  testator  had  been  fortunate  in  secnrinff 
witnesses  of  retentive  memory.  The  real 
question  is,  whether  the  witness  did  in  fact 
properly  attest  it.'*  See  Dudleys  v.  Dudleys, 
8  Leigh.  443;  Clarke  v.  Dunnavant,  10  Leigh, 
13;  Nelson  v,  McGiffert,  3  Barb.  Ch.  158; 
Daviea  o.  Davies,  19  Q.  B.  648;  Welty  «. 
Welty,  8  Md.  16;  Newhouse  v,  Godwin,  17 
Barb.  236;  Cheeney  v.  Arnold,  18  Barb.  484. 
In  Clarke  v.  Dunnavant,  10  Leigh,  13, 
Tucker,  President,  said:  "That  on  a  aue»» 
tion  of  probate,  the  defect  of  memory  of  the 
witnesses  will  not  be  permitted  to  defeat  the 
will,  but  that  the  court  may,  from  circum- 
stances, presume  that  the  requisitions  of  the 
statute  have  been  observed;  and  that  they 
ought  to  presume  from  the  fact  of  attestation, 
unless  the  inferences  from  that  fact  are  re- 
butted by  satisfactoiy  evidence.**  See  also 
Dayrell  v,  Glasscock,  Skinn.  413;  Smith  o. 
Jones,  6  Rand.  32;  Boyd  v,  (>>ok,  3  Leigh, 
32;  Gwinn  v.  Radford,  2  Litt.  137;  Dudleys 
V.  Dudleys,  3  Leigh,  443;  Jackson  v.  Le- 
Grange,  19  Johns.  386;  Weltv  v.  Welty,  8 
Md.  15;  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  1  Rem.  (N.  T.) 
220;  Yemen  v.  Kirk,  30  Penn.  St,  218.  If 
the  memory  of  the  witness  be  partially  or 
wholly  gone,  the  law  presumes,  after  proof 
of  attestation,  that  everything  else  nece^ 
sary  to  give  the  instrument  viuidit^  existed. 
The  rule  is  different  if  the  witness  is  able  to 
recollect  that  things  essential  were  pocd- 
tively  wanting.  Then  the  presumption  ie 
changed.  Ban*  v.  Graybill,  13  Penn.  St.  396. 
If  the  subscribing  witness  should  deny  the 
execution  of  the  will,  he  may  be  contra- 
dicted, as  to  that  fact,  by  another  sutMcrib- 
ing  witness;  and  even  if  they  all  swear  that 
the  will  was  not  duly  executed,  the  party  in- 
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tereflted  to  sustain  the  will  would  be  allowed 
to  go  into  circumstantial  evidence  to  prove 
the  due  execution.  1  Phill.  £v.  (Cowen  & 
Hiirs  ed.)  502;  Austin  v,  Willes,  Bull.  N.  P. 
264;  Jackson  «.  Christman,  4  Wend.  277, 
283;  Pearson  v.  Wightman,  1  Const.  Ct. 
Kep.  336;  Rush  v.  Pumell,  2  Harrington, 
448;  Rigv  0.  Wilton,  13  111.  15;  Jauncev  v. 
Thome,  2  Barb.  Ch.  40.  The  subscribing 
witnesses  to  a  will  differed  in  the  account 
they  gave  of  the  execution,  one  not  recollects 
ing  whether  the  deceased  signed  or  not,  the 
other  deposing  that  she  did  not  see  the  de- 
ceased sign.  They  agreed  that  the  signa- 
ture was  not  acknowledged  in  their  presence. 
A  witness  present  at  the  time  deposed  that 
the  deceasea  signed  her  name  in  the  presence 
of  the  subscribing  witnesses;  and  on  this 
evidence  the  will  was  held  to  be  duly  exe- 
cuted. Bennett  v.  Sharp^  33  £ng.  L.  &  £q. 
618.  But  the  evidence  m  favor  of  the  will 
must  be  clear  and  full  to  substantiate  it. 
Handy  o.  State,  7  Harr.  &  J.  42 ;  Pearson  v. 
Wightinan,  1  Const.  Ct.  336;  MacKen- 
zie  V.  Handasyde,  2  Hogg.  211;  2  Stark. 
Kv.  (5th  Am.  ed.)  922;  Vernon  «.  Kirk,  30 
Penn.  St.  218. 

If  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  impeach 
the  validity  of  the  will  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  and  accuse  other  witnesses,  w^ho  are 
dead,  of  being  accomplices  in  the  fraud,  it 
has  been  held  that  evidence  may  be  given  of 
their  general  good  character.  1  Phill.  £v. 
(Cowen  &  Hill's  ed.)  308,  502,  2  Stark.  Ev. 
(5th  Am.  ed.)  922.  See  Provis  v.  Reed,  5 
Bing.  435 ;  Doe  v.  Harris,  7  Carr.  &  P.  330. 

By  placing  his  name  to  the  instrument,  the 
witness,  in  effect,  certifies  to  his  knowledge 
of  the  mental  capacity  of  the  testator,  and 
that  the  will  was  executed  by  him  freely  and 
understandingly,  with  a  fulfknowledge'of  its 
contents.  Walworth,  Chancellor,  in  Scrib- 
ner  v.  Crane,  2  Paige,  147.  But  in  Mary- 
land, where  an  attesting  witness  to  a  will 
(who  died  before  the  trial)  declared,  on  the 
same  day  the  will  was  executed,  that  he  had 
witnessed  the  will,  that  he  did  not  believe 
the  testator,  at  the  time  he  executed'the  will, 
to  be  a  sane  person,  and  that  he  had  signed 
the  will  as  a  witness  merely  to  gratify  the 
testator,  it  was  held  that  these  oeclarations 
were  admissible  in  evidence,  on  the  ground 
that  the  attestation  of  a  witness  imparts  all 
that  is  requisite  to  make  the  will  good  and 
valid,  so  far  as  his  signature  can  go;  and  not 
only  convenience  and  necessity,  but  justice 
would  seem  to  require  that  his  declarations, 
almost  simultaneous  with  the  act,  should  be 
admitted  to  rebut  the  presumptions  of  law. 
Townshend  o.  Townshend,  9  Gill,  506;  Har- 
den r.  Hays,  9  Barr,  151.  See  Weatherhead 
«.  Sewell,  9  Humph.  272. 

Should  such  witness  afterwards  attempt  to 
impeach  his  own  act,  and  to  prove  that  the 
testator  did  not  know  what  he  was  doinpp 
when  he  made  his  will,  though  such  testi- 
mony will  be  far  indeed  from  conclusive, 
Hudson's  case,  Skinn.  79 ;  and  Lord  Mans- 
field even  held  that  a  witness  impeaching  his 
own  acts,  instead  of  finding  credit,  deserved 
the  pillory,  Walton  v.  Shelly,  1  T.  R.  300; 


Lowe  V.  Jolliffe,  1  Sir  Wm.  Bl.  366 ;  ^et 
Lord  Eldun  has  not  gone  so  far  in  exdusion 
of  such  evidence,  admitting,  however,  that 
it  is  to  be  received  with  the  most  scrupu- 
lous jealousy.  Bootte  v,  Blundell,  19  Ves. 
504;  Howard  v.  Braithwaite,  1  Yes.  &  Bea. 
208.  Sir  John  NichoU  has,  perhaps,  laid 
down  the  most  distinct  rule,  namely,  that 
such   testimony  is  not  to  be  positively  re- 

{'ected ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  no  fact  stated 
>y  a  witness  open  to  such  just  suspicion  can 
be  relied  on,  where  he  is  not  corroborated  by 
other  evidence.  Kinleside  v.  Harrison,  2 
Phill.  499.  It  has  Utelv  been  decided  that  a 
will  may  be  pronounced  for,  though  both  the 
attesting  witnesses  depose  to  tJie  incapacity 
of  the  testator.  Le  Breton  v.  Fletcher,  *2 
Hagg.  568;  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6tb  Am.  ed.) 
348 ;  Jauncev  «.  Thome,  2  Barb.  Ch.  40; 
Hall  V.  Hall,  18  Ga.  40.  So  in  Landon  v, 
Nettleship,  2  Addams,  245,  a  will  was  pro- 
nounced lor  against  the  testimony  of  two  out 
of  three  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  on  the 
question  of  capacity. 

When  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will 
are  dead,  and  no  proof  of  their  handwriting 
can  be  obtained,  as  must  frequentl}*  happen 
in  the  case  of  old  wills,  it  has  been  consid- 
ered sufficient  to  prove  the  signature  of  the 
testator  alone.  1  Pliill.  Ev.  (a>wen  h  HilPs 
ed.)  503.  This  was  held  in  a  case  where  the 
will  was  over  thirtv  years  old.  Dimcan  v. 
Beard,  2  Nott  &  M'C.  400. 

It  is  said  by  Mr.  Greenleaf  (1  Greenl.  Ev. 
{§  21,  570,  see  Doe  o.  WoUey,  8  Bam.  & 
C.  22;  Jackson  v.  Christman,  4  Wend.  277, 
282;  Hall  9.  Gittings,  2  Harr.  &  J.  112) 
that,  "where  deeds  and  wills  are  over  thirty 
years  old,  and  are  unblemished  by  any 
alterations,  they  are  said  to  prove  them- 
selves; the  bare  production  thereof  is  suffi- 
cient, the  subscribing  witnesses  being  pre- 
sumed to  be  dead.  This  presumption,  so  far 
as  this  rule  of  evidence  is  concerned,  is  not 
affected  by  proof  that  the  witnesses  are  living. 
But  it  must  appear  that  the  instrument  comes 
from  such  custody  as  to  afford  a  reasonable 
presumption  in  favor  of  its  genuineness,  and 
that  it  is  otherwise  free  from  just  grounds 
of  suspicion.*'  Proof  of  possession  or  other 
acts  ot  ownership  under  the  will,  has,  how- 
ever, been  held  necessary,  in  some  cases,  in 
connection  with  the  antiquity  of  the  will. 
Jackson  9.  Luquere,  5  Cowen,  221,  225;  1 
Phill.  Ev.  (Cowen  &  Hill's  edj^  503,  504; 
Fetherley  v.  Waggoner,  11  Wend.  599; 
Jackson  v.  Christman.  4  Wend.  277,  282, 
283;  Shaller  r.  Brand,  6  Binn.  435;  Jackson 
9.  Thompson,  6  Cowen,  178;  Hewlett  v.  Cook, 
7  Wend.  374;  Staring  v.  Bowen,  6  Barb. 
Sup.  Ct.  109.  There  is  a  difference  be- 
tween the  English  and  the  American  cases 
as  to  the  period  from  which  the  thirty  years 
are  to  mn,  whether  from  the  date  of  the  will 
or  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  English 
cases  holding  the  former,  and  tne  American 
the  latter.  See  Doe  v.  WoUey,  8  Barn.  & 
C.  22;  Doe  v.  Deakin,  8  Carr.  &  P.  402; 
Jackson  v.  Blanshan,  3  Johns.  292;  Jack- 
son 0.  Luquere,  5  Cowen,  221,  224;  Nel- 
son, J.  in  Hewlett  r.  Cook,  7  Wend.  874. 
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In  those  states  where  the  probate  of  a  will  is 
conclusive  in  an  action  at  law  to  try  the  title 
to  the  land  devised,  the  will,  however  old, 
would  probably  not  be  received  in  evidence, 
at  common  law,  unless  it  had  been  admitted 
to  probate.  Bur,  under  the  statute  of  1852  in 
North  Carolina,  a  will  dated  in  1741|  found 
in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and 
having  three  subscribing  witnesses,  and  other- 
wise in  proper  form  to  pass  land,  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  thougn  there  is  no  other 
evidence  of  its  probate.    Stephens  v.  French, 

3  Jones,  359. 

It  is  ordinarily  held  sufficient  in  coorts  of 
common  law  (in  those  states  in  which  the 
probate  of  a  will  is  not  regarded  as  conclu- 
sive in  respect  to  lands),  to  call  only  one  of 
the  subscribing  witnesses,  if  he  can  speak  to 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  attestation ;  but 
he  must  be  able,  alone,  to  prove  all  the  facts 
necessar}*  to  a  full  and  perfect  execution  of 
the  will,  in  order  to  dispense  with  the  other 
witnesses,  if  they  are  alive  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  1  Phill.  Ev.  (Cowen 
&  Hill's  ed.)  496 ;  Jackson  v.  Le  Grange,  10 
Johns.  336;  Dan  v.  Brown,  4  Cowen,  483; 
Jackson  v,  Vickory,  1  Wend.  406;  Jackson 
V.  Betts,  6  Cowen,  377;  Tumipseed  v,  Haw- 
kins, 1  M'Cord,272;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  694; 
Howell  V.  House,  2  Const.  80;  Lindsay  v. 
McCormsck,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  229;  Elmendorif 
V,  Carmichael,  3  Litt.  479 ;  Denn  v.  Milton,  7 
Halst.  70.  In  Pennsvlvania,  to  entitle  a  will 
to  be  read  to  a  lury,  both  witnesses  must  tes- 
tifv  as  to  all  that  the  law  requires.  Mullen 
«.  M'Kelvy,  5  Watts,  399;  Hock  v.  Hock,  6 
Serg.  &  R.  47;  Lewis  v.  Maris,  1  Dall.  278; 
Weigel  V.  Weigel.  5  Watts,  486.  If  the  ad- 
verse party  woula  impeach  the  will,  he  mav 
examine  tne  others.  1  Phill.  Ev.  (Cowen  & 
Hiirs  ed.)  496. 

But  on  a  bill  in  chancery  to  establish  a 
will,  the  rule  is,  that  all  the  witnesses  ought 
to  be  examined  by  the  plaintiff.  "It  is  the 
invariable  practice  in  chancery,*'  said  Lord 
Camden,  in  the  case  of  Hindson  v.  Kerney, 

4  Bum,  Eccl.  Law,  93  (see  Burwell  v.  Corbin, 
1  Rand.  131,  141;  Ogle  v.  Cook,  1  Yes. 
177  ;  Bailey  v.  Stiles,  1  Green,  Ch.  220  ; 
Townseod  tr.  Ives,  1  Wils.  218;  S.  P.  Fitz- 
herbert  v.  Fitzherbert,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  231; 
Powel  V.  Cleaver,  2  Bro,  C.  C.  604)  "  never 
to  establish  a  will,  unless  all  the  witnesses  are 
examined,  because  the  heir  has  a  right  to 
proof  of  sanity  from  every  one  of  those  whom 
the  statute  h'as  placed  about  his  ancestor.'* 
And,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  directed  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  to  examine  the  validity 
of  a  will,  all  the  attesting  witnesses  ought  to 
be  examined;  for  the  issue  is  a  part  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  court.  When  the  court 
sends  an  issue  to  be  tried,  it  reserves  to  itself 
the  review  of  all  that  passes;  and  then^  would 
be  an  inconsistency  in  requiring  that  all  the 
three  witnes'^es  should  be  examined  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  yet  dispensing  with  their 
examination  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  at  law. 
Bootle  V.  Blundell,  1  Coop.  Ch.  136;  1 
Phill.  Ev.  (Cowen  &  Hill's  ed.)  496,  497. 
"  There  is,  however,"  said  Lord  crougham, 
in  Tatham  v.  Wright,  8  Buss.  &  M.  1,  <'a 


broad  line  of  distinction  between  cases  where 
the  moving  party  seeks  to  set  the  will  aside, 
and  cases  where  the  moving  party  is  a  de- 
visee seeking  to  establish  it;  the  rule  which 
makes  it  imperative  to  call  all  the  witnesses 
to  a  will  must  be  considered  as  applicable  to 
the  latter  only."  And  although  the  general 
rule  is,  that  upon  every  issue  directed  out  of 
chancery  and  trial  at  law  to  ascertain  the 
validity  of  a  will,  all  the  witnesses  to  the 
will  should  be  examined,  if  practicable,  un- 
less the  heir  should  waive  the  proof,  yet  this 
rule  is  not  absolutely  inflexible,  but  it  will 
yield  to  peculiar  circumstances.  2  Story,  £a. 
Jur.  §  1447;  Tatham  v,  Wright,  2  Russ.  & 
M.  1;  BooUe  v.  Blundell,  19  Ves.  499,  502, 
505,  509. 

If  a  will  duly  executed,  and  not  revoked, 
is  lost,  destroyed,  or  mislaid,  either  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator,  without  his  knowl- 
edge, or  after  his  death,  it  may  be  admitted 
to  probate  upon  satisfactory  proof  being  given 
of  its  having  been  so  lost,  destroyed,  or  mis- 
laid, and  also  of  its  contents.  Trevelyan  v, 
Trevelyan,  1  Phillim.  149;  Davis  v,  Davis,  8 
Addams,  224;  Graham  v.  O'Fallan,  3  Mo. 
507 ;  Jackson  v.  Betts,  9  Cowen,  208;  Dickey 
V.  Malechi,  6  Mo.  177;  Bailey  o.  Stiles,  1 
Green,  Ch.  220;  Reeves  v.  Reeves,  2  Const. 
334;  Clark  r.  Wright,  3  Pick.  67;  1  Edw. 
Ch.  148;  Dan  v.  Brown,  4  Cowen,  483;  2 
Dana,  106;  Jackson  o.  Russell^  4  Wend. 
543;  Keams  v.  Kearns,  4  Harrmgton,  83; 
Buchanan  v.  Matlock,  8  Humph.  390. 

Where  the  testator  handed  his  will  to  a 
person  to  keep  for  him,  and  four  years  after- 
wards died,  when  the  will  was  found  gnawed 
to  pieces  by  rats,  and  in  part  illegible;  on 
proof  of  the  substance  of  the  will,  by  the 
joining  of  the  pieces,  and  the  memory  of  wit- 
nesses, the  probate  was  granted.  1  Wil- 
liams, Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  380. 

If  a  will  be  wholly  or  partiallr  cancelled, 
or  destroyed,  by  the  testator  wnilst  of  un- 
sound mind,  prooate  will  be  granted  of  it,  as 
it  existed  in  its  integral  state,  that  being 
ascertainable.  Scruby  v.  Fordham,  1  Ad- 
dams, 74;  Apperson  v.  C!ottrell,  3  Port.  51; 
Rhodes  v.  Vinson,  9  Gill,  169.  But  to  entitle 
a  party  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  a  will,  alleged  to  be  destroyed,  where  there 
is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  its  absolute 
destruction,  the  party  must  show  that  he  has 
made  diligent  searcli  and  inquiry  after  the 
will,  in  those  places  where  it  would  most 
probably  be  found,  if  in  existence.  Jackson 
V.  Hasbrouck,  12  Johns.  192;  Dan  v.  Brown, 
4  Cowen,  48.3;  Fetherley  v.  Waggoner,  11 
Wend.  599;  Jackson  v,  Betts,  9  Cowen,  208; 
Eure  r.  Pittraan,  3  Hawkes,  364.  The  evi- 
dence must  be  most  clear  and  satisfactory  of 
the  whole  contents  of  the  will  so  lost,  de- 
stroyed, or  mislaid,  or  it  cannot  be  admitted 
to  probate.  Davis  v»  Sigoumey,  8  Met.  487; 
Durfee  v.  Durfee,  id.  490,  note;  Huble  v, 
Clark,  1  Hagg.  Eccl.  115;  Rhodes  v,  Vinson, 
9  Gill,  169.  Sometimes  a  copy  of  the  origi- 
nal will  in  the  hands  of  the  scrivener  is  ue 
only  evidence,  and  sometimes  a  will  is  set  up 
solely  from  the  recollection  of  those  who  read 
it  before  it  was  destroyed.    8  Caines,  363; 
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Jackson  v.  Rsssell,  4  Wend.  543;  Hair.  Eq. 
243;  Smith  v.  Steele,  1  Hair.  &  M'H.419; 
2  Harr.  &  J.  112;  Happy's  Will,  4  Bibb,  553. 
In  Steele  «.  Price,  6  B.  Mon.  58,  it  was  held 
that  where  a  will  is  proved  to  have  been  dulj 
published,  but  is  lost  or  destroyed,  and  only 
a  part  of  the  contents  is  proved,  it  may  tie 
established  as  far  as  proved.  It  would  seem 
that,  independent  of  statute,  a  single  witness 
is  sufficient  to  prove  a  lost  or  destroyed  will. 
Lewis  V.  Lewis,  6  Serg.  &,  R,  497.  One  wit^ 
oess  to  a  will  lost  or  destroyed  has  been  held 
enough  to  establish  the  due  execution  thereof, 
if  he  could  declare  that  he  saw  the  other  wit- 
ness subscribe  it  in  the  testator's  presence. 
Graham  v.  OTallan,  8  Mo.  507.  But  in 
Bailey  v.  Stiles,  1  Green,  Ch.  231,  it  is  as- 
Kime^  that  tfaa  subscribing  witnetaes  to  a 


lost  will  most  be  produced  as  in  other  cases^ 
with  the  same  exceptions  in  case  of  death, 
absence  from  the  state,  &c.,  and  this  is  an* 
doubted  Iv  the  true  rule.  In  Johnson  «. 
Durant,  '2  Rich.  184,  it  was  held,  on  the 
trial  of  a  suggestion  to  set  up  a  lost  or 
destroyed  will,  that  a  subscribing  witness  to 
the  will,  who  was  named  one  of  the  execu- 
tors, but  who  had  renounced  the  executor^ 
ship,  was  competent  to  prove  the  contents  of 
the  will.  Where  a  prior  will  has  been  re- 
voked by  a  subsequent  one.  and  both  are 
improperly  destroyed,  the  nrst  instrument 
cannot  be  set  up  as  the  testator's  will  by 
proof  of  its  contents,  although  the  contents 
of  the  second  cannot  be  ascertained.  Day  v. 
Day,  2  Green,  Ch.  549. 
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I.  —  BnabUng  Statatas.  —  The  general  testamentary  power  over 
freehold  lands  of  inheritance  was  originally  conferred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  32  Hen.  8,  a  1,  followed  by  the  explanatory  act  of  34  &  35 
Hen,  8,  c  6  (ft),  which,  after  giving  to  all  persons  hav- 
ing  a  sole  estate  or  interest  in  fee  simple,  or  seised  in   in^^^e  estate 
fee  simple  in  coparcenary,  or  in  common  in  fee  simple,   |^  J®«  enabled 
of  and  in  any  manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  or  other 
hereditaments,  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  full  power 
to  devise  such  manors,  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  to  any  person  or  persons 
(except  bodies  politic  and  corporate),  provided  (s.  14) 
that  wills  or  testaments  made  of  any  manors,  &c.,  by   ^fe^w  w" 
any  woman  coverte,  or  person  within  the  age  of  twenty-  ertes,  infants, 
one  years,^  idiot,  or  by  any  person  of  non-sane  memory,  IdStlj*^  "'^ 
should  not  be  taken  to  be  good  or  effectual  in  law  (e). 

(a)  The  snbject  of  this  chapter,  especially  with  reftrence  to  the  decisions  in  the  Ecclesia^ 
tical  Courts,  is  very  fully  treated  of  in  WUllanu  (m  Bxeeutorif  Pt.  i.  Bk.  ii.  c.  8. 

(6)  Ir.  Pari.  10  Car.  1,  sess.  2,  c.  2.  These  three  statutes  are  repealed,  except  as  to  wills 
made  before  1838,  b^  tlie  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  2. 

(c)  This  clause  did  not  create  any  disability  that  was  unknown,  or,  indeed,  comprise  all 
that  were  known  to  the  common  law.  That  the  di.«qualitications  in  question  were  not  the 
creation  of  the  statute,  is  evident  fh>m  the  fact  that  they  all  extend  equally  to  the  bequeath- 
ing of  personal  estate,  excent  that  infants  of  a  certam  a^,  namely,  males  of  foarteen  and 
females  of  twelve,  were,  at  tne  period  now  under  consideration,  competent  to  dispose  bv  will 
of  personalty:  Bishop  v.  Sharpe,  8  Vem.  469;  Whitmore  v.  Weld,  2  Ch.  Rep.  383;  Hvde  v, 
Hyde,  Pre.  Ch.  316 ;  Co.  Lit.  ^96,  n.  (6).  And  such  a  will  was  valid,  although  the  tMUtor 
or  testatrix  afterwards  lived  to  attain  majority  without  confirming  it;  Hincklev  v.  Simmons, 
4  Ves.  160.  On  the  other  hand,  infants  of  every  age  were  (as  they  still  are)  incompetent  to 
aUen  any  portion  of  their  property,  real  or  personal,  by  deed.  In  some  places  a  custom  form- 
erly existed  enabling  infants,  if  of  reasonable  age,  to  devise  even  real  estate.  See  3  Anders. 
28.    Fourteen,  it  seems,  would  be  considered  a  proper  age. 

1  There  Is  great  lack  of  uniformity  in  the  twenty-one  to  dispose  of  lands,  while  one  of 

statutes  of  our  states  in  regard  to  the  age  eighteen  may  dispose  of  goods;  and  the  age 

of  capacity  for  making  wills.     In  many  required  differs  wliere  this  distinction  is  made, 

states  one,  whether  man  or  woman,  must  be  In  some  states  a  distinction  is  made  between 

twenty-one,  to  make  a  will  either  of  person*  males  and  females  in  regard  to  the  required 

alty  or  of  realty.  In  other  states  a  distinction  age.    In  some  states  boto  personal  and  real 

is  made  between  wills  of  personalty  and  of  estate  may  be  disposed  of  by  will  by  any  one 

realty,   the  testator  being  required  to   be  of  the  age  of  eighteen. 
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[*34]      •  The  statute  of  1  Vict.  o.  26,  left  all  personal  disabilities  of 
testators  affecting  the  testamentary  power  as  they  stood  under 
Effect  of  the  pre-existing  law  {d)j  with  the  exception  of  infancy 

1  Vict.  c.  96.  ^YiQ  disability  in  respect  of  which  is  by  that  act  ren- 
dered absolute  (e). 

A  will  made  during  any  personal  disability,  of  course,  is  not  since 
Subi^equent  the  act  1  Vict  c.  26,  rendered  valid  by  the  fact  of  the 
wm  ™Sni3iy  testator  having  outlived  such  disability,  unless  its  re- 
void.  moval  were  followed  by  some  act  of  confirmation   or 

adoption  amounting  in  law  to  re-execution  (/). 

n.  —  Infancy.  —  The  disability  of  infancy  was  expressly  taken 
away,  in  regard  to  the  paternal  appointment  of  testamentary  guar- 
Astotesu-  dians,  by  tlie  statute  of  12  Car.  2,  c.  24,  s.  8,  which 
mentaryap-  enabled  any  father,  within  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  of 
puardians  by  full  age,  who  should  leave  any  child  under  twenty-one, 
infants.  ^nd  not  married,  bi/  deed  or  will,  executed  in  the  pres- 

ence of  two  witnesses,  to  dispose  of  the  custody  of  such  child  or 
children  during  such  time  as  he  or  they  should  continue  under 
twenty-one,  or  any  less  time,  to  any  person  or  persons  other  than 
Popish  recusants ;  and  it  gave  to  such  person  the  custody  of  the 
infant's  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  and  the  same  actions  as 
guardians  in  socage  (g). 

Infancy,  formerly  (as  we  have  seen),  did  not  incapacitate  persons 
of  a  certain  age  from  bequeathing  personal  estate;  but  the  statute 

Effect  of  ^^  ^  ^'^^^*'  ^'  ^^f  ^'  '^y  ^^  provided,  in  general  terms,  that 

1  Vict.  c.  96,  no  will  made  by  any  person  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
biUUM  of  *"^  years  shall  be  valid ;  thus  destroying  at  a  blow  the  long- 
infants,  existing  distinction  between  wills  of  real  and  wills  of 
personal  estate  in  regard  to  the  age  of  testamentary  competency. 
The  statute  has  even  carried  this  principle  so  far  as  to  abolish,  in 
regard  to  infant  testators,  the  paternal  power  of  appointing  guar- 
dians, conferred  by  the  act  of  12  Car.  2,  c.  24 ;  so  that  a  person  under 
age  is  now  not  competent  by  will  to  appoint  a  guardian  to  his  chil- 
dren. In  short,  the  disability  of  infancy  afCects  the  testamentary 
power,  under  the  new  law,  no  less  universally  than  it  does  the  power 
of  disposition  by  deed;  and,  with  respect  to  the  appointment  of 
guardians  just  referred  to,  is  even  more  extensive,  for  the  power 

of  nominating  guardians  by  deed  given  to  an  infant  father 
[*35]  *  by  the  statute  of  Charles  seems  to  be  still  in  force ;  and  this 

will  go  far  towards  preventing  any  practical  inconvenience 

{d)  Ss.  6,  7.    See  as  to  coyertare,  Noble  v.  Willock,  L.  R..  7  H.  L.  680. 

(e)  See  post. 

(/)1  Salk.  238;  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  171,  pi.  8;  Price  v.  Parker,  16  Sim.  198;  Trimmell  v.  Fell, 
587 ;  Willock  t.  Noble,  L.  R..  7  H.  L.  580;  Re  Young,  Trre  v.  Sullivan,  29  Ch.  D  705.  And 
see  post,  p.  43.    Ajb  to  the  rule  under  the  old  law,  see  Miller  v  Brown,  2  Hagg.  209. 

is)  See  Bedell  tr.  Constable,  Vaugh.  178. 
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which  might  otherwise  have  resulted  from  the  abolition  of  the 
power  of  infant  fathers  to  appoint  guardians  hy  will. 

It  maj(  not  be  quite  superfluous  to  remark,  in  conclu- 
sion of  this  branch  of  the  subject,  that  in  computing  the  JISfng*iL^"' 
age  of  a  person  for  testamentary  or  other  purposes,  the 
day  of  his  birth  is  included ;  thus,  if  he  were  born  on  the  16th  of 
January,  1800,  he  would  have  attained  his  majority  on  the  15th  of 
January,  1821  (A) ;  and  as  the  law  does  not  recognize  fractions  of  a 
day  (i),  the  age  would  be  attained  at  the  first  instant  of  the  latter 
day. 

m.  —  Insanity,  Weakneu  of  Mind,  Ac.  —  The  will 
of  an  idiot  is  of  course  void  (Jc).    Mental  imbecility  aris- 
ing from  advanced  age,  or  produced  permanently  or  temporarily  by 
excessive  drinking,  or  any  other  cause,  may  destroy  testamentary 
power  (J)} 

A  person  who  has  been  from  his  nativity  blind,  deaf, 
and  dumb,  is  intellectually  incapable  of  making  a  will,   2uf*w^d"^^ 
as  he  wants  those  senses  through  which  ideas  are  re- 
ceived into  the  mind  (m).     BliDdness  or  deafness  alone,  however, 
produces  no  such  incapacity.      And  it  seems  that  a  person  bom  deaf 
and  dumb,  but  not  blind,  though  prima  facie  incapable  (n),  may  be 
shown  to  have  capacity,  and  to  understand  what  is  written  down  (0)  ; 
and  this  of  course  applies  more  strongly  to  a  person  deaf  and  dumb 
from  accident  (p).    Indeed,  it  has  even  been  held  that  a  will  need 
not  be  read  over  to  a  blind  testator  previously  to  its  execution,  pro- 
vided there  be  proof  aliunde  of  a  clear  knowledge  of  the  contents  of 
the  instrument  {q) ;  but  it  is  almost  superfluous  to  observe, 
that,  in  proportion  as  the  infirmities  of  a  *  testator  expose  him  [*36] 
to  deception,  it  becomes  imperatively  the  duty,  and  should  be 
anxiously  the  care,  of  all  persons  assisting  in  the  testamentary  trans- 
action, to  be  prepared  with  the  clearest  proof  that  no  imposition 
has  been  practised.*    This  remark  especially  applies  to  wills  executed 

(A)  Herbert  v,  Torball,  1  Sid.  162,  Raym.  84.  8  Yin.  Dev.  G.  pi.  20;  Anon.  1  Salk.  44; 
Hoioard's  Cascy  2  id.  625.  But  a  person  attains  *'hl8  25th  year**  wben  he  becomes  24  years 
old,  Grant  v.  Grant,  4  Y.  &  G.  256. 

(t)  See  Lester  «.  Garland,  15  Yes.  257. 

(k)  Dyer,  143  b. 

(0  See  Swinb.  P.  11.  ss.  6,  6.  And  as  to  the  difference  in  proof  of  lucid  intervals  in  case 
of  imbecility  from  drinking  and  ordinary  imbecility,  see  Ayrey  v.  Hill,  2  Add.  206.  In  Foot 
9.  Stanton.  1  Deane,  19,  the  will  of  a  person  subject  to  epileptic  fits  was  admitted  to  probate, 
although  tnere  was  no  evidence  that  tno  testatrix  knew  its  contents,  the  memory  of  the  attest- 
ing witnesses  failed,  and  a  third  person  declared  she  was  onflt  to  make  a  wilL 

<m)  See  Co.  Lit.  42  b. 

(»)  Swinb.  P.  n.  s.  10. 

(0)  Dickenson  «.  BliMett,  1  Dick.  268;  Tn  re  Harper,  6  Bf .  &  Or.  781,  7  Scott,  K.  R.  431. 
As  to  the  evidence  reqaired,  see  Be  Owston,  31  L.  J.,  Prob.  177;  Be  Geale,  33  L.  J., 
Piob.  125. 

(p )  Swinb.  P.  n.  8. 10. 

(q)  Longcharop  d.  Goodfellow  v.  Fish,  2  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  416;  Edwards  v.  ¥1ncham,  3  Cnrt. 
83,  7  Jur.  25;  and  see  Mitchell  v.  Thomas,  6  Moo.  P.  G.  C.  187, 12  Jur.  967. 

1  As  to  testamentary  capacity,  see  note  of  *  In  a  case  of  mere  blindness,  with  no 
the  American  editor  at  end  of  tlus  chapter.         allegation  of  fraud,  undue  influence,  or  the 
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by  the  inmates  of  lunatic  asylums  (r),  or  any  other  per- 
sons habitually  or  oocasionally  afflicted  with  insanity. 
A  mad  or  lunatic  person  cannot,  during  the  insanity  of  his  mind, 
make  a  testament  of  land  or  goods ;  but  if,  during  a  lucid  interval, 
he  make  a  testament,  it  will  be  gqod  («).    Lord  Hardwicke  has  ob- 

served  that  fraud  and  imposition  upon  weakness  may  be 
due°iDfliMo<»°~  A  sufficient  ground  to  set  aside  a  will  of  real,  much  more 
over  a  weak  a  will  of  personal  estate,  (sed  qusere  as  to  this  distinc- 
tion?), although  such  weakness  is  not  a  sufficient  ground 
for  a  commission  of  lunacy  (t).^  And  in  Mountain  v,  Bennett  (tt). 
Lord  G.  B.  Eyre  laid  it  down,  that  although  a  man  may  have  a  mind 
of  sufficient  soundness  and  discretion  to  manage  his  affairs  in  general, 
yet  if  such  a  dominion  or  influence  be  obtained  over  him  as  to  pre- 
vent his  exercising  that  discretion  in  the  making  his  will,  he  cannot 
be  considered  as  having  such  a  disposing  mind  as  will  give  it  effect. 
In  this  case  the  will  was  attempted  to  be  invalidated  on  the  ground 
of  undue  influence,  but  was  finally  supported,  amidst  much  conflicting 
testimony,  princi^^y  on  the  evidence  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  as 
to  the  testator's  sanity  and  freedom  from  control. 

(r)  Lord  Eldon  once  mentioned  his  having  been  concerned  in  a  canae,  in  which  a  eentlemaB 
who  had  been  some  time  insane,  and  was  confined  at  Richmond,  had  made  a  will.  It  was, 
his  Lordship  observed,  of  large  contents,  proportioning  the  different  divisions  with  the  most 
prudent  care,  with  a  due  regard  to  what  he  had  previously  done  for  the  objects  of  his  bounty, 
and  in  every  respect  pursuant  to  what  he  declared  before  his  malady  he  intended  to  ha\'e 
done;  and  it  was  held  that  he  was  of  sound  mind  at  the  time,  Seel  Dow,  179;  Martin  v. 
Johnston,  1  Fost  &  Finl.  122;  Nichols  v.  Binns,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  239. 

(a)  Swinb.  P.  XL  8.  3,  pL  1,  4;  Beverley's  Case,  4  Rep.  123  b.;  Kemble  v.  Chareb,  3 
Hagg.  273. 

(0  2  Ves.  408.    And  see  post,  p.  37,  note  (e). 

<u)  1  Cox,  365. 


like,  the  court  will  ^rant  probate  of  the  will 
upon  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  testator 
knew  and  approved  of  the  contents  of  the 
instrument.  In  re  Azford,  1  Swab.  &  T. 
MO.  The  evidence  naturally  expected  in 
such  a  case  is  that  of  the  reading  over  the 
contents  to  the  testator,  perhaps  in  the  pres- 
ence of  thofie  who  witness  the  will.  Fincham 
V.  Edwards,  3  Curteis,  63 ;  Weir  v.  Fitzgerald, 
2  Bradf.  42.  But  other  evidence  snowing 
that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  contents 
mav  be  received.  Id.;  Barton  v.  Robins,  3 
Phillim.  456,  n.;  Harrison  r.  Rowan,  3  Wash. 
C.  C.  580,  583;  Clifton  v.  Murray,  7  Ga.  564; 
Wampler  «.  Wampler,  9  Md.  540  (where  the 
will  was  read  to  the  testator,  but  not  before 
the  attesting  witnesses) ;  Longchamp  v.  Good- 
fellow,  2  Bos.  &  P.  K.  R.  415  (to  the  same 
effect);  liarUn  v.  Mitchell,  28  Ga.  382  (the 
same);  Davis  v.  Rogers,  1  Houst  44.  See 
further,  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  6  Seivt.  &  R.  489 ; 
Worthington  o.  Klemm,  144  Auss.  167. 

The  case  of  one  who  cannot  read  appears  to 
stand  upon  similar  footing.  It  should  be  shown 
that  he  was  aware  of  the  contents  of  the  will ; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  will  should 
be  read  over  to  him  if  the  fact  of  the  testator's 
knowledge  can  be  otherwise  clearly  shown. 
Guthrie  v.  Price,  28  Ark.  896;  Day  v  Day, 


2  Green,  Ch  651  (where  inability  to  read  was 
due  to  the  phvsical  weakness  of'the  testator)* 
Deafness,  tnough  complete,  cannot  create 
incapacitv.  See  Gombault  v.  Public  Admr., 
4  Bradf.  ^6.  Nor  is  the  case  different  though 
the  person  be  both  deaf  and  dumb  from  birth. 
Brower  v.  Finher,  4  Johns.  Ch.  441;  Potts 
V.  House,  6  Ga.  321,  356.  Formerly  such  a 
person  was  presumed,  prima  facie,  to  be 
an  idiot.  Potts  r.  House.  That  probably 
would  not  now  be  the  case.  The  later  au- 
thorities go  no  further  than  to  require  great 
scrutiny,  in  such  cases,  into  the  testator^s 
knowle'dge  and  approval  of  the  contents  of 
the  will.  In  re  Geale,  8  Swab.  &  T.  431 ;  In 
re  Owston,  2  Swab.  &  T.  46L  No  intelligent 
judge  would  at  the  present  day  affirm  itica- 

gacity  even  of  a  person  deaf,  dumb,  and  blind, 
ee  Revnolds  v.  Reynolds,  1  Speer,  256.  The 
disability  of  persons  deaf  or  dumb,  to  make 
wills,  lilce  their  disability  to  contract,  under 
the  Roman  law  was  the  necessary  consequence 
of  the  peculiar  formulary  system  of  that  law; 
they  could  not  do  the  acts  required.  Gaius, 
ii.  102-104;  Inst.  u.  14,  8.  See  2  Kent,  451, 
note,  12th  ed. 

1  As  to  undue  influence,  see  note  of  ths 
American  editor  at  end  of  this  chapter. 
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In  cases  of  weakness  of  mind  arising  from  the  near  in  cam  of 
approach  of  death,  strong  proof  is  required  that  the  con-  '^•^ness  of 
tents  of  the  will  were  known  to  the  testator  (x),  and  that  proof  raqu?red 
it  was  his  spontaneous  act  (y).    A  suspicion  is  justly  J3ceo?con- 
entertained  of  a  will  conferring  large  benefits  on  the  tenta  of  will, 
person  by  whom  or  by  whose  agent  it  was  prepared  (z), 
or  of  a  will  in  favor  of  a  medical  attendant  in  *  whose  house  [*37] 
the  testator  resided  (a) ;  but  it  has  been  said  that  this 
suspicion  goes  no  further  than  to  necessitate  somewhat  when' w^n  pre- 
stricter  proof  as  to  the  testator's  capucity,  though  not  as  i^^red  by  lega- 
to his  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  the  will  (6).     Such  favorVf° 
knowledge  is  of  course  requisite  (c) ;  but  it  will  be  pre-  ™«dicAl  at- 
sumed  if  there  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary  {d),  and  if 
capacity  is  duly  proved  (e). 

Where  undue  influence  is  supposed  to  have  been  exer-  in  such  cases 

cised  in  obtaining  a  will,  it  seems  that  the  whole  will  is  ^x^cUymust 
not  necessarily  void,  but  it  will  be  left  to  a  jury  in  the 

case  of  real  estate  (/),  and  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  ^J\  be*vdd^ 

of  Probate  in  the  case  of  personalty  (ff),  to  determine  and  the  rest 

what  gifts  were  obtained  by  undue  influence,  and  such  ^^^ 
gifts  only  will  be  declared  void. 

It  appears,  that  though  an  inquisition  finding  a  man  a  inquisition 

lunatic  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  lunacy  during  the  prima  facie 

,,  .J  ji_  ,.         '   '.•  j.'i.j  J.    evidence  of 

whole  period  covered  by  such  inquisition,  yet  it  does  not  testameutary 
preclude  proof  that  the  execution  of  a  will,  or  any  other  incapacity, 
act,  occurred  during  a  lucid  interval  (A).^ 

(«)  Mitchell  V.  Thomas,  6  Moo.  P.  C  C.  137, 13  Jur  967;  Darnell  v.  Corfield,  1  Rob.  51, 
S  Jnr.  915,    Bat  see  Reece  v.  Presaer,  2  Jur.,  N.  S.  380. 

(tf)  Tribe  v.  Tribe,  1  Rob.  Tib,  13  lur.  793 ;  and  see  Dofaur  v.  Croft,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  136 ; 
Harwood  v.  Baker,  id.  2S2;  Re  Field,  8  Curt.  752. 

(z)  Paske  «.  Oilatt,  2  Phillim.  323 ;  Durlinf  «.  Lovelfind,  2  Curt.  225;  Baker  v.  Batt,  2  Moo. 
P.  C.  C.  317 ;  Parker  «.  Duncan,  62  L.  T.  642 ;  Brown  v.  Fisher,  63  L.  T.  465. 

(a)  Jones  v.  Qodrich,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  16;  and  see  Major  v.  Knight,  4  No.  Cas.  661; 
Cockcroft  9.  Rawles,  id.  2-17. 

(6)  Barry  v.  Butlin,  2  Moo.  P.  C  C.  480,  1  Cart  614,  637;  sed  qu.  see  cases  cited  above. 
If  a  will  rational  on  the  face  of  It  is  shown  to  have  been  duly  executed,  it  is  presumed  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary  that  it  was  made  by  a  person  of  competent  undei^ 
standing,  See  Parker  «.  Foleate,  8  P.  D.  171.  But  if  there  are  circumstances  not  merely 
opposed  to  (Foot  V.  Stanton,  1  Deane,  19),  but  sufficient  to  counterbalance  that  presumption, 
the  decree  of  the  Court  must  be  against  its  validity,  unless  the  evidence  on  the  whole  is  suffi- 
cient  to  establish  afirmatively  that  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind  when  he  executed  it 
Sutton  V.  Sadler,  a  C.  B.,  N.  S.  87;  Symes  v.  Green,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  401,  5  Jur.,  N.  S.  742; 
Cleare  v,  Cleare,  1  P.  &  D.  655. 

(c)  Hastilow  9.  Stobie,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  64. 

(d)  Fulton  «.  Andrew.  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  448.    See  Morell  v.  Morell,  7  P.  D.  68 

le)  Browning  v.  Budd,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  435.  As  to  the  nature  of  fravd  necessary  to  in- 
validate a  will,  see  5  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  40.  As  to  the  nature  of  undue  tnfluence  necessary  for 
that  purpo)>e,  see  Stulz  v.  Schsefle,  16  Jur.  909;  Hall  v.  Hall,  1  P.  &  D.  481;  Parfitt  o.  Lawless, 
2  P.  &  D.  462;  Betts  v.  Doughty,  6  P.  D.  26;  Wingrove  v.  Wingrove,  11  P.  D.  81.  And  on 
both  points,  Bovse  v.  Rossborough,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  1,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  373. 

(O  Trimleston  v.  D* Alton.  1  D.  &  CI.  85:  Hippesley  v.  Homer,  T.  &  R.  48,  n.;  I^rd 
Guillamore  v.  O'Grady,  2  J.  &  Lat.  210;  Haddock  v.  Trotman,  1  Fost.  &  Finl.  31.  See 
post,  Chap.  Xin. 

j)  See  AUen  v.  ICacphersoo,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  191, 11  Jur.  785. 

1}  Hall  V.  Warren,  9  V«s.  605;  Re  WatU,  1  Curt.  594;    and  see  Creagb  v.  Blood,  2  J.  & 


1  See  note  on  Testamentary  Capacity  at  end  of  this  chapter. 
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The  principle  is  very  ably  stated  by  Sir  W.  Wynn  in  his  judgment 
in  Gartwright  v.  Cartwright  (i) :   ^^  If  you  can  establish  that  the 

party  afflicted  habitually  by  a  malady  of  the  mind  has 

viSs.^  *'*'*''      intermissions,  and  if  there  was  an  intermission  of  the 

disorder  at  the  time  of  the  act,  that  being  proved,  is 

sufficient,  and  the  general  habitual  insanity  will  not  affect  it ;  but 

the  effect  of  it  is  this,  —  it  inverts  the  order  of  proof  and  of 

[*38]  presumption ;  for  *  until  proof  of  habitual  insanity  is  made, 

the  presumption  is,  that  the  party,  like  all  human  creatures, 

was  rational;  but  where  an  habitual  insanity  in  the  mind  of  the 

person  who  does  the  act  is  established,  then  the  party  who  would 

take  advantage  of  the'  fact  of  an  interval  of  reason  must  prove  it." 

It  has  been  laid  down  that  the  test  of  a  person  being 
In  what  nn-       of  unsound  mind  in  a  legal  sense  is  the  existence  of  a 

soundness  of        -ii.        /i\  t_t*'j»^        i_'i_  j* 

mind  consisu.  delusion  (k),  ov  a  belief  in  facts  which  an  ordinary  per- 
son would  not  credit,  or  a  belief  which  one  cannot  under- 
stand how  any  person  in  his  senses  should  hold;  and  that  mere 
eccentricity  of  habits  or  perversion  of  feeling  and  conduct,  forming 
what  is  termed  moral  insanity,  do  not  constitute  legal  incapacity  (I). 
Greneral  insanity  must  be  distinguished  from  partial  insanity  or 
monomania.  In  case  of  the  former,  a  lucid  interval,  a  real  absence 
at  the  time  of  making  the  will,  of  the  disease  itself,  and  not  of  its 
apparent  delusions  only,  must  be  shown  (m).  In  case  of  the  latter 
opinions  have  differed.  In  Waring  v.  Waring  (n),  it  was  laid  down 
by  Lord  Brougham,  that  it  was  incorrect  to  speak  of  partial  insanity ; 
that  a  mind  unsound  on  one  subject  could  not  be  called  sound  on  any ; 
and  that  unless  a  lucid  interval  (as  explained  above)  could  be  shown, 
testamentary  incapacity  was  the  necessary  consequence,  although  the 
subject  on  which  the  unsoundness  was  manifested  might  be  quite 
unconnected  with  the  testamentary  disposition  in  question.     It  is  not 

perfect  sanity,  however,  but  only  a  mind  that  compre- 
mind^Sl»8.     l^^^^s  the  testamentary  act  that  is  required;    and  in 

Banks  u  Groodfellow  (o).  Lord  Brougham's  doctrine, 
which  it  was  observed  was  unnecessary  to  the  decision  of  the  cases 
in  which  it  was  stated,  was  rejected ;  and  it  was  decided  that  mono- 

Lat.  509;  Snook  v.  W^tts,  11  Beav.  105;  Cooke  «.  Cholmondely,  2  Mac.  &  0.  22;  Banna- 
tyne  v.  BannHtvne,  16  Jur.  8B4. 

(0  1  PhiIim/100;  and  see  2  id.  465,  2  Add.  209;  Steed  v.  Galley,  1  Keen,  620;  Tatham  v. 
Wright,  2  R.  &  Mv.  1;  Borlase  v.  Borlai^e,  4  No.  Gas.  106. 

(ib)  But  see   Nichols  r.  Kinns,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  23». 

(0  Frere  v.  Peacocke,  1  Rob.  442,  11  Jur.  247;  tee  «.  c  in  a  previous  stage,  8  Gurt.  664,  7 
Jur.  998,  where  a  plea  of  hereditarv  insanity  whs  disallowed.  See  also  Grimani  v.  Draper, 
12  Jur.  925;  Mudway  v.  Croft,  3  Curt.  6h,  7  Jur.  979:  Ditchboum  v.  Feam,  6  Jur.  201; 
Goldie  «.  Murray,  ib.  608;  Austin  v.  Graham,  8  Moo.  P.  C.  G.  493. 

(m)  Waring  v.  Waring,  6  Moo.  P.  G.  G.  341, 12  Jur.  947;  Smith  9,  Tebbitts,  L.  R,  1  P. 
&  D.  398. 

(n)  6  Moo.  P.  C.  G.  841, 12  Jur.  947. 

(o)  L.  a,  5  Q.  B.  549.  See  also  Smee  v.  Smee,  5  P.  D.  84;  Murfett  v.  Smith.  12  P.  D. 
116;  Jenkins  v.  Morris.  14  Gh.  D.  674.  In  the  latter  case  it  was  said  by  Hall,  V.  C..  that  it 
was  immaterial  that  the  monomania  was  capable  of  influencing  the  will,  if  in  fact  it  bad  not 
done  so. 
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mania,  which  had  uot,  and  was  not  capable  of  having,  any  influence 
on  the  provisions  of  a  will,  did  not  destroy  the  capacity  to  make  one ; 
that  the  inquiry  whether  the  monomania  has  or  not  had  any  such 
effect  might  be  difficult,  but  was  not  impracticable ;  and  that  if,  in 
the  result,  the  Court  was  convinced  that  it  had,  the  conclusion 
must  *  be  against  the  will.  So,  in  Dew  v.  Clarke  (j>),  where  [*39] 
the  Prerogative  Court  was  called  upon  to  decide  as  to  the  testa- 
mentary capacity  of  a  gentleman  named  Stott,  an  eminent  electrician, 
who  had  an  only  child,  against  whom  he  had  conceived  a  strong  and 
groundless  aversion,  exhibited  in  a  series  of  absurd  acts  of  harshness 
and  severity,  and  which  he  followed  ap  by  making  a  will  in  favor 
of  some  collateral  relations,  to  the  almost  total  exclusion  of  such  only 
child ;  Sir  J.  NichoU  and  the  Court  of  Delegates  successively  pro- 
nounced against  the  validity  of  the  will,  after  the  delivery  of  very 
able  and  elaborate  judgments,  which  should  be  perused  by  all  in- 
quirers into  this  interesting  subject.  And  a  like  decision  was  made 
in  the  somewhat  similar  case  of  Boughton  t;.  Knight  (q). 

Lord  Thurlow  is  said  to  have  intimated  an  opinion,  that  where 
lunacy  is  once  established  by  clear  evidence,  the  party  ought  to  be 
restored  to  as  perfect  a  state  of  mind  as  he  had  before;  but  Lord 
£ldon  has  expressed  his  dissent  from  this  notion;  suggesting  the 
case  of  the  strongest  mind  reduced  by  the  delirium  of  a  fever,  or 
some  other  cause,  to  a  very  inferior  degree  of  capacity ;  and  he  ob- 
served that  the  conclusion  was  not  just,  that,  as  that  person  was 
not  what  he  had  been,  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  make  a  will  of 
personal  [qu.,  or  real  ?]  estate  (r). 

IV.  —  Coverture  under  the  Old  Ziaw.  —  Before  the  Married  Wom- 
en's Property  Act,  1882,  a  married  woman  was  generally,  subject  to 
the  exceptions  to  be  presently  noticed,  incapable  of 
making  a  valid  testamentary  disposition  of  real  or  per-  coverture  ua- 
sonal  property.*    And,  inasmuch  as  the  former  law  in  dertiwoid 
this  respect  holds  good  with  regard  to  all  property  ac- 
quired before  1883  by  a  woman  married  before  that  date  (s),  the 
pre-existing  law  still  requires  consideration.* 

(p)  8  Add.  79,  6  Rasa.  163;  and  see  Fowlis  v.  Davidson,  6  No.  Cat.  461.  But  secc  Green- 
wood's case,  cited  by  Lord  Erskine,  in  White  v.  Wilson,  13  Ves.  89. 

(q)  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  64. 

(r)  Ex  parte  Holyland,  11  Ves.  10.  See  further  as  to  lunatics  and  their  acts.  Lord  Ely's 
case  in  D.  P.  in  Ireland,  1784;  1  Ridge.  P.  C.  16;  and  the  six  appendices;  Lord  Thurlow*s 
celebrated  judgment  in  Att.-Gen  e.  Parntber,  3  B.C.  C.  441;  particutarly  the  case  of  Mr. 
Greenwood  cited  ibid.  p.  444;  1  Fonbl.  Eq.  46;  see  also  Niell  v.  Morlev.  9'Ves.  478;  Hall  «. 
Warren,  ib.  605;    Chambers  v,  Yatman,  -2  Curt.  416 ;  and  see  2  De  G.'&  8.  620. 

(s)  Re  Harris's  Settled  Estates,  28  Ch.  D.  171;  Re  Cuno,  Mansfield  o.  Mansfield,  43  Ch. 
DiT.  12. 

^  A  widow  having  recognized  and  adopted  exist,  there  was  no  disability.    Fellows  «. 

a  will  made  by  her  when  married,  it  was  beld  Allen,  60  N*.  H.  439  (citing  Cutter  v.  Butler, 

that  the  will  was  valid.    Porter  v.  Ford,  82  36  N.  H.  343;  Miller  v.  Phillips,  9  R.  I.  143; 

Ky    191.    The  wife's  disability  at  common  Carey's  EsUte,  49  Vt.  246).    See  note  infra, 

law  was  due  to  the  husband's  marital  rights.  *  (.The  following  note  prepared  sk  text  by 

When,  or  in  so  £ur  as,  such  rights  did  not  the  editor  of  the  4th  American  edition,  will 
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The  disability  of  coverture  differs  materially  from  that  of  infancy, 
^nature  of  idiocy,  or  lunacy.  It  does  not  arise  from  natural  in- 
thedisabUity;    firmity,  but  is  the  creature  of  civil  policy,  and  may 


fthow  the  common-law  doctrine  of  testaments 
ary  disability  by  coverture ;  much  of  which, 
however  is  nowobsolete  in  most  of  the  states:] 
The  English  Statute  of  Wills,  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1, 
authorized  tvery  perton  having  lands,  &c.|  to 
devise  them ;  ana  it  seems  to  have  been  the 
better  opinion  on  the  construction  of  that 
statute  that  a  married  woman  could  not  make 
a  valid  will  of  lands.  Calverlye*sCase.  Dyer 
854  b;  Marston  v.  Norton,  5  N.  H.  211.  But 
as  "  divers  doubts,  questions,  and  ambigui- 
ties" had  arisen,  or  were  apprehended  on 
that  and  other  points,  the  statute  of  34  &  35 
Hen.  8,  c.  5,  was  made  to  remove  them;  and 
this  last  statute  ($  14)  expressly  prohibits 
such  devises  by  married  women.  Osgood  v. 
Breed,  13  Mass.  525. 

A  married  woman  cannot,  at  common  law, 
make  a  will  of  personal,  any  more  than  of 
real  estate,  except  under  a  settlement  or 
marriage  contract,  or  by  her  husband's  license, 
3  Black.  Comm.  408;  4  Kent,  506:  Stead- 
man  V.  Powell,  1  Addams,  58;  Hood  v. 
Archer,  1  M'Cord,  225;  Newlin  v.  Freeman, 
1  Ired.  514;  1  Williams,  Ex  (6th  Am  ed.)53; 
for  all  her  personal  chattels  are  absolutelv 
his;  and  he  may  dispose  of  her  chattels  real, 
or  shall  have  them  to  himself,  if  he  survives 
her.  It  would  therefore  be  extremely  incon- 
sistent to  give  her  a  power  of  defeating  that 
provision  of  the  law,  bv  bequeathing  those 
chattels  to  others.  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am. 
ed.)  53;  Ognell's  Case,  4  Co.  51  b;  2  Black. 
Comm.  498.  Since  the  husband  has  no  bene- 
ficial  interest  in  the  personal  estate  which  the 
wife  takes  in  the  character  of  executrix,  and 
as  the  law  permits  her  to  take  upon  herself 
that  office,  it  enables  her,  in  exception  to  the 
general  rule  that  a  married  woman  cannot 
dispose  of  property,  to  make  a  will  in  this 
instance,  without  the  consent  of  her  husband ; 
restricted,  however,  to  those  articles  to  which 
she  is  entitled  as  executrix.  Scammell  v. 
Wilkinson,  2  East,  552;  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th 
Am.  ed.)  54 ;  Cutter  r.  Butler,  5  Post.  353. 
The  effect  of  such  an  instrument  is  merely  to 
pass,  by  a  pure  right  of  representation,  to  the 
testator  or  prior  owner,  such  of  his  p<*rsonal 
assets  as  remain  outstanding,  snd  no  bene- 
ficial interest  which  the  wife  may  have  in  any 
part  of  them ;  and  with  respect  to  the  assets 
which  may  have  been  received  by  the  feme 
executrix,'  during  the  mamage,  and  not  dis- 
posed of,  they  immediately  become  the  hus- 
Dand's  property,  and  Hre  not  affected  by  the 
will.  Hodsden  v.  Llovd,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  534, 
543;  Scammell  v.  Wilkinf>on,  2  East,  556, 
557 ;  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  54. 

As  the  husband  may  waive  the  interest 
which  the  law  bestows  on  him,  he  may  em- 
power the  wife  to  make  a  will  to  dispose  of 
ner  per<«on»I  estate.  Osgood  v.  Breed,  12 
Mass.  525,  532;  Estate  of  Wagner,  2  Ashm. 
448;  Newlin  v.  Freeman,  1  Ired.  514;  Fisher 
V,  Kimball,  17  Vt.  323 ;  2  Black.  Comm.  498; 
Emery  v.  Neighbor,  8  Halst.  142;  Cutter  «. 


Butler,  5  Fost.  354,  855.  In  Osgood  v. 
Breed,  12  Mass.  532.  Jackson,  J.,  speaking 
of  the  will  of  personal  property  by  a  married 
woman  with  the  consent  or  her  husband,  said: 
'*  Upon  a  bequest  by  her  of  money  or  other 
chattels,  bis  assent  alone  will  make  it  valid, 
because  he  alone  is  interested  to  question  her 
authority.  The  gift,  if  it  is  effectual,  is  his 
gift;  and  the  property  passes  from  him." 
Thus  a  husband  may  assent  to  his  wife*s  will, 
and  such  assent  entities  the  wife's  executor  to 
claim  such  articles  of  her  personal  estate 
as  would  have  been  her  husbuid's  as  ad- 
ministrator. 1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 
54;  1  Rop.  Hush,  and  Wife  (2d  ed.),  170; 
(jeorge  r.  Bussing,  15  B.  Mon.  658.  But  in 
order  thus  to  establish  the  will,  a  general 
assent  that  the  wife  may  make  a  will  is  not 
sufficient:  it  should  be  shown  that  he  hat 
consented  to  the  particular  will  that  she  has 
made.  Rex  «.  Bettesworth,  2  Strange,  891 ;  1 
Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  54;  2  Black. 
Comm.  498;  Cutter  v.  Butler.  5  Fost.  (N.  H.) 
857;  George  v.  Bussing,  15  B.  Mon.  558;  and 
it  has  been  held  that  his  consent  should  be 

r'lven  when  it  is  proved,  Henley  v.  Phillips, 
Atk.  49;  Swinb.  Pt.  2.  $  9,  pi.  10,  and  that 
be  may  therefore  revoke  his  consent  at  anv 
time  during  his  wife's  life,  or  after  her  death 
before  probate.  Swinb.  Pt.  2,  §  9,  pi.  10; 
1  Rod.  Husb.  and  Wife,  170;  4  Bum's 
Ecc.  L.  52;  George  v.  Bussing,  16  B.  Mon. 
558. 

In  Wagner's  Estate,  8  Ashm.  448,  it  was 
held,  that  the  husband  may  revoke  his  assent 
to  a  will  made  by  his  wife  of  her  personal  es- 
tate; but  it  must  be  done  before  probate  of 
the  will.  But  the  better  opinion  appears  now 
to  be,  that  if  the  husband  acts  up  n  the  will 
or  agrees  to  it,  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  he 
is  not  at  liberty  to  retract  his  absent  and  op- 
pose the  probate.  Cutter  v.  Butler,  5  Fost 
357;  1  Rop.  Wills,  23;  Maas  v.  Sheffield,  10 
Jur.  417.  The  assent  of  the  husband  may  be 
hnplied  from  circumstances.  Cutter  v.  JBut- 
ler,  5  Fost.  357,  358.  If  the  will  is  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  husband,  this  is  evidence 
of  his  assent.  Grimke  v.  Grimke,  1  Desaus. 
366.  See  Smelie  v.  Revnolds,  2  Desaus.  66; 
1  Rop.  169;  Lov.  Wills',  266.  And  when  the 
will  IS  made  in  pursuance  of  an  express  agree- 
ment or  consent,  it  is  said  that  a  little  proof 
will  be  sufficient  to  make  out  the  continuance 
of  the  consent  after  her  death.  1  Williams, 
Ex.  (tfth  Am.  ed.)  55.  See  Smelie  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 2  Desaus.  66. 

This  assent  on  the  part  of  the  husband  is 
no  more  than  a  waiver  of  his  rights  as  his 
wife's  administrator.  1  Rop.  Husb.  and 
Wife,  170.  It  therefore  can  only  give  valid- 
ity to  the  instrument  in  the  event  of  hU  be- 
ing the  survivor.  Hence  it  follows,  that  if 
he  die  before  his  wife,  her  will  is  void  against 
her  next  of  kin,  so  far  as  it  derived  its  effect 
flrom  his  consent;  and  it  therefore  does  not 
pass  the  right  to  property  bequeathed  to  her 
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be  dispensed  with  at  the  pleasure  of  the  contracting  or  dis- 
posing parties  *  through  whom  the  property  is  derived,  so  [*40] 


during  the  coverture.     Stevens  v.  Bagwell, 
15  Ves.  156. 

A  married  woman  mav,  without  the  assent 
of  her  husband,  dispose  \)v  will  of  her  separ- 
ate personal  estate,  settled  upon  her,  or  held 
in  trust  for  her,  or  the  savings  of  ber  real 
estate  given  to  her  separate  use,  whether  the 
instrument  under  which  she  takes  it  deter- 
mines as  to  the  power  of  disposition  or  not. 
Rich  V.  Cockell,  9  Yes.  375,  376;  and  this 
she  may  do  without  the  intervention  of  trus- 
tees, for  the  power  is  incident  to  such  an  owner- 
ship, a  Kent  (5th  ed.),  170,  171;  Fettiplace 
V.  Uorjres,  1  Yes.  Jr.  (Sumner's  ed.)  46,  48, 
49,  and  notes;  «.  e.  8  Bro.  0.  C  8,  and  notes; 
Rich  V,  Cockell,  9  Yes.  375;  Tappenden  o. 
Walsh,  1  Phillim.  363;  Grigby  o.  Cox,  1  Yes. 
Sen.  518 ;  Braham  v.  Burchell,  3  Addims,  243 ; 
Peacock  v.  Monk,  2  Yes.  Sen.  190;  Picqnet 
V.  Swan,  4  Mason,  455;  West  v.  West,  3 
Rand.  373;  Barnes  v,  Irwin,  2  Dallas,  199. 

The  principle  upon  which  the  above-stated 
doctrine  is  founded  is  this;  that  when  once 
the  wife  is  permitted  to  take  personal  prop- 
erty to  her  separate  use,  as  a  feme  sole,  she 
must  so  take  it  with  all  its  privileges  and  inci- 
dents, one  of  which  is  the  jus  disponendi. 
1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  61.  And  this 
rule  prevails  without  regard  to  the  circum- 
stance whether  the  propertv  be  in  possession 
or  reversion.  Sturgis  v.  dorp,  13  Yes.  190; 
Headen  r.  Rasher.  1  M'CIell.  &  T.  89.  And 
when  she  has  such  a  power  over  the  princi- 
pal, it  extends  also  to  its  produce  and  accre- 
tions, e.0.,  the  savings  of  her  pin-money. 
Gore  V.  ALnight,  8  Yem.  535;  Herbert  v,  Her- 
bert, Prec.  Gh.  44;  Picquet  o.  Swan,  4 
Mason,  454,  455.  x7or  does  it  make  any 
difference  whether  the  property  be  given  to 
trustees  for  the  wife's  separate  use,  or,  with- 
out the  intervention  of  trustees,  to  the  wife 
herself,  for  her  own  separate  use  and  benefit 
See  Braham  v,  Burchell,  3  Addams,  263. 
For  in  the  tatter  case  a  court  of  equity  would 
decree  the  husband  to  stand  as  a  trustee  to  the 
separate  use  of  the  wife.  Tappenden  v. 
Walsh,  1  Phillim.  852;  Rollfe  v,  Budder, 
Bunb.  187;  1  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.)  62. 

A  married  woman  may  make  a  testament- 
ary disposition  of  her  real  estate  under  a 
rwer  by  way  of  execution  of  such  power. 
Kent,  171,  172;  4  Kent,  50,  606;  Bradish 
9.  Gibbs,  3  Johns.  Gh.  523;  Anderson  v. 
Miller,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  573.  In  Bradish  v. 
Gibbs,  3  Johns.  Ch.  523,  540,  it  was  decided 
that  a  mere  agreement  entered  into  before 
marriage  by  a  female  with  her  intended  hus- 
band, that  she  should  have  power  to  dispose 
of  her  real  estate  during  coverture,  will  en- 
able her  to  do  so;  and  it  is  not  necessary  in 
such  case  that  the  legal  estate  should  be  vested 
in  trustees.  This  doctrine  has  received  the 
approbation  of  the  Supreme  Oourt  of  Penn- 
sylvania. West  V.  West,  10  Serg.  and  R. 
^7.  Whether  a  married  woman  can  make 
a  devise  of  real  estate  which  has  not  been 
conveyed  to  a  trustee,  but  of  which  she  and 


her  husband  are  seised  in  her  right,  was  made 
a  question  and  discusssed,  but  left  undecided 
in  Holman  V.  Perry,  4  Met.  492,  497. 

Equity  will  carry  into  effect  the  will  of  a 
married  woman  disposing  of  her  real  estate 
in  favor  of  her  husband  (see  Holman  v.  Perry, 
4  Met.  492,  495;  Picquet  v.  Swan,  4  Mas. 
443.  But  see  Morse  9.  Thompson,  4  Gush. 
562),  or  other  persons  than  her  heirs-at-law, 
provided  the  will  be  in  pursiuince  of  a  power 
reserved  to  her  in  and  by  the  ante-nuptial 

grreement  with  her  husband.  Bradisn  v. 
ibbs,  3  Johns.  Gh.  523;  2  Kent,  172.  But 
in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  between 
them,  that  the  wife  should  hold  ber  personal 
property  to  her  separate  use,  a  testamentary 
disposition  bv  her  of  such  estate  in  favor  of 
her  husband  lias  been  held  void,  thoueh  made 
with  his  assent.  Hood  v.  Archer.  1  M'Gord, 
225,  477 ;  Newell's  Gase,  2  M'0>rd,  453. 

A  power  to  make  a  testamentary  disposi- 
tion of  her  estate  may  be  conferred  upon  a 
married  woman  by  a  settlement  either  before 
marriage  or  subsequently  thereto.  4  Kent, 
505.  It  may  emanate  either  from  her  hus- 
band or  from  a  third  person.  A  post-uuptial 
settlement,  made  by  a  stranger  upon  the  wife, 
is  good,  unless  expressly  dissented  from  by 
the  husband.  Picquet  v.*  Swan,  4  Mason,  443. 
This  subject  has  been  discussed  in  Holman  «. 
Perry,  4  Met.  492.  The  important  facts  were 
these :  A  woman,  before  marriage,  conveyed 
to  a  trustee,  with  the  assent  of  her  intended 
husband,  all  the  property,  real  and  personal, 
which  she  then  bad,  or  might  acquire  after 
marriage,  to  be  held  by  such  trustee  for  her 
sole  and  separate  use,  and  reserved  to  herself 
ill  the  instrument  of  conveyance,  full  power 
to  dispose  of  all  such  property  by  will  or 
otherwise;  after  marriage  she  purchased  and 
took  a  deed  of  real  estate,  whicn  she,  jointly 
with  her  husband,  conveyed  to  the  same 
trustee,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use;  she 
afterwards  executed  her  last  will,  thereby 
disposing  of  all  the  real  estate,  which  had 
been  reserved  by  her,  and  also  of  all  such  real 
estate  as  she  might  die  seised  and  possessed 
of,  which  she  might  thereafter  purchase. 
There  was  a  devise  in  the  will,  of  a  part  of 
the  estate  reserved  by  her,  in  favor  of  her 
husband.  After  the  execution  of  the  will, 
she  purchased  real  estate,  of  which  she  was 
the  legal  owner  at  her  decease.  The  court 
held  that  as  to  the  real  estate  which  was  con- 
veyed to  the  trustee,  under  the  ante-nuptial 
agreement,  and  as  to  the  real  estate  whicn  the 
testatrix  afterwards  jointly  with  her  hnsband 
conveyed  to  the  trustee,  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  she  had  the  power  to  dispose 
thereof  by  will;  and  that  tne  will  ought  to 
be  allowed  and  approved,  so  far  as  would  be 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  her  disposal  of 
the  same.  The  question  whether  the  real 
estate  which  she  purchased  after  the  execu- 
tion of  her  will  would  pass  under  the  will 
was  raised,  but  not  decided. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  the  power 


64  PERSONAL  DISABILITIES   OF  TESTATOBS.  [CH.  Ul. 

far,  at  least,  as  the  jus  disponendi  is  concerned ;  while  the  contrary 
has  been  decided  with  respect  to  infancy,  which  alone  of  the  other 
enumerated  disabilities  could  admit  of  any  question  being  raised 
on  the  subject  (t) :  as,  of  course,  any  attempt  to  give  a  power  of 
disposition  to  an  idiot  or  lunatic  would  be  abortive. 

No  contract  can  enable  a  married  woman  to  pass  the  legal  inter- 
est in  her  lands  at  common  law  by  an  ordinary  will;  since  being 
_  excepted  out  of  the  statute  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5  (which 

dispensed  with  exception  is  preserved  by  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  8),  she  was 
as  to  estates  at  igf^,  subject  to  her  pre-existing  disabilities.  But  a  mar- 
ried woman  may  effectually  dispose  of  any  property 
over  which  she  has  a  power  of  appointment  (u).  And  such  power, 
if  given  to  her  by  a  marriage  settlement,  and  thereby  made  exercisa- 
ble during  coverture,  may  be  exercised  by  her  during  any  subsequent 
—bat  may  Coverture  (x).  Every  will  of  a  married  woman  to  pass 
as  to  uses;  ^  legal  estate  in  realty  must  have  operated  as  an  ap- 
pointment of  a  use ;  but  a  mere  contract  before  marriage,  as  to  speci- 
— or  as  to  ^®^  lands,  is  sufficient  to  give  the  wife  an  equitable 
equitable  power  (i/)  to  devise,  and  the  legal  estate  can  be  obtained 

interests;  -^j  conveyance  from  the  heir.    In  the  case  of  personal 

estate,  the  will  of  a  married  woman  was  valid  if  made  in  pursuance 

of  an  agreement  before  marriage,  or  of  an  agreement 
•onaity  bvcon-  ™^®  after  marriage  for  consideration  («),  or  if  the 
tract  or  with  husband  assented  to  the  particular  will  and  survived 
a«»nt°  ^®^  (^)-    -^  married  woman  could  also,  in  equity,  dis- 

pose by  will  of  the  fee-simple  of  real  estate  (b),  and  of 
[*41]  the  absolute  interest  in  personal  estate  (c),  which  belong  *  to 

(0  Hearle  v.  Greenbank,  8  Atk.  897,  2  Ves.  298.  Contra  of  a  power  simply  collateral, 
Grange  o.  Tiving,  Bridg.  by  Ban.  107, 2  Sug.  Pow.  App.  7th  Ed. 

(ti)  Driver  v.  Thompson,  4  Taunt.  294;  Willock  r.  Noble,  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  at  p.  590. 

he)  Burnett  v.  Mann,  1  Yes.  Sen.  156;  Horseman  v.  Abbey,  1  Jac.  &  W.  881;  Hawksley 
V,  Barrow,  1  P.  &  D.  147. 

(y)  Wright  V.  Lord  Cadogan,  2  Ed.  239;  and  see  GharchiU  o.  Dibben.  9  Sim.  447.  n.; 
Dillon  V.  Grace,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  463.  As  to  copyholds,  see  Georse  v.  Jew,  Amb.  627.  Mere 
renunciation  by  the  husband  of  his  marital  riglitB  in  respect  of  his  wife's  real  property  is  not 
sufficient  to  clothe  her  with  a  testamentary  power,  Dye  v.  Dye,  18  Q.  B.  D.  147. 

<z)    1  Roper,  Husb.  &  Wife,  170. 

(a)  Willock  V.  Noble,  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  580,  590,  597;  Ex  parte  Fane,  16  Sim.  406;  Re  Reav, 
4  Sw.  &  Tr.  215,  31  L.  J.,  Prob.  154;  Re  Isaacs,  81  L.  J.,  Prob.  158.  The  assent  may  be 
retracted  at  anv  time  before  probate,  unless  it  has  been  given  or  confirmed  after  the  w'ife':< 
death,  Maas  o.  Sheffield,  1  Rob.  364,  10  Jur.  417.  See  also  Re  Cooper,  6  P.  D.  84.  As  to 
circumstances  which  will  raise  a  presumption  of  the  husband's  consent,  see  Brook  v.  Tunier. 
2  Mod.  172.    Wills  ex  assensu  viri  seem  to  be  now  wholly  superseded. 

(6)  Taylor  v.  Meads,  4  D.  J.  &  S.  597 ;  Pride  o.  Bubb,  L.  R..  7  Ch.  64.  And  the  will  defeats 
the  husband's  equitable  right  to  curtesy.  Cooper  v.  Macdonald,  7  Ch.  D.  288  In  Trout- 
beck  V.  Boughey,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  634,  the  separate  use  was  attached  only  to  the  annual  rents. 

(c)  Rich  V,  Cockell,  9  Yes.  369;  Parker  v.  Brooke,  id.  583;  Fettiplace  v.  Gorges,  1  Ve;t. 
jun.  46,  3  B.  C.  C.  8;  Catono.  Ridout,  1  Mac  &  G.  599,  2  H.  &  Tw.  33;  Rowe  o.  Rowe,  2 
De  G.  &  S.  294. 

of  a  married  woman  to  dispose  of  her  sep-  estate ;  but  a  married  woman  cannot  devise 

arate  real  estate  and  her  power  to  dispose  her  real  estate  except  under  a  power.    See 

of  her  separate  personal  estate,  by  will.    As  Holman  v.  Perry,  4  Met.  496,  per  Dewey,  J. ; 

to  the  personal  estate,  she  has  tne  jus  dis-  Osgood  v.  Bree'd,  12  Mass.  5x5;  Manton  9, 

ponendi  as  a  necessary  incident  to  a  separate  Norton.  5  N.  U.  205. 
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her  for  her  separate  use  (d),  whether  vested,  or  oontingent  on  her- 
surviving    her  husband  (e) ;    since,    in   respect    of   such    property 
she   is  in  equity  a  feme  sole;   and  it  is  immaterial  or  property 
that  the  legal  estate  is  not  vested  in  trustees,  since   settiedto 
the  husband,  and  all  persons  on  whom  the  legal  estate   ■^P*'*^"**? 
might  devolve,  are  deemed  trustees  for  the  persons  to  whom  the  wife 
had  given  the  equitable  interest  (/).    And  this  separate  ^^^^  i^ 
trust  of  the  principal  attached  on  all  the  produce  or   produce  and 
accumulations  of  such  principal  (g).    Savings  out  of  *<«'*™«*^*»o°«' 
an  allowance  made  by  a  husband  for  the  separate  maintenance  of 
his  wife  were  in  equity  treated  as   her  separate  es-  savings  out  of 
tate  (h) ;  of  which,  therefore,  she  might  dispose  by   maintenance, 
will.     But  savings  out  of  pin-money  are  said  to  belong  to  the 
husband  (t);   on  the  principle  that  pin-money  is  an 
allowance  made  for  a  particular  purpose,  and,  if  not 
applied  for  that  purpose,  reverts  to  the  donor.    Moreover,  a  mar- 
ried woman  who  is  an  executrix,  could  by  will  appoint  an  execu- 
tor to  carry  ou  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the  original 
testator  {k). 

A  woman  who  has  been  deserted  by  her  husband,  and  has  obtained 
a  protection  order,  can  effectually  by  her  will  dispose  of  property 
acquired  by  her  during  the  desertion,  and  the  order  protection 
has  a  retrospective  operation,  relating  back  to  the  com-  ^'^®''' 
mencement  of  the  desertion  (I).  But  the  husband  may  claim  to 
set  aside  the  will  if  he  can  show  that  the  order  was  obtained  by 
fraud  (m). 

*A  woman,  whose  husband  had  been  banished  for  life  by  [*42] 

(d)  A  declaration  fn  the  hn8t>and*8  will  is  sufficient  to  show  tliat  the  property  Is  the 
wiie*s  separate  estate,  and  does  not  merely  operate  as  an  assent,  whichf  as  we  have  seen, 
would  be  insufficient  if  the  husband  died  first,  Re  Smith,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  125, 27  L.  J.,  Prob.  30. 
A  declaration  of  trust  by  the  husband  in  favor  of  his  wifb  for  her  separate  use  may  be  eitlier 
express  (Baddeley  v.  Baddele^s  0  Ch.  D.  113)  or  implied  by  his  acts,  as,  where  with  his 
assent  she  carries  on  a  separate  business,  and  the  profits  and* stock  in  trade  are  treated  as  her 
separate  property,  Haddon  t\  Fladgate,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  126,  27  L.  J.,  Prob.  39;  Ashworth  9. 
Outram,  5  Cn.  D.  923.  Although  a  married  woman  may  have  no  power  to  make  a  will,  it 
seems  that  she  may  by  **  writmg**  under  1  Yict.  c.  26,  s.  20,  reyoke  one  already  made, 
Hawksley  o.  Barrow,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  147,  162.  As  to  what  is  separate  trading  by  a  feme 
coyert,  see  Loyell  v.  Newton,  4  C.  P.  D.  7,  a  case  under  the  Married  Women's  Property 
Act,  1870. 

(e)  Bishop  «.  W^  8Ch.  D.  394. 

If)  See  Hull  v.  Waterhouse,  6  Gift.  64,  as  to  realty;  and  cases  in  n.  (c)  as  to  personalty. 

(g)  Fettiptace  v.  Gorges,  sup.;  Gore  v.  Knight,  Pre.  Ch.  266,  2  Vem.  636;  Ashton  v, 
McIMugal,  5  Beay.  66;  Darkin  o.  Darkin,17  Beav.  678;  Humpbei^  v,  Richards,  26  L.  J., 
Ch.  442;  Scales  v.  Baker.  28  Beav.  91.  But  the  wife's  dealings  with  the  produce  may  show 
an  Intention  to  put  an  end  to  the  separate  trust,  Wright  9.  Wright,  2  J.  &  rl.  647. 

(A)  Brooke  «.  Brooke,  36  Beay.  842;  Re  Tharp,  8  P.  D.  76  (separate  allowance  to  wife  of 
lunatic).    Secus  at  law,  Messengpr  v.  Clark,  6  Exch.  388. 

(i)  Jodrell  o.  Jodrell,  9  Beay.  46:  Howard  v,  Digby,  2  CI.  &  Fin.  684 ;  and  per  Wood, 
V.-CI.,  Barrack  v.  M*CnIloch,  8  K.  &  J.  114.  See  ho  weyer,  Sugden's  Law  of  Property,  p.  168, 
contra. 

(k)  Re  Msrtin,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  1;  Scammell  «.  Wilkinson,  2  East,  662;  Be  Richards,  1  P. 
&  D.  166 ;  Willock  v.  Noble,  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.,  at  p.  690. 


fO  Re  Elliott,  2  P.  &  D.  274^ 


[m)  Madge  v.  Adams,  6  P.  D.  64. 
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act  of  parliament  (n),  may  dispose  by  will  of  her  real  and  x>drsoiial 
Wife  of  an  ex-  estate ;  for,  as  he  was  civilly  defunct,  she  is  restored  to 
iie  may  make     the  rights  and  privileges  of  discoverture.      This  doo- 
'  trine  was  held  to  be  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  felon- 

--"or  wife  of  a    convict  transported  for  life,  so  as  to  enable  his  wife 

xeloD~con  Vict 

transported  to  dispose  by  will  of  personalty  acquired  by  her  after 
for  life.  ^Ijq  conviction  (o),  although  the  felon  had  received  a 

conditional  free  pardon  {p)  ;  and  when  a  felon  was  transported 
for  a  definite  term  of  years,  his  marital  rights  (and  therefore  it 
would  seem  his  wife's  conjugal  liabilities)  were  suspended  for  that 
period  (q). 

V.  —  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882.  —  In  this  state  of 
the  law  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  was  passed  (r). 
The  Married  ^^  material  clauses  are  the  following:  —  S.  1  (1).  "A 
Women*B  Prop-  married  woman  shall  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
erty   ct,  188  .    ^^  ^-^{^  ^^^  ^^  capable  of  acquiring,  holding,  and  dis— 

posing  by  will  or  otherwise  of  any  real  or  personal  estate  as  her 
separate  property  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole 
without  the  intervention  of  any  trustee."  S.  2.  "Every  woman 
who  marries  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act  («)  shall  be  entitled 
to  have  and  to  hold  as  her  separate  property,  and  to  dispose  of  in 
manner  aforesaid,  all  real  and  personal  property  which  shall  belong 
to  her  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  shall  be  acquired  by  or  devolve 

upon  her  after  marriage,  including  any  wages,  earnings,  &c. 
[*43]  S.  5.    "Every  ♦woman  married  before  the  commencement 

of  this  Act  shall  be  entitled  to  have  and  to  hold,  and  to  dis- 
pose of  in  manner  aforesaid  as  her  separate  property,  all  real  and 
personal  property  her  title  to  which,  whether  vested  or  contingent, 

(n)  Countess  of  Portland  v,  Prodgers,  2  Yem.  104.  The  report  speaks  only  of  a  bequest 
of  legacies. 

(n)  Re  Martin,  2  Roberts,  405, 16  Jur.  686;  ReX^oward,  4  8w.  &  Tr.  46.  34  L.  J.,  Prob. 
120.  In  the  latter  case  sentence  of  death  had  been  recorded,  so  that  the  felon  was  attainted, 
and  being  thus  dead  in  the  eve  of  the  law,  was  incapable  of  claiming  jure  mariti  (per  Wood, 
Y.-C.,  Ooogh  V.  DavieSf  2  ft.  &  J.  627).  However,  the  Court  did  not  take  this  ground,  but 
relied  expressly  on  Ex  parte  Franks,  1  M.  &  Sc.  11,  7  Bing.  762,  where  the  felon  was  trans- 
ported for  a  term  of  years.  See  also  Atlee  v.  Hook,  23  L.  J.,  Ch.  776  (where  a  legacy  be- 
queathed, after  the  conviction,  to  the  wife  of  a  felon  transported  for  life,  but  so  far  as 
appears  not  attainted,  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  her);  and  per  Romilly,M.R.,  Re  Harrington's 
Trust,  29  Beav.  24.  Attainder  for  felonv  is  now  aoolished,  and  the  status  of  a  felon-convict 
regulated  by  S3  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  as  to  wntch  see  po!«t. 

{p)  Under  5  Qeo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  26,  a  convict  was  entitled  to  retain  against  the  Crown  and  to 
recover  in  the  (Courts  of  the  United  Kingdom  personalty  acquired  l)y  him  after  receiving 
such  a  pardon,  Gough  v.  Davies,  2  K.  &  J.  623.  But  see  and  consider  Re  Church's  Will, 
16  Jur.  517;  Coombs  v.  Queen^s  Proctor,  2  Roberts,  547,  16  Jur.  820  (transportation  for 
term  of  years),  and  see  now  the  act  referred  to  in  the  last  preceding  note. 

iq)  Ex  parte  Franks,  1  M.  &  Sc.  11,  7  Bing.  762  where  it  was  held  that  the  wife  could  be 
made  bankrupt.  But  where  the  wife  of  a  felon  transported  for  years  had  died  intestate  in  the 
husband's  lifetime,  it  was  held  that  the  Crown  and  not  her  next  of  kin  was  entitled  to  her 
personalproperty  acquired  after  the  conviction.    Coombs  9.  Queen's  Proctor,  2  Roberts,  M7 

(r)  45&'46Yict.  C.75. 

(«)  I.e.,  the  Ist  of  January,  1883. 
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and  whether  in  pcMssession^  reversion,  or  remainder  (t)f  shall  accrue 
after  the  commencement  of  this  act,  including  wages/'  &c. 

S.  1  (1)  of  this  act  applies,  in  the  case  of  a  woman 
married  before  the  commencement  of  the  act,  only  to  ^fj^^^. 
property  acquired  by  her  after  that  date  (u).    So  m  Ke   testamenury 
Cuno,  Mansfield  v.  Mansfield  (t;),  the  Court  of  Appeal   ^'Stm''''  ^^ 
held  that  this  enactment  is  to  be  read  along  with  ss.  2   women, 
and  5  of  the  act^  and  does  not  give  a  married  woman  power 
to  dispose  of  property  which  does  not  come  within  one  or  other  of  the 
latter  sections.    Great  stress  was  laid  in  the  judgments  delivered  in 
that  case  on  the  concluding  words  of  s.  1  (1) ;  and  Sir  H.  Cotton,  L.  J., 
said  **  the  main  object  of  s.  1,  sub-s.  1,  appears  to  me  to  have  been  to 
introduce  an  entirely  new  right  in  married  women,  to  relieve  them 
from  the  necessity  of  having  a  trustee,  and  to  say  that  they  shall,  as 
provided  ib  the  subsequent  part  of  the  act,  have  power  to  acquire, 
hold,  and  deal  with  real  and  personal  estate  without  the  intervention 
of  a  trustee." 

And  even  as  regards  property  coming  within  s.  2  or  s.  5  of  the  act, 
that  is  to  say,  property  belonging  to  a  woman  married  since  1882,  or 
acquired  after  1882  by  a  woman  married  before  1883,  the  act,  as 
judicially  construed,  does  not  during  her  coverture  give  her  the 
absolute  testamentary  capacity  of  a  feme  sole.  It  has  been  held  that 
a  married  woman  is  enabled  by  this  act  to  dispose  by  will  of  such 
property  as  she  acquires  during  the  coverture,  for  that  by  the  act  it 
must  be  acquired,  held,  and  disposed  of  as  her  separate  property,  and 
that  there  can  be  no  separate  property  after  the  woman  is  discovert. 
Consequently,  her  will  made  during  coverture,  and  not  re-executed 
after  the  coverture  has  ceased,  is  not  now,  any  more  than  it  was 
before  the  act,  effectual  to  dispose  of  property  acquired  by  her  after 
her  husband's  death  (x). 

The  result  of  these  decisions  seems  to  be  that  the  effect  of  the  act 
is  merely  to  clothe  with  the  legal  estate  the  old  trust  for  the 
separate  use  (y). 

The  Act  43  Geo.  3,  c.  108,  authorizes  gifts  by  will  of  real  or 
*  personal  property  of  a  limited  value  for  erecting  churches.  [*44] 
&c.,  notwithstanding  the  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  but  expressly 
excludes  women  covert  without  their  husbands  from  this  authority ; 
and  their  disability  is  not  removed  by  the  Married  Women's  Prop- 
erty Act,  1882,  the  case  being,  in  the  opinion  of  Sir  J.  Stirling,  tf ., 

(0  Ab  to  tlM  meaning  of  accraer  of  title  in  tliis  section,  see  Re!d  v.  Held,  L.  B.,  81 
Ch.  D.  409. 


\ 


h)  Per  Peanon.  J.,  in  Re  Harris's  Settled  Estates,  28  Cli.  D.  171. 
r)  43  Cli.  D.  ll 


ix)  Re  Price,  Stafford  «.  Stafford,  28  Cli.  D.  709.  See  also  Beckett «.  Tasker,  19  Q.  B.  D. 
7|  ease  on  s.  1  (4). 

(y)  See  per  Stirling,  J.,  85  Ch.  D.  597,  where  he  cites  Re  Price,  as  an  example  of  wide 
words  being  cut  down  by  construction.  See  also  per  Kay,  J.,  Re  Jupp,  Jupp  v.  Bock  well, 
89  Ch.  D.  158. 
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Special  diaa-  within  the  rule  that  a  special  act  is  not  repealed  by  a 

ried  women'^'  subsequent  general  act,  which  does  not  mention  the  for- 

under  Stat  4^  mer  act^  and  which  may  have  full  effect  without  oper- 

not  removed  t^  ating  as  a  repeal ;  her  general  disabilities  as  a  married 

Womb's  woman  are  removed,  but  not  the  special  disability  im- 

Froperty  Act.  posed  by  the  Statute  9  Qeo.  2  and  expressly  maintained 
as  to  her  by  the  Act  43  Geo.  3  («). 

VI.  —  Aliens.  —  At  common  law,  a  devise  of  lands  by 
aiiensT  ^        ^^  alien  was  at  least  voidable  (a)  ;  the  crown  being  en. 

titled,  after  office  found,  to  seize  them  in  the  hands  of 
the  devisee,  as  it  might  have  done  in  those  of  the  alien  during  his 
life.  Until  office,  the  lands  of  an  alien  remained  in  him  with  all  the 
incidental  qualities  belonging  to  such  estates;  on  which  ground  it 
has  been  held,  that  an  alien  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  might  suffer 
a  common  recovery  (b) ;  and  he  might,  of  course,  execute  its  substi- 
tute, an  enrolled  conveyance,  and  thereby  bar  the  issue  in  tail  and 
remainders :  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  the  will  of  an  alien  vested 
his  defeasible  title  in  the  devisee  (e) ;  though,  if  he  died  intestate, 
the  land  escheated  to  the  crown,  or  other  lord,  pro  defectu  tenentis, 
without  any  inquest  of  office,  because  an  alien  could  have  no  heirs((;^). 
But  by  the  Naturalization  Act,  1870  (e),  "  real  and  personal  property 
of  every  description  may  be  taken,  acquired,  held,  and  disposed  ofhy 
an  alien  in  the  same  manner  as  by  a  natural-bom  British  subject ;  and 
a  title  to  real  and  personal  property  of  every  description  may  be 
derived  through,  from,  or  in  succession  to  an  sJien  in  the  same  man- 
ner  in  all  respects  as  through,  from,  or  in  succession  to  a  natural-bom 
British  subject.  Provided  that  ....  this  section  shall  not  affect  (f) 
any  estate  or  interest  in  real  or  personal  property  to  which  any  per- 
son has  or  may  become  entitled  either  mediately  or  imme- 
[♦46]  diately  in  possession  ♦  or  expectancy  in  pursuance  of  any 
disposition  made  before  the  act,  or  in  pursuance  of  any  devolu- 
tion by  law  on  the  death  of  any  person  dying  before  the  act." 

Derisesbj  ▼H.  —  Traitors    and  Felons. -— Persons  attainted  of 

traitors  and       i^jgh  treason  were  formerly  incompetent  to  devise  their 

'  lands,  since,  by  several  old  statutes  (g),  the  real  estates 

—realty.  of  a  traitor  were,  by  the  attainder,  ipso  facto  vested  in 

the  Crown. 


(g)  Re  Smith's  Estate,  Clements  v.  Ward,  86  Ch.  D.  689.  • 

(a)  See  Shep.  Touch.  404.    As  to  what  constitutes  an  alien,  see  De  Oeer  «.  Stoney  L.  B., 
S2  Ch.  D.  243,  253. 

(b)  4  Leon.  84. 

(e)  See  Shep.  Touch.  404. 

((/)  Co.  Lftt.  2  b. 

(e)  88  Vict.  c.  14,  s.  2 ;  not  confined  to  alien  friends,  as  7  &  8  Tict.  c.  66,  s.  8. 

</)  l.e.,  shall  not  validate  or  inratidate,  Sharp  v.  St.  SauTeor,  L.  B.,  7  Oh.  848. 

(^)  See  4  Jarm.  Conr.  2nd  ed.  186. 
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The  lands  of  all  persons  attainted  for  petit  treason  and  felony 
formerly  escheated  to  the  king  or  other  feudal  lord  (h),  by  reason  of 
the  corruption  of  blood  consequent  on  attainder,  which  of  course 
prevented  the  descent  to  the  heir ;  and  the  devises  of  such  persons 
were  absolutely  void,  or  rather,  by  the  better  opinion,  were  voidable, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  alien  (i) ;  and  such  until  1870  was  still  the  case 
as  to  persons  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute  54  Geo.  3, 
c.  145,  which  provided,  that  no  attainder  for  felony,  except  in  cases 
of  high  treason,  or  of  the  crimes  of  petit  treason  (afterwards  abolished 
by  statute  {k)  ),  or  murder,  or  of  abetting,  procuring,  or  counselling 
the  same,  ''shall  extend  to  the  disinheriting  of  any  heir,  nor  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  right  or  title  of  any  person  or  persons,  other  than 
the  right  or  title  of  the  offender  or  offenders,  during  his,  her,  or  their 
natural  lives  only ;  and  that  it  shall  be  lawful  to  every  person  or 
persons  to  whom  the  right  or  interest  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  after  the  death  of  any  such  offender  or  offenders, 
should  or  might  have  appertained,  if  no  such  attainder  had  been,  to 
enter  into  the  same.'^ 

There  was  some  ground  to  contend,  that  the  concluding  words  of 
this  provision  enabled  persons  convicted  of,  or  rather  attainted  for, 
any  other  than  the  excepted  offences,  to  alien  their  real  estate  by 
will,  and  this  ground  was  strengthened  by  the  statutes  (Q,  which  in 
all  cases  where  a  title  had  accrued  to  the  Crown  by  escheat  for  want 
of  heirs,  or  by  reason  of  any  forfeiture,  empowered  the  sovereign 
(notwithstanding  the  statute  (m)  which  had  restrained  the  alienation 
of  the  royal  demesnes  in  general  to  leases  for  thirty-one  years)  to 
make  grants  to  any  person  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  the 
land  to  the  family  of  the  *  former  owner,  or  carrying  into  [*46] 
effect  any  grants  conveyance,  or  devise  of  it  which  he  might 
have  intended  to  make. 

But  the  point  is  now  of  less  importance,  since,  by  stat.  33  &  34 
Vict.  0. 23,  attainder  (which,  and  not  the  conviction,  caused  the  disabil- 
ity) is  thenceforth  abolished,  and  express  provisions  (presently  noticed) 
are  made  regarding  the  real  estate  both  of  traitors  and  felons. 

Treason  and  felony  incapacitated  persons  from  making   ^^jUg  ^f  tnu- 
a  will  of  personal  estate,  which  if  vesfed  (either  in  pos-   *<>«  and 
session  or  remainder),   became  forfeited  to  the  Grown  * 

on  conviction  (n)  ;  and  this  incapacity  extended  to  a  felo   ""P®"®"*  y* 
de  se,  who  was,  however,  capable  of  devising  his  real  estate,  as 

(h)  SuHect  to  the  rieht  of  the  Crown  to  hold  the  landn  vested  in  the  person  attainted  at 
the  period  of  the  nttai-  der  for  a  year  and  a  day.    1  bteph.  Com.  417. 

(i)  Shep.  Toach.  404. 

(ib)  9  Geo.  4,  c.  81,  s.  2. 

f  0  89  &  40  Geo.  8,  c.  88,  s.  12  ;  47  Geo.  8,  sees.  2,  e.  24 ;  59  Geo.  8,  e.  94  ;  6  Geo.  4,  c.  17. 

(m)  1  Ann.  st.  1,  e.  7,  s.  5. 

(n)  2  Bl.  Comm.  499  ;  Re  Thompson*s  Trusts,  22  Beav.  506  ;  Re  Bateman's  Tmsts,  L.  R., 
15  Eq.  356.  Contra  as  to  goods  which  he  has  as  executor  of  another,  of  which  he  may  make 
a  will,  Re  Bailej,  2  8w.  &  Tr.  156,  81  L.  J.,  Proh.  17a    Contra,  also,  m  to  contingent 


60  PERSONAL  DISABILITIES  OP  TE8TAT0BS.  [CH.  ni. 

there  was  in  such  case  no  attainder  (o).  In  every  case  of  felony  in 
which  sentence  of  death  was  not  recorded,  that  is  to  say,  in  which 
there  was  no  attainder,  the  prisoner's  competency  to  devise  or  other* 
wise  dispose  of  his  real  estate  was  not  affected  (p). 

But  the  law  as  to  both  real  and  personal  property  is 
triStuni^^  .  now  regulated  by  stat.  33  and  34  Vict  c.  23,  which  en- 
treason  or  acts  (s.  1)  that  after  the  passing  of  it,  '^  no  confession, 
IbouThed.  verdict,  inquest,  conviction,  or  judgment  of  or  for  any 

treason,  or  felony,  or  f elo  de  se,  shall  cause  any  attainder 
or  corruption  of  blood,  or  any  forfeiture  or  escheat ;  provided  that 
nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect  the  law  of  forfeiture  consequent  on 
outlawry  "  (q).  The  statute  then,  after  defining  (s.  6)  "convict "  to 
mean  any  person  against  whom  sentence  of  death,  or  of  penal  servi- 
tude, shall  have  been  pronounced  or  recorded  upon  any  charge  of 
treason  or  felony ;  and  after  providing  (s.  7)  that  when  any  convict 
shall  die,  or  become  bankrupt,  or  shall  have  suffered  his  punishment, 
original  or  commuted,  or  have  been  pardoned,  he  shall  thenceforth, 
as  to  the  provisions  thereafter  contained,  cease  to  be  subject  to  the 
act,  enacts  (s.  8)  that  no  action  or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  any 
property  shall  be  brought  by  any  convict  during  the  time  that 
he  is  subject  to  the  act,  and  that  every  convict  shall  be  incapable 

during  that  time  of  alienating  or  charging  any  property, 
[*47]  or  of  *  making  any  contract,  save  as  thereinafter  provided. 

Sect.  9  gives  the  Crown  power  to  appoint  an  administrator,  in 
whom,  upon  his  appointment,  (s.  10)  all  the  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty (including  choses  in  action)  to  which  the  convict  was  at  the 
time  of  his  conviction,  or  shall  afterwards,  while  subject  to  the  act, 
become  or  be  entitled,  and  which,  until  such  appointment,  remains 
in  the  convict  (r),  vests  for  all  the  convict's  estate  and  Interest. 
And  the  administrator  has  full  power  (s.  12)  to  let,  sell,  and  mort- 
gage the  property,  and  thereout  (ss.  13  to  17)  to  pay  costs,  debts, 
damages,  &c.,  and  to  make  allowances  for  the  support  of  the  con- 
vict and  his  family.  Subject  thereto,  the  administrator  is  (s.  18) 
to  hold  the  property  in  trust,  and  may  accumulate  the  income,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  convict  and  his  heirs,  or  legal  personal  representa- 
tives, or  such  other  persons  as  may  be  lawfully  entitled  thereto, 
according  to  the  nature  thereof;  and  the  same  is  to  revest  in  the 
convict  on  his  ceasing  to  be  subject  to  the  act,  or  in  his  heirs  or 
representatives,  or  such  other  persons.  The  convict  is  to  be  entitled 
as  against  the  administrator  to  all  property  acquired  by  him  while 

interests,  where  the  felony  was  not  capital,  Stokes  v.  Holden,  1  Keen,  146;  Bamett  v,  Blake, 
3  Dr.  &  Sm.  117,  128;  and  as  to  personalty  acquired  by  him  after  a  conditional  free  pardon, 
Gough  V.  Davies,  2  K.  &  J.  623. 

(o)  Norris  v,  Chambres,  29  Bear.  258.    See  Re  Bailey,  8  Sw.  &  Tr.  sap. 

(p)  Rex  «.  Willes,  8  B.  &  Aid.  610,  8  Inst.  66;  ftex  v,  Bridger,  1  M.  &  Wei.  147;  Re 
Harrop's  Estate,  8  Drew.  726. 

(q)  Outlawry  in  civil  proceedings  is  now  abolished  by  the  stat.  42  &  43  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  8. 

(r)  £z  parte  Qraves,  19  Ch.  D.  1,  6. 
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at  large  under  license,  and,  during  the  same  time,  his  disabilities 
under  s.  8  are  suspended  (s.  30). 

Subject,  therefore,  to  the  temporary  estate  of  the  administrator, 
and  to  the  charges  imposed  by  the  act^  the  real  and  personal  prop- 
erly of  a  traitor  or  felon  remains  his  own,  and  he  may  Effect  of  the 
apparently  dispose  of  it  by  his  will ;  for  the  prohibition  «boiitioii. 
against  alienation  during  the  time  that  he  is  subject  to  the  act, 
can  have  no  application  to  his  will,  whensoever  executed;  a  will 
being  no  alienation  until  the  testator's  death. 

NOTE. 
Testamentary  Capaoity. 


What  the  term  "tejtomenlary  capacity** 

tans.  Testamentaiy  capacity  is  a  relative 
thing  and  always  to  be  taken  in  the  concrete. 
The  qoestion  to  be  considered  is,  had  the  sup- 
posed testator  capacity  to  make  Mm  supposed 
will?  Hence  a  man  may  have  capacitv  to 
make  a  will  with  simple  dispositions  and  not 
have  capacity  to  make  one  with  complicated 
dispositions.  Campbell «.  Campbell,  130  III. 
466.  Competency  is  to  be  judged  of  by  the 
nature  of  the  act  to  be  done  and  a  consider- 
ation of  all  the  cirenmstances  of  the  cases. 
Marsh  v.  Tyrrell,  3  HagK-  122.  It  may  not 
be  enouffh  that  a  man  underetands  questions 
pat  to  bim  and  answers  them  rationally.  Id. 
That  is  capacity  for  that  matter,  not  for  some- 
thing essentially  different. 

But  even  in  regard  to  capacity  in  this  con- 
crete sens  %  the  requirement  is  only  of  moder- 
ate cai»city;  the  testator  may  be  subject  to 
manv  infirmities,  he  may  be  feeble,  absent- 
minded,  forgetful,  aged,  diseased,  and  blind, 
and  still  be  equal  to  what  he  attempts.  Ban- 
nister 9.  Bannister,  45  N.  J.  Ea.  702.  Extreme 
weakness,  from  age  or  from  aisease,  or  other 
cause,  will  not  as  matter  of  law  create  in- 
capacity. Stoutenburgh  v.  Westbrook,  43  N. 
J.  Eq.  597;  Lewises  Estate,  140  Penn.  St.  179. 
It  is  still  a  question  of  fact,  upon  certain  tests 
to  be  staled  presently,  whether  there  is  capa- 
citv to  make  the  will  in  question. 

To  take  as  an  instance  the  case  of  extreme 
age,  it  has  everywhere  been  held  that  that  is 
no  disqualification,  for  the  capacity  to  make 
a  will  calls  for  soundness  of  mind,  not  sound- 
ness of  bodv  other  than  the  brain.  Kinle- 
aide  v.  Harrison,  2  Phillim.  461 :  Griffiths  v. 
Robins,  3  Madd.  192;  Potts  o.  House,  6  Ga. 
324 ;  Kirkwood  v.  Gordon,  7  Rich.  474.  Still, 
as  Swinburne  long  ago  quaintly  said,  if  a 
man  in  his  old  age  become  a  very  child  again 
ill  his  understanding,  or  is  become  so  forget- 
ful that  he  knows  not  his  own  name,  he  is 
then  deemed  no  more  fit  to  make  his  testa- 
ment than  a  natural  fool,  or  a  child,  or  a 
lunatk:  person.     Swinb.  Pt.  2,  §  5,  pi.  1; 


5  Johns.  Ch.  148;  Sloan  «.  ICaxwell,  2  Green, 
Ch.  681;  Bonner  v.  Matthews,  cited  Shelf. 
Lanacy»  327.  In  Lowe  «.  Williamson,  1 
Green,  Ch.  82,  a  will  waa  sostained,  although 


the  testator  was  eighty  years  of  age,  very 
deaf,  and  his  eyesight  was  defective  when  he 
made  his  will.  In  re  Reed,  2  B.  Mon.  79, 
the  testator  was  eighty  years  of  age,  and 
was  af&icted  with  the  palsy  so  that  he  could 
neither  write  nor  feed  himself,  and  his  will 
was  held  valid.  See  also  Watson  v.  Watson, 
2  B.  Mon.  74;  Wbitenack  v.  Stryker,  1  Green, 
Ch.  8;  Andress  v.  Weller,  2  Green,  Ch.  605; 
Stevens  «.  Vancleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  262; 
Bird  V.  Bird,  2  Hagg.  142;  Mackenzie  v. 
Handasjrde,  2  Hagg.  211;  Nailing  v.  Null- 
ing, 2  Sneed,  630. 

Indeed,  average  mental  capacity  is  not  re- 
quired for  making  a  will  not  involving  an^ 
special  complications;  enough  that  there  is 
capacity  for  the  object  attempted.  Hoban  v. 
Piquette.  52  Mich.  346.  Even  weakness  of 
mind  will  not  deprive  a  man  of  testamentary 
capacity;  as  matter  of  fact  and  as  matter  of 
law,  weakness  of  mind  is  no  more  incompat- 
ible with  testamentary  capacity  than  is  bodily 
infirmity.  Whitney  v,  Twomoley,  136  Mass. 
145:  Schneider  «.  Manning,  121  III.  376;  In 
re  Jami«on,  3  Houst.  108;  Duffield  v.  Robe- 
son, 2  Harr.  (Del.)  379;  In  re  Elliott,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.  340:  DeUfield  v.  Parish,  25  N.  Y.  9, 27; 
Stewart  v.  Lispenard,  26  Wend.  313;  Clark  v. 
Fisher,  1  Paige,  171 ;  Domick  v.  Reicbenback, 
10  Serg.  &  K.  84;  Patterson  v.  Patterson,  6 
Serg.  &  R.  56;  Tomkins  v.  Tomkins,  1  Bai- 
ley, 92.  Although  of  couree  weakness  of 
mind  is  more  likely  to  impair  the  capacity  to 
make  a  will  than  is  weakness  of  the  body  not 
directly  affecting  the  brain. 

Indeed,  weakness  of  mind  may  be  such  a^ 
to  be  insanity  and  still  not  take  away  capacity 
to  make  a  will.  This  proposition  has  been 
laid  down  in  one  form  or  another  in  many 
cases.  Thus,  it  is  laid  down  that  a  man  may 
be  so  diseased  in  mind  as  not  to  be  of  sound 
mind,  and  yet  possess  a  disposing  mind, 
that  is,  capacity  suflicient  for  the  purpose  to 
be  accomplishea.  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  130 
111.  466;  Freeman  v.  Earlv,  117  111.  317  (cit- 
ing Meeker  v.  Meeker,  75  111.  260;  Rutherford 
V,  Morris,  77  III.  397);  Durham  v.  Smith, 
120  Ind.  463  (citing  Higgins  v.  Carlton,  28 
Md.  115);  Hovey  v.  Chase,  52  Maine,  304. 

So  of  weakness  of  body  and  mind  the  re- 
sult of  dissipation,  e.  g.  from  excessive  use  of 
intoxicating  drink;  that  does  not  take  away 
capacity.     Ayrey  v.  Hill,  2  AddamSi  206; 
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Wheeler  v.  Alderson,  3  Hasg.  808,  606;  Baq- 
nieter  v,  Jackson,  46  N.  J.  Kq.  702  (citing 
Peck  V.  Gary,  27  N.  Y.  9,  23);  Elkinton  v. 
Brick,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  154;  Kjkhl  v.  Schober,  85 
K.  J.  £a.  461;  Andreas  v.  Waller,  2  Green, 
Ch.  604;  Harmony  Lodge's  Appeal,  127  Penn. 
St.  269.    See  Harwood  v  Baker,  3  Moore,  P. 
C.  282  (where  however  the  will  was  not  al- 
low* d,  the  fact  appearing^  that  the  maker  was 
feeble  and  almost  unconscious,  and  that  he 
died  five  hours  afterwards,  by  reason  of  a  re- 
cent accession  of  disease  affecting  the  brain). 
Nor  will  the  fact  that  the  supposed  testator 
was  at  the  time  suffering  from  acute  pain 
take  away  his  capacity.     Torrey  v.  Biair, 
75  Maine,  548.    So  also  it  is  declared  that 
partial  eclipse  of  mind  will  not  disable  a  man 
rrom  making  a  will.     McCulloch  v.  Camp- 
bell, 49  Ark.  367  ;  In  re  Jamison,  supra ; 
Middleditch  v.  Williams,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  726. 
Delusions  may  exist  with  testamentarv  capa- 
city.  Burkhart  v.  Gladi^h,  123  Ind.  33^ ;  Dur- 
ham  0.  Smith,  120  Ind.  463;  Hite  r.  Sims,  94 
Ind.  333;  Kingsbury  v.  Whitaker,  32  La.  An. 
1055;  Brown  v.  Ward,  53  Md.  376;  Fraaer  v. 
Jennison,  42  Mich.  208;  Middleditch  «.  Wil- 
liams, supra  (citing  Lozear  v.  Shields,  8  C.  E. 
Green,  500).    To  avail  against  capacitv  the 
delusions  must  touch  the  will  itself,    dotton 
V.  Ulmer,  45  Ala.  378;  Evans  v.  Arnold,  62 
Ga.  169;  Gardner  «.  Lamback,  47  Ga.  133; 
Lucas  V.  Parsons,  24  Ga.  640;  Rice  «.  Rice, 
53  Mich.  432  (s.  c.  52  Mich.  448);  Fraser  v. 
Jennison,  42  Mich.  208;  Benoist  v.  Murrin, 
58  Mo.  307;  Middleditch  v.  Williams,  45  N. 
J.  Eq.  726 :  Stackhouse  v.  Horton,  15  N.  J. 
Eq.  202;  Denson  v.  Beazley,  34  Texas,  191. 
And  thev  must  be  insane  delusions.    Brown 
V.  Wanf,  supra;   Middleditch  «.  Williams, 
supra,  a  case  in  which  delusions  are  consid- 
ered, the  court  holding  that  thev  must  be 
purely  subjective  —  originating  in  tne  mind  — 
to  be  considered  evidence  of  mental  disease,  as 
to  which  see  further  Hollinger  «.  Svms,  37  N. 
J.  Eq.  227;  In  re  White,  121  N.  Y.'406  (citing 
Seamen's  Soc.  v.  Hopper,  33  N.  Y.  624). 
Belief  in  the  phenomena  of  spiritualism  is  no 
evidence  of  incompetency,  whether  thought 
to  be  subjective  or  objective  delusion.    Otto 
V.  Doty,  61  Iowa,  23;  Brnwn  v.  Ward,  53  Md. 
876;  lilliddleditch  o.  Williams,  supra  (citing 
Robinson  v.  Adams,  62  Maine,  369);  In  re 
Smith,  52  Wis.  543.     So  of  other  peculiar 
beliefs,  in  the  absence  of  delusion.     In  re 
Bonard,  16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  128;  Denson  v. 
Beazley,  34  Texas,  191;  Thompson  v.  Quim- 
by.  2  Bradf.  449. 

Failure  of  the  memofy  in  the  ordinary  sense 
and  way.  that  is,  short  of  breakin|r  down  of 
the  faculty  in  the  particular  in  which  its  use 
is  now  required,  will  not  take  away  capacity. 
Kramer  v.  Weinert,  81  Ala.  414 ;  Montague 
V.  Allan,  78  Va.  592;  Nichols  «.  Kershaw, 
20  W.  Va.  251.  Thus,  while  a  testator  must 
know  who  are  the  natural  objects  of  his 
bounty,  he  is  not  wanting  in  capacity  be- 
cause'of  failure  to  recollect  names.  Kramer 
V,  Weinert,  supra  (citing  Van  Alst  v.  Hunter, 
5  Johns.  Ch.  148). 

But  in  a  case  touching  memory  the  law 
requires  a  disposing   memory,   a  memory 


which  for  the  purpose  in  question  is  on  the 
whole  a  sound  and  safe  guide.  Defect  of 
memory  however  is  a  matter  of  significance 
only  in  regard  to  what  is  to  be  done.  A  man's 
memory  may  be  imperfect;  it  may  be  greatly 
impaired  by  age  or  disease;  it  may  not  m 
equal  to  the  purpose  of  recalling  the  names, 
the  persons,  or  the  families  with  whom  the 
man  may  have  been  intimately  acquainted; 
a  man  may  ask  idle  questions,  or  repeat  Ques- 
tions which  have  just  been  answered;  ana  yet 
with  all  this  deficiency  that  man  may  be  able 
to  make  a  particular  will.  Kinne  v.  Kinne, 
9  Conn.  105;  Comstock  «.  Hadlvme,  8  Conn. 
264;  Rambler  v.  Tryon,  7  Serg.  &  R.  95; 
Kirkwood  v,  Gordon,  7  Rich.  474;  Converse 
V.  Converse,  21  Vt.  168.  For  the  particular 
will  may  not  require  the  exercise  of  much 
memory ;  it  mav  consist  merely  in  devising  a 
certain  piece  of  land  to  the  testator's  wife  cr 
son,  or  in  giving  his  property  equally  to  hia 
wife  and  onlr  child,  or  the  like.  '  But  of 
course  the  Uct  that  the  instrument  was 
simple,  requiring  little  or  no  draft  on  the 
facuhv  of  memory,  would  not  save  it  in  a 
case  of  insanity  in  the  way  of  the  supposed 
will. 

•  It  is  obvious  further  that  failure  of  mem- 
ory affecting  the  will  may  not  touch  testa- 
mentary capacity  even  in  the  particulars  in 
which  the  will  is  affected.  A  man  may  have 
a  perfectly  sane  or  disposing  memory  m  con- 
templation of  law,  ana  yet  forget  a  fact,  the 
forgetting  of  which  affects  in  law  bis  will; 
in  such  a  case  the  will  is  affected,  not  be- 
cause of  want  of  testamentary  capacity,  but 
because  of  the  forgetting.  The  failure  of 
memory,  to  affect  the  will  on  the  ground  of 
want  o*f  capacity,  must  be  due  to  mental  de- 
fect; the  faculty'itself  must  be  deficient  touch- 
ing the  purpose  in  question,  as  e.  y.  where 
prompting  is  ineffectual. 

It  was  at  one  time  considered  in  England 
that  insanity  in  one  particular  was  sufficient 
to  take  awa}'  testamentary  capacity  in  ^n- 
eral,  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  mind  is  a 
unit  and  what  a'ffects  a  part  affects  the  whole. 
Waring  v.  Waring,  6    Moore,  P.  C.  341 ; 
Smith  V.  Tebbitt,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  398.    But 
that  view  has  been  abandoned,  as  founded  in 
mistake;  and  it  is  now  everywhere  held  that 
insanity  not  along  the  line  of  the  disposition  in 
question  will  not  invalidate  the  gift.    Banks 
V.  Goodfellow,  L.  R.,  5  Q.  B.  549:   Sinee  «. 
Smee,  L.  R.,  5  P.  D.  84.     See  Boughton  «. 
Knight,  U  R.,  3  P.  &  P  64.     And  see  the 
American  cases,  supra,  In  regard  to  delusions. 

*'  Moral  insanity*'  not  impairing  the  intel- 
lect, and  not  accompanied  by  delusions,  is 
not  fatal  to  testamentary  capacitv.  Frere  v. 
Peacocke,  1  Robb.  Eccl.  442;  Board  man  v. 
Woodman,  47  N.  H.  120;  In  re  Forman,  54 
Barb.  274.  On  the  whole  subject  of  insanity 
the  reader  is  referred  to  chapter  21  of  Eweli 
on  Medical  Jurisprudence,  a  work  written  by 
one  who  has  had  both  a  legal  and  a  medical 
education. 

Turning  now  from  what  is  not  incapacitr, 
to  what  IS  capacity,  it  will  appear  from  the 
authorities,  as  we  have  already  said,  that  the 
test  is  concrete.    In  Whitney  v.  Twomblej, 
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196  MaM.  145,  an  instraction  in  sobstanoe  m 
follows  wai  upheld:  SoundneM  of  mind 
such  as  is  required  for  making  a  will  has  re- 
lation to  the  business  to  be  transacted.  The 
mind  mnst  be  sound  with  reference  to  what^ 
ever  the  transaction  of  the  will  involves;  that 
is,  the  testator  must  be  able  to  understand  and 
carry  in  mind,  in  a  general  wav,  the  nature 
and  situation  of  his  property  and  his  relation 
to  the  persons  around  him^  to  those  who  would 
Daturaily  have  some  claim  to  his  remem- 
brance, to  those  in  whom,  and  those  things  in 
which,  he  has  been  mostly  interested.  He 
mnst  be  capable  of  understanding  the  na- 
ture of  the  act  he  is  doin^,  and  the  relation 
in  which  he  stands  to  the  obircts  of  his  bounty, 
and  to  those  who  ought  to  be  in  his  mind  on 
such  an  occasion,  free  from  any  delusion  the 
^ect  of  disease  which  might  lead  him  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property  otherwise  than  he  would 
if  he  knew  and  understood  correctly  wliat  he 
was  doing. 

Formuu  to  the  same  effect,  or  with  bnt 
slight  variation,  is  put  in  all  the  cases.  Some 
of  the  cases,  with  the  special  formula  em- 
ployed, mtiy  be  given.  Kramer  o.  Weinert, 
81  Ala.  44  (enou|;h  if  the  testator  had  mind 
and  memory  sumcient  to  call  up  and  remem- 
ber the  property  he  was  about  to  dispose  of, 
the  objects  of  his  bountjr,  and  the  dispositions 
he  wished  to  make;  citing  Taylor  o.  Kelly, 
81  Ala.  59;  Lowder  v.  Lowder,  68  Ind.  538); 
O'Donnell  «.  Rodieer,  76  Ala.  222  (same 
formula);  Richmond's  Appeal,  59  Conn.  226 
(mind  and  memory  enough  to  know  and 
comprehend  the  effect  of  what  one  is  doing, 
and  the  nature  and  condition  of  one*8  prop- 
erty, to  understand  who  are  the  natural  ob- 
jects of  one's  bounty  and  of  one's  relations 
to  them,  the  manner  in  which  one  wishes 
to  dispose  of  one*s  estate,  and  the  scone 
and  bearing  of  the  provisions  of  the  will): 
Campbell  v,  Campbell,  130  111.  466  (mind 
enough  to  enable  one  to  look  about  the  prop- 
erty to  be  disposed  of,  and  to  know  the  persons 
wh>  are  to  receive  benefits);  Schneider  v. 
Manning,  121  111.  376  (mind  enough  to  com- 
prehend the  dispositions  one  is  making,  and 
to  select  the  objects  of  one's  bountv);  Burk- 
hart  V.  Gladish,  123  Ind.  337  (mind  enough 
to  know  the  extent  and  value  of  one's  prop- 
erty, the  number  and  names  of  the  persons 
who  are  the  natural  objects  of  one's  bounty, 
their  deserts  as  regards  the  testator,  their 
abilities  and  their  necessities,  and  to  retain 
all  this  long  enough  to  have  his  will  prepared 
and  executed  ;  —  all  this  necessary,  citing 
Lowder  v.  Lowder,  58  Ind.  538);  Durham  «. 
Smith,  130  Ind.  463  (giving  the  same  formula); 
Meeker  «.  Meeker,  74  Iowa,  352  (full  and  intel- 
ligent knowledge  of  the  act  one  is  engaged  in, 
fail  knowledge  of  the  property  one  has,  intel- 
li^nt  perception  and  understanding  of  the 
dispoeition  to  be  made  of  it  and  of  the  persons 
to  be  made  the  objects  of  bounty);  Webber 
V.  Sullivan,  58  lowa^  260  (ability  to  compre- 
hend one's  property  mterests  anci  to  dete*  mine 
what  dispo»>itions  to  make,  and  to  make  them); 
Delaney  «.  Salina,  84  Kans.  532  (soundness 
sufficient  for  the  particular  will;  capacity  to 
what  one  is  doing,  the  ties  of  kindred, 


one's  obligations  to  kindred  and  friends^  and 
to  those  who  are  to  receive  benefits);  Wise  v. 
Foote,  81  Ky.  10  (mind  and  memory  enough 
to  understand  that  one  is  selecting  tlie  persons 
one  desires  to  make  beneficianes,  to  know 
one's  property  and  the  objects  of  one's  bounty); 
Qodden  v.  Burke,  35  La.  An.  160  (knowledge 
of  one's  property,  one's  relations  to  others,  and 
the  natural  objects  of  one's  bounty);  Myers 
V.  Hanger,  98  Mo.  433  (understanding  for 
ordinary  business,  for  comprehending  what 
dispositions  one  is  making  and  to  whom  one  is 
making  the  same,  is  enoush ;  citing  Benoist 
V.  Murrin,  58  Mo.  322;  Jackson  v.  Hardin,  83 
Mo.  175);  Waddington  v.  Buzby,  46  N.  J. 
£q.  173  (ability  to  call  to  mind  the  property 
to  be  disposed  of,  to  understand  the  manner 
of  distributing  it  as  set  forth  in  the  will,  to 
know  the  objects  of  bounty  and  the  nature 
of  the  business  in  hand) ;  &  Brien  v.  Dwyer, 
45  N.  J.  £q.  685  (the  Question  is,  whether 
notwithstanding  the  conaition  of  the  body  — 
in  a  case  of  one  in  extremis — the  testator 
could  comprehend  the  property  he  was  about 
to  dispose  of,  the  objects  of  bis  bounty,  the 
import  and  meaning  of  the  business  in  hand, 
the  relation  of  each  of  these  to  the  others,  and 
the  distribution  he  had  determined  to  make) ; 
Bannister  «.  Jackson,  45  K.  J.  Eq.  702  (same 
formula,  as  to  a  person  addicted  to  drink); 
McCoon  «.  Allen,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  708  (same 
formula) ;  Stoutenburgh  v.  Westorook,  43  N*. 
J.  Eq.  577  (ability  to  call  to  mind  near  kind- 
red and  appreciate  their  claims,  and  to  compre- 
hend the  amount  and  nature  of  one's  estate 
and  intelligently  direct  its  distribution) ;  Bost 
0.  Bost,  87  N.  0.  477  (capacity  to  understand 
the  nature  of  the  property,  and  how  and  to 
whom  it  is  to  be  given) ;  Kerr  v.  Lunsford,  31 
W.  Va.  669  (mind  enough  to  understand  the 
nature  of  the  business  in  hand,  to  recollect 
the  property  to  be  disposed  of,  the  objects  of 
one's  bounty,  and  the  mode  of  division). 

Further,  ^urdy  «.  Hall,  134  III.  298. 

There  are  many  ways  of  stating  capacity 
which  are  not  tests  at  all ;  such  as  broad  in- 
clusions, far  within  which  capacity  may 
exist.  Thus,  it  is  often  stated  as  perfectly 
clear  that  a  man  who  has  mind  enough  to 
attend  to  ordinary  business  has  mind  enough 
to  make  a  will.  Schneider  «.  Manning,  121 
111.  376;  Bioev.  Owen,  120  III.  597. 

It  is  quite  as  clear  that  a  man  ma^  have 
capacity  to  make  his  will  without  having  the 
capacit}'  reauired  for  transacting^  the  ordmary 
business  of  life.  Kramer  v.  Weinert,  81  Ala. 
414  (citing  Stubbs  v.  Houston,  33  Ala.  555) ; 
Meeker  v.  Meeker,  74  Iowa,  852.  So  by  the 
better  rule  one  mav  make  a  will  who  would 
not  be  equal  to  making  a  contract  (involving 
considerable  judgment?)  or  managing  an 
estate.  Jackson  v.  Hardin,  83  Mo.  175.  In 
Maryland,  however,  it  is  held  that  one  who 
is  not  competent  to  make  a  deed  or  contract 
is  not  competent  to  make  a  will.  Davis  v. 
Calvert,  5  Gill  &  J.  269,  299,  800.  See  also 
Coleman  v.  Robertson,  17  Ala.  84;  Minor  «. 
Thomas,  12  B.  Mon.  106. 

On  the  other  hand,  though  a  man  have 
capacity  to  attend  to  the  ordinary  affairs  of 
life,  yet  if  he  is  insane  in  regard  to  any  of 
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the  dispositions  tttempted,  or  in  regard  to  the 
objects  of  his  bounty,  he  will  be  wanting  in 
capacity  so  far.  American  Bible  Soc.  v. 
Price,  ll5  III.  623. 

There  is  no  distinction  in  the  degree  of 
mental  capacity  requisite  for  the  execution  of 
a  will  of  real  estate,  and  that  requisite  for 
the  execution  of  a  will  of  person.il  estate. 
Sloan  V.  Maxwell,  2  Green,  Ch.  563,  566; 
Winchester's  Case,  6  Co.  23.  Still  in  those 
states  where  the  probate  of  a  will  in  the  Pro- 
bate Court  is  not  conclusive  of  the  title  to 
real  estate,  it  is  clear  law  that  though  the 
probate  of  a  will  of  both  real  and  personal 
estate  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  sanity  of 
the  testator  to  make  such  will  of  personalty, 
yet  it  is  by  no  means  conclusive  evidence  of 
his  capacity  to  dispose  of  his  real  estate. 
This,  however,  is  upon  the  principle  that  the 
capacity  of  a  party  to  do  one  act  is  not  con- 
clusive as  to  his  capacity  to  do  another,  if  his 
capacity  as  to  the  other  be  triable  by  a  dif- 
ferent jurisdiction.  Shelf.  Lunacy,  66,  67; 
Wood  V.  Teafe,  6  Barn.  &  C.  335. 

Burden  of  proof:  Sanity:  Presumpliont : 
—  The  bunfen  of  proof  of  capacity  is  on  him 
who  offers  the  will  for  probate ;  and  by  the 
better  rule  it  remains  on  him  so  long  as  the 

?[uestion  of  capacity  remains  open,  whatever 
orm  in  the  course  of  the  evidence  offeTed 
it  may  assume.  Robinson  v.  Adams,  62 
Maine,  369;  Crowninshield  v.  Crownin- 
shield,  2  Gray,  524;  Delafield  v.  Parish,  25 
N.  Y.  9.  See  also  Turner  v.  Cook,  36  Ind. 
129;  Kerapsey  v.  McGinnis,  21  Mich.  123; 
Aikin  v.  Weckerly,  19  Mich.  482;  Ta£E  v. 
Hosmer,  14  Mich.  309;  Beaubien  v.  Cicotte, 
8  Mich.  9;  Boardman  v.  Woodman,  47  N.  H. 
120,  132;  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  39  N.  H.  163; 
Mayo  V,  Jones,  78  N.  C.  402;  Hawkins  v. 
Grimes,  13  B.  Mon.  257,  270:  Thompson  v. 
Kyner,  65  Penn.  St.  368;  Williamson  v. 
Robinson,  42  Yt.  558.  But  see  Higgins  v. 
Carlton,  28  Md.  115. 

To  sustain  the  burden,  in  a  case  not  con- 
tested on  that  point,  but  slight  evidence,  in 
any  state,  is  required.  Allen  v.  Griffin,  C9 
Wis.  529.  See  In  re  Silverthorn,  68  Wis. 
372.  Producing  for  probate  an  instrument 
purporting  to  be  a  will,  with  proof  of  its 
execution  and  attestation  according  to  law, 
the  instrument  disclosing  on  ita  face  nothing 
to  cast  doubt  upon  it,  will  by  the  better  view 
raise  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  capacity 
of  the  supposed  testator.  McCulloch  v. 
Campbell,  4^  Ark.  367;  Duffield  v.  Morris,  2 
Harr.  (Del.)  375;  Fee  v.  Taylor,  83  Ky.  259; 
Higgins  V.  Carlton,  28  Md.  115,  141;  Barrett 
V.  Brooks,  7  Pick.  94,  98 ;  Spratt  v.  Spratt, 
76  Mich.  384;  Aikin  v,  Weckerly,  19  Mich. 
482;  Turner  v.  Cheesman,  2  McCart.  243; 
Barker  r.  Barker,  63  N.  Y.  409,  414;  Perkins 
V.  Perkins,  39  K.  H.  163;  Mayo  v.  Jones,  78 
N.  C.  402;  Brown  v.  Molliston,  3  Whart  129. 
That  is,  a  presumption  of  capacity  in  the 
proper  sense  arises,  to  wit,  without  any  direct 
evidence  as  to  capacity. 

But  this  doctnne  of  presumptive  capacity 
is  not  admitted  by  some  courts.  Cilley  v. 
Cilley,  34  Maine,  162;  Gerrish  v.  Naaon,  22 
Maine,  438;  WiUiama  v.  Robinson,  42  Yt. 


658.  And  indeed,  while  it  is  tme  that  a 
man*B  sanity  and  competency  to  enter  into 
ordinary  undertakings,  such  as  contracts, 
and  to  transact  business  in  general,  will  be 
presumed,  there  is  some  ground  for  doubting 
whether  a  full  presumption  in  favor  of  com- 
petency should  be  allowed,  as  matter  of  pol- 
icy, in  the  execution  of  an  inatrument  of 
such  momentous  importance  ordinarily  as  a 
will,  made  as  a  will  is  apt  to  be,  in  time 
of  weakness  of  body,  and  more  or  less  of  mind 
also.  And  for  this  reason  the  practice  is 
probably  very  general  of  inquiring  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  in  regard  to  the  testa- 
tor's mental  condition.  Indeed,  it  is  not 
improper  to  do  so  even  when  affirming  a 
presumption  of  sanity,  as  in  Aikin  v.  Weck- 
erly, 19  Mich.  482,  502;  for  the  presumption 
may  be  a  very  slender  one,  as  where  the  will 
was  executea  in  extremis,  and  at  best  it  may 
properly  be  fortified  because  of  its  special 
nature  and  importance.  Speaking  then  for 
the  better  if  not  the  universal  rule,  if  the 
attesting  witnesses  or  any  of  them  are  before 
the  court  they  will  be  questioned  on  the 
subject;  but  after  they  nave  given  their 
testimony,  assuming  that  it  is  in  favor  of  the 
will,  the  burden  of  proof  is  fully  sustained, 
unless  evidence  is  brought  forward  on  the 
other  side. 

The  dispositions  themselves  of  the  will,  the 
general  tenor  and  coherency  ^or  inccherency) 
of  the  language,  being  reflections  of  the  mind 
of  the  testator,  especially  in  the  case  of  a 
holograph,  may  be  considered  on  the  question 
of  capacity.  Whitman  v.  Morey,  63  N.  H. 
448;  Anderson  v.  Irwin,  101  III*.  411.  And 
this  even  for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  a  will 
lost  or  destroyed.  Anderson  r.  Irwin.  The 
fact,  too,  tliat  the  dispositions  of  the  will^  in 
a  case  of  doubt  raised  in  regard  to  capacity, 
are  in  accord  with  the  testator's  ties  of  kin- 
dred and  are  apparently  just,  may  be  taken 
in  favor  of  his  capacity. 

If  evidence  of  want  of  capacity  is  produced, 
the  question  will  become  one  of  the  weight  of 
the  evidence.  Pendley  r.  Eaton,  130  III.  69 
(citing Carpenter  v.  Calvert,  83  III.  63;  Hollo- 
wav  V.  Galloway,  51  III.  160);  Wilbur  v. 
Wilbur,  129  111.  392;  Hawkins  v.  Grimes,  13 
B.  Mon.  257;  Aikin  v.  Weckerly,  19  Mich. 
482;  Kempsey  v.  McGinnis,  21  Mich.  123. 
And,  the  burden  of  proof  being  upon  the 
proponent,  the  evidence  of  capacity  should 
outweigh  the  evidence  on  the  otlier  side. 
Aikin  V.  Weckerly  and  Hawkins  v.  Grimes, 
supra. 

The  te8tator*8  state  of  mind  before  or  after 
the  execution  of  the  will  may  be  shown 
touching  the  question  of  his  capacity  at  the 
time  of  executing  it.  Moore  v.  Spier,  80 
Ala.  129;  Dyer  v.  Dyer,  87  Ind.  13  (day  be- 
fore); Staser  v.  Ho^n.  120  Ind.  207  (be'fore). 
Thus,  if  it  appear  that  before  or  soon  after  the 
will  was  executed  the  supposed  testator  was 
insane,  the  insanity  not  having  been  caused 
b^  acute  disease  or  acute  pain,  the  presump- 
tion arises  that  he  was  insane  when  he  exe- 
cuted the  will,  and  it  will  now  be  necessary 
for  the  proponent  to  show  that  the  testator 
was  of  sound  mind  when  the  inatrument  was 
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ex«CDted|  or  that  it  waf  executed  daring  « 
lucid  interval.  0*DonneII  v.  Rodiger,  76 
Ala.  222  (citing  Saxon  9.  WhiUker,  30  AUu 
237;  Grubbs  v.  McDonald,  91  Penn.  St  236); 
In  re  Toomes,  64  Gal.  509  (insanitj  before 
or  after,  citing  Kinne  v.  Kinne,  9  Conn.  104; 
Peaslee  v.  Bobbins,  3  Met.  164;  McAllister  v. 
State,  17  Ala.  436):  D^er  v.  Djer,  87  Ind. 
13;  Rash  v.  Megee,  36  Ind.  69;  Chandler  9, 
Barritt,  21  La.  An.  68;  Hallej  v.  Webster, 
21  Maine.  461;  Goble  «.  Grant,  2  Green.  Ch. 
629;  Whitenach  9.  Stirker,  1  Green.  Ch.  8; 
Clark  V.  Fisher,  1  Paige,  171,  174;  Jackson 
V.  Van  Dusen,  5  Johns.  144,  169 ;  Harden  9. 
Hays,  9  Barr,  161;  Bojd  «.  Eby.  8  Watts, 
66;  Cartwright «.  Cartwright,  1  Phillira.  100. 
Bat  as  to  insanity  long  after  the  will  was 
made,  see  Taylor  «.  Creswell,  46  Md.  422. 
Aberration  of  mind  caused  by  acute  di»- 
ease  or  pain  will  not  be  presumed  to  con- 
tinae  for  any  particular  length  of  time.  Its 
continuance,  when  otherwise  a  case  of  capaci- 
ty baa  been  made,  is  to  be  shown  by  evidence. 
O'Donnell  v.  Rodiger,  supra  (citing  Brown  v. 
Riggin,  94  III.  660;  Hix  v,  Whittemore,  4 
Met.  646;  Staples  «.  Wellington,  68  Maine, 
463);  Blake  v.  Rourke,  74  Iowa,  609;  Town- 
shend  «.  Townshend,  7  Gall.  10;  Little  v. 
Little,  13  Gray,  264,  266;  McBlasUrs  v.  Blair, 
29  Penn.  St.  298. 

With  regard  to  the  not  uncommon  state- 
ment that,  when  a  presumption  is  raised  on 
one  side  the  burden  of  proof  falls  upon  the 
other,  it  may  be  remarked  that  that  does  not 
necessarily  mean  anything  more  than  that 
such  other  side  must  now  bring  forward  evi- 
dence against  the  presumption.  The  burden 
of  proof,  in  the  proper  sense^may  not  be 
changed  at  all.  See  Aikin  0.  Weckerly,  19 
Mich.  482,  602;  Kempsey  v.  McGinnis,  21 
Mich.  123.  Sometimes  the  presumption  may  be 
of  a  kind  to  require  ver^  strong  and  satisfac- 
toiT  evidence  to  affect  it;  that  is,  it  will  ^re- 
vau  unless  actually  upset  by  preponderating 
evidence.  But  the  raising  of  a  presumption 
touching  capacity  is  nsuallv  a  presumption 
againtt  capacity;  and  the  only  effect  of  course 
is  to  make  the  ourden  of  proof  of  capacity  the 
more  difficult  to  support.  This  appears  to  be 
the  case  with  rep;ara  to  lucid  interyals ;  the  evi- 
dence of  capacity  in  such  supposed  intervals 
must  be  very  clear.  White  9.  Driver,  1  Philllm. 
88;  Brofcden  9.  Brown,2Addams,446;  Ayrey 
9.  Hill,  id.  210.  So  again,  an  inquest  finHinff 
the  supposed  testator  to  be  of  unsound  mind, 
and  putting  him  under  guardianship,  can  be 
overturned  only  by  clear,  explicit,  and  satis- 
factory evidence  that  the  testator  had  suffi- 
cient capacity  and  freedom  of  will  to  make 
the  will  m  question.  Steyens  9.  Stevens,  127 
Ind.  660.  Contra.  Rice  9.  Rice,  60  Mich.  448 
(«.  e.  63  Mich.  432).  But  the  inquest  is  not 
conclusive.  Stevens  9.  Steyens  (citing  Stone 
9.  Damon,  12  Mass.  604;  Breed  9.  Pratt,  18 
Pick.  116).  So  of  guardianship,  (^mett 
9.  Gamett,  114  Mass.  379;  Little  9.  Little,  13 
Grey,  264;  Crowninshield  9.  Crowninshield, 
2  GrajTi  624.  But  in  principle  there  has  been 
no  shifting  of  the  burden  of  proof  in  any 
such  case;  and  the  same  thing  must  be  said 
ef  a  case  in  which  the  presumption  imised  is 
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in  fayor  of  capacity;  if  the  evidence  on  the 
other  side  leaves  the  question  in  suspense, 
the  burden  of  proof  of  capacity  is  not  sus- 
tained. The  evidence  on  the  siae  of  capacity 
should  outweigh  that  on  the  other  side  in  all 
cases.  This  is  well  brought  out  in  Aikin  9. 
Weckerly,  19  Mich.  482,  602.  See  also 
Hawkins*  9.  Grimes,  13  B  Mon.  267,  270. 

Evidence, —  Ir  is  well  settled  that  the  testa- 
tor's declarations  before  or  after  making  the 
will,  but  near  that  time,  are  evidence  of  the 
state  of  his  mind  when  he  made  it.  Canada's 
Appeal,  47  Conn.  460;  Conway  9.  Vizzard, 
122  Ind.  266  (citing  Lamb  9.  Lamb,  106  Ind. 
466;  Bundy  9.  McKnight,  48  Ind.  602):  Potter 
9.  Baldwin,  133  Mass.  427 ;  May  9.  Hradlee, 
127  Mass.  414:  Shailer  9.  Bumstead,  09  Mass. 
112;  Bush  9.  Bush,  87  Mo.  480  (citingGibson 
9.  Gibson,  24  Mo.  227;  Tingley  9.  Cowgill, 
48  Mo.  201);  Middleditch  9.  Williams,  46  N. 
J.  Eq.  726  (citing  Rusling  9.  Rusling.  36  N. 
J.  Eq.  603,  607) ;  Marx  9.  McGlynn,  88  N.  Y. 
867;  Uerster  9.  Herster,  122  Penn.  St.  239; 
McMechen  9.  McMechen,  17  W.  Ya.  683. 
This,  by  the  better  rule  is  as  far  as  the  evi- 
dence can  go.  To  receive  them  as  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  stated  in  them  would  be 
either  to  make  or  unmake,  in  whole,or  in  part, 
a  will  by  parol,  contrary  to  the  statute,  or  it 
would  be  to  let  in  hearsay.  Gibson  9.  Gib- 
son, 24  Mo.  227:  Rusling  9.  Rusling,  36 
N.  J.  Eq.  603.  Hearsay  it  would  be  in 
any  case.  Com  p.  declafatiuns  as  to  undue 
influence,  infra,  p.  71  (top  paging). 

Foolish  reasons  given  for  the  dispositions 
of  the  will  are  not  evidence,  standing  alone, 
of  insanity.  Stoelker  9.  Thornton,  88  Ala. 
241.  See  Thompson  9.  Thompeon,  21  Barb. 
107,  of  foolish  and  absurd  ideas.  And  the 
same  is  true  of  caprice,  and  of  unfounded  pre- 
judice against  any  of  the  testator's  family, 
and  unjust  discrimination  in  consequence/if 
not  the  result  of  delusion.  Snider  9.  Burke, 
84  Ala.  63;  Schneider  9.  Manning,  121  III.  376; 
Smith  9.  James,  72  Iowa,  616;  Webber  9. 
Sullivan,  68  Iowa,  260;  Trumbull  9.  Gibbons, 
2  Zabr.  117;  In  re  Mondorf,  110  N.  Y.  460; 
Fosters  EsUte.  142  Penn.  St.  62;  Coffman 
9.  Hedrick,  33  W.  Va.  119;  Kerr  9.  Lunsford, 
31  W.  Ya.  669;  Nicholas  9.  Kershner,  20  W. 
Ya.  261.  Such  things  may  however  be  con- 
sidered in  the  question  of  capacity,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  facts  havine  a  tendency  to 
show  incapacity.  Staser  9.  Hogan,  120  Ind. 
207;  Schneider  9.  Manning,  supra  ^citing 
Lamb  9.  Lamb,  106  Ind.  457 ;  Dffnison'n  Ap- 
peal, 39  Conn.  406;  Bilner  9.  Bilner,  65  Penn. 
St.  362;  Kevill  9.  Kevill,  2  Bush,  614;  Kim- 
ball 9.  Cuddy,  117  III.  217);  Salisbury  9. 
Aldrich.  118  111.  199:  Conway  9.  Yizzard, 
122  Ind.  266;  In  re  Nelson,  39  Minn.  204; 
Chaney  9.  Bryan,  16  Lea,  63.  So  too  it  is 
laid  down  that  prejudice,  ill-will,  hatred,  or 
the  exhibition  of  violent  temper  by  a  person 
ordinarily  amiable  may  be  shown  on  the  ques- 
tion of  capacity,  if  accompanied  with  other 
facts  tending  to  show  insanity.  Sherley  9. 
Sherley,  81  Kv.  240;  Chaney  9.  Bryan,  supra. 
See  Staser  9.  Hogan,  120  Ind.  207.  Suicide 
is  no  evidence  of  insanity.  El  wee  9.  Fergu- 
son, 48  Md.  479;  Brooks  9.  Barrett,  7  Pick. 
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94;  Daffield  v.  Robeson,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  875; 
Burrows  v.  Barrows,  1  Hagg.  109. 

It  is  well  settled  that  attesting  witnesses, 
though  not  experts,  may  give  their  opinions, 
formed  at  the  time  of  executing  the  will,  of 
the  testator's  sanity^  without  detailing  the 
facts  on  which  the  opinion  is  based.  Parsons 
V.  Parsons,  66  Iowa,  754;  Melanefy  v.  Morri* 
son,  152  Mass.  473  (witness  to  codicil);  Wil- 
liams V.  Spencer.  150  Mass.  346;  May  v.  Brad- 
lee,  127  Mass.  414;  Robinson  v.  Adams,  62 
Maine,  369,  409;  Clapp  v.  Fullerton,  34  N.  Y. 
190.  See  however  Yard  ley  v.  Cuthbertson, 
108  Penn.  St.  395;  Brown  v.  Mitchell,  75 
Texas,  9.  But  it  is  said  that  such  evidence 
is  to  be  received  with  suspicion.  Webb  v. 
Dye,  18  W.  Va.  376  (citing  Young  v.  Bamer,  27 
Gratt.  103;  Lambert  v.  Cooper,  29  Gratt.  61; 
Chatham  v.  Hatcher,  30  Gratt.  56).  In  Ohio 
the  witness  may  state  his  opinion  though  it 
was  formed  after  the  execution  of  the  will. 
Runyan  v.  Price,  15  Ohio  St  1. 

Non-attesting  witnes!«es,  after  detailing  the 
facts,  msy  give  their  opinions ;  but  they  should 
first  show  that  their  acquaintance  with  the 
testator  has  been  such  as  to  enable  them  to 
form  a  correct  opinion  on  the  subject.  Moore 
V,  Spier,  80  Ala.  129  (citing  Fonl  o.  State,  71 
Ala.  385);  In  re  Carpenter,  79  Cal.  382  (citing 
People  r.  Pico,  62  Cal.  53;  People  v.  Levy,  71 
Cal.  623;  People  r.  Fine,  77  Cal.  147;  In  re 
Toomes,  54  (jid.  509) ;  American  Bible  Soc.  v. 
Price,  115  III.  623;  Burkhart  v.  Gladish,  123 
Ind.  337;  Staser  v.  Hogan,  120  Ind.  207;  Ry- 
man  v.  Crawford,  86  Ind.  262;  In  re  Norman, 
72  Iowa,  84;  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  66  Iowa,  754; 
Rice  V.  Rice,  50  Mich.  448;  $.  c.  53  Mich.  432; 
In  re  Pinney,  27  Minn.  280 ;  Applebv  v.  Brock, 
76  Mo.  314;  In  re  Coleman,  111  ll.  Y.  220; 
Run  van  v.  Price,  15  Ohio  St.  1;  Shaver  v. 
Mcdarthy,  110  Penn.  St  339;  Brown  v.  Mit- 
chell, 75  Texas,  9;  Cockrill  o.  Cox,  65  Texas, 
669;  In  re  Blood,  62  Vt.  859.    But  in  some 


courts  non-attesting  witnesses,  if  not  experts, 
are  not  permitted  to  give  an  opinion  on  the 
testator's  mental  condition,  whatever  may 
have  been  their  opportunities  of  observing  the 
same.  Thev  must  confine  themselves  to  the 
facts.  Wilfiams  V.  Spencer,  150  Mass.  346; 
Ellis  V.  Ellis  133  Mass.  469;  May  v  Bradlee, 
127  Mass.  414  (citing  Hastings  r.  Rider,  99 
Mass.  622,  625;  Barker  v.  Cumins,  110  Mass. 
477,  487;  Nash  v.  Hunt,  116  Mass.  237,  251); 
Bridgman,  Appellant,  82  Maine,  323.  See 
also  Tayette  v.  Chesterville,  77  Maine,  28. 
In  Massachusetts  accnrdinglv  only  the  attest- 
ing witnesses,  the  family  physician,  having 
been  physician  to  the  deceased,  and  other 
skilled  witnesses  as  experts,  can  give  their 
opinions.  May  v.  Bradlee,  supra.  As  to 
skilled  witnesses,  see  Schneider  r.  Manning, 
121  111.  376;  Yardley  v.  Cuthbertson,  IW 
Penn.  St.  395;  Morris  0.  Morris,  119  Ind.  341 
(waiving  privilege,  by  physician);  In  re  Cole- 
man, 111  N.  I.  220  (waivinfif  privilege); 
Montague  V.  Allan,  78  Va.  592;  Nicholas  v. 
Kershner,  20  W.  Va.  251 ;  Jarrett  v.  Jarrett, 
11  W.  Va.  584. 

Further  in  regard  to  evidence  on  the  ques- 
tion of  caimcitv,  see  MilPs  Appeal,  44  Conn. 
484  (delusion  fn  regard  to  beneficiary);  Ross 
V,  McQuinton,  45  Iowa,  145  (personal  history 
of  testator  mentally  and  phvsicall}');  Cleve- 
land V.  Lyne,  5  Biish,  383  (delusion  in  regard 
to  benefician*);  Woodwara  «.  Sullivan,  152 
Mass.  470;  Baxter  v.  Abbott.  7  Gray,  71  Hn- 
sanitv  of  testator's  parents  and  of  an  uncle); 
F^ge'r.  Edge,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  211;  Barker  r. 
Barker,  36  N.  J.  Kq.  259;  In  re  Lewis,  33  N. 
J.  Eq.  219  (devoting  one*s  money  to  paying 
off  war  debt  no  evidence  of  *incapacitv) ; 
Clapp  V.  Fullerton,  84  N.  Y.  190  (delusion  in 
refOLTd  to  testator*s  daughter);  Seamen's  Soc. 
V.  Hopper,  33  N.  Y.  619;  McDonald's  Estate, 
130  Penn.  St.  480;  Ballentine  v,  Proudfoot, 
62  Wis.  216. 


XTndae  Inflaenoe. 


What  the  term  "  undue  influence  "  meant. 
— The  term  '*  undue  influence  "  must  be  kept 
distinct  from  the  term  "  testamentary  ca|)a- 
city."  Though  undue  influence  and  partial 
incapacity  are  apt  to  be  found  together,  they 
have  no  necessary  connection  with  each  other; 
undue  Influence  may  have  been  exercised 
npon  one  whose  capacitv  was  sufficient  for 
the  most  complicated  will.  And  on  the  other 
hand,  if  capacity  was  wanting,  the  supposed 
will  is  no  will,  whether  there  was  undue  in- 
fluence or  not.  Or  rather,  it  is  idle  to  speak 
of  undue  influence  where  there  is  want  of 
capacity;  undue  influence  implies  capacitv. 
However,  like  testamentary  capacity  (see  the 
note  on  that  subject),  undue  influence  is  a  rela- 
tive thing,  always  to  be  taken  in  the  concrete. 
The  question  is,  was  the  influence  brought 
to  bear  undue  in  this  particular  case?  ShaUer 
V,  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  112, 121.  What  might 
be  undue  in  regard  to  one  man  might  not  be 
undue  in  regara  to  another;  the  supposed  tes- 
tator may  not  have  had  the  intelligence  and 
•trength   of  mind   to  resist  the  influences 


brought  to  bear  upon  him  where  another 
man  might  easily  have  resisted  them.  See 
GriflSth  9.  Diffenderffer,  50  Md.  466,  480; 
Mooney  v.  Olsen,  22  Kan*.  69.  And  yet  the 
testator  may  have  had  testamentary  capacity. 

Hence  it'is  true  that,  while  the  question  of 
capacity  must  be  kept  distinct  from,  that  is, 
not  confused  with  the  question  of  undue  in- 
fluence, the  state  of  mind  and  of  body  of  the 
supposed  testator,  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  will,  may  be,  and  in  fact  commonly  is,  a 
material  subject  for  consideration,  in  deter- 
mining whether  undue  influence  has  been  ex- 
ercised upon  him ;  and  so  of  any  question  of 
fraud.  Shailer  0.  Bumstead,  supra.  What 
for  example  would  be  undue  influence  in  the 
case  of  a  person  in  feeble  health  might  not 
be  such  in  the  case  of  a  robust  man.  Griffith 
0.  Diifenderffer,  supra.  And  where  capacity 
is  feeble,  influence  finds  its  opportunity. 

The  test  to  be  applied  is  agreed  to  lie  this. 
Was  such  influence  brought  to  bear  as  to 
take  away,  that  is,  did  it  take  away,  the  sup- 
posed testator^B  free  agency,  in  this  instance? 
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Conley  v.  Nailor,  118  U.  S.  127;  Lyoiu  v. 
Campbell,  88  AU.  462:  Jacksoo  9.  Kowell, 
87  Ala.  685;  Hall «.  Half,  38  Ala.  131;  BUkey 
V.  Blakev,  33  Ala.  611;  Small  v.  Small,  4 
Greenl.  223;  Grove  v.  Spiker,  72  Md.  300; 
Wampler  o.  Wampler,  9  Md.  540;  Davis  v. 
Calvert,  5  Gill  &  J.  302;  Schofield  o.  Walker, 
58  Mich.  96;  Potter's  Appeal,  53  Mich.  106; 
In  re  Nelson,  39  Minn.  204  (citing  Children's 
Aid.  See.  V.  Loverid{^,  70  N.  Y.  387):  Myers 
V.  Hani^r,  98  Mo.  433;  Jackson  v.  Hanlin, 
83  Mo.  175;  Lathnm  «.  Schaal,  25  Neb.  535; 
FriU  V.  Turner,  46  N.  J.  Eo.  515 ;  McCoon 
V.  Allen,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  708;  Elkinton  v.  Brick, 
44  N.  J.  Eq.  154;  Turner  v.  Cheesman,  15  N. 
J.  Eq.  243;  In  re  Martin,  98  N.  Y.  193; 
Lewis's  EsUte,  140  Penn.  St.  179  (citing 
Eckert  v.  Flowery,  43  Penn.  St.  46;  Trost  v. 
Dingier,  118  Penn.  St.  259);  Herster  v.  Her- 
ster,  122  Penn.  St.  239;  McMahon  v.  Ryan, 
20  Penn.  St.  239;  Kinleside  v.  Harrison,  2 
Phillim.  551. 

With  the  same  meaning  intended,  it  is 
often  laid  down  that  the  influence  necessaiy 
to  vitiate  a  will  mnst  amount  to  force  or  coer- 
cion. Williams  v.  Goude,  1  Hagg.  577; 
Armstrong  v.  Huddlestone,  1  Moore,  P.  C. 
478;  Morris  «.  Stokes,  21  Ga.  552;  Coit  v. 
Patchen,  77  N.  Y.  394;  Children's  Aid  Soc. 
r.  Loveridge,  70  N.  Y.  387,  394;  Brick  v. 
Brick,  66  N.  Y.  144;  RoUwagen  v.  Roll  wages, 
63  N.  Y.  504;  Seg^uine  v.  Seguine,  3  Keyes, 
663,  669;  Gardiner  «.  Gardiner,  34  N.  Y. 
155,  162.  But  this  is  perhaps  making  the 
test  more  severe  than  it  really  is,  if  **  force'* 
and  *' coercion"  are  taken  m  the  ordinaiy 
sense.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  nothing  like 
hostility  need  be  shown;  the  will  may  be 
overcome  by  gentle  means,  as  well  ais  by 
threats  or  violence  or  express  determination 
of  accomplishing  one's  object.  A  man  may 
do  an  act  with  perfect  wiUingnesn  and  yet  be 
under  the  dominant  will  of  another,  so  that 
the  act  is  really  an  expression  of  the  will  of 
the  latter  rather  than  of  the  doer.  **  Coer- 
cion" and  ** force"  are  in  their  ordinary 
sense  stronger  than  the  word  "  control ; "  and 
yet  that  seems  to  be  a  stronger  term  than  is 
required  to  express  the  meaning  of  undue  in- 
fluence. See  Boyse  v,  Rossborough,  6  H.  L. 
Cas.  2,  51,  where  it  is  said  that  control  im- 
ports something^  of  the  nature  of  duress  or 
fear,  while  definiteness  of  that  kind  cannot  be 
predicated  of  undue  influence. 

Unfree  agency  in  a  case  of  undue  inflaence 
ifl  simply  this :  The  apparent  testator  is  but 
the  instrument  b^  which  the  mastering  de- 
sire of  another  is  expressed;  the  supposed 
will,  or  the  particular  part  in  question,  is  not 
the  will  of  the  sapposed  testator  except  in  the 
sense  that  he  has  consented  to  put  his  name 
to  the  instrument  in  the  form  in  which  it 
appears.  Of  course  3rielding  to  influence  is 
eonsistent with  free  agency;  agency  is  free  in 
the  eye  of  the  law,  however  much  the  agent 
is  influenced  by  other  men  until  the  influence 
amounts  to  domination  of  the  will.  Thus, 
persuasion  and  argument  are  not  improper, 
so  long  as  they  do  not  overcome  free  agency. 
Wise  V.  Foote,  81  Kv.  10;  Schofield  v. 
Walker,  58  Mich.  96;  McCoon  «.  Allen,  45 


K.  J.  Eq.  708  (citing  Elkinton  «.  Brick,  44 
N.  J.  Eq.  154,  165).  So  of  intercession, 
with  "fair  and  flattering  speech."  Calvert 
9.  Davis,  5  Gill  &  J.  ^1.  See  also  Yoe  p. 
McCord,  74  III.  33;  In  re  Elliott,  2  J.  J. 
Marsh.  340;  In  re  Harrison,  1  B.  Mon.  351; 
Sechrest  v.  Edwards.  4  Met.  (Ry.)  163; 
Tyler  v.  Gardiner,  85  N.  Y.  559;  Gilreath  v. 
Gilreath,  4  Jones,  Eq.  142.  Indeed,  vieldtng 
to  argument  can  never  amount  to  yielding  to 
undue  influence.  Yielding  to  ''argument" 
at  the  point  of  tiie  bayonet,  or  to  the 
"argument"  of  a  dominant  addressed  to  a 
subMrvient  will,  Is  not  yielding  to  argument 
at  all,  but  to  overmastering  power  or  influ- 
ence. 

But  however  plain  the  legal  meaning  of 
undue  influence,  there  is  anutner  meaning  in 
popular  language  which,  because  it  is  com- 
mon, must  be  guarded  against.  Thus,  in 
Bovae  v.  Ro«sboroughj  supra,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor observed  that,  in  a  popular  sense,  we 
often  speak  of  a  person  exercisine  undue 
influence  over  anotner  when  the  influence  is 
not  of  a  nature  to  invalidate  a  will.  And  hia 
meaning  was  thus  illustrated :  A  young  man 
is  sometimes  led  into  dissipation  liy  foltowing 
the  example  of  a  person  of  maturer  years, 
to  whom  he  looks  up,  and  who  leads  him 
to  consider  habits  of  aissipation,  perhaps,  as 
creditable.  The  companion  is  then  said  to 
exercise  undue  influence.  But  if,  in  these 
circumstances,  the  young  man,  influenced  by 
his  regard  for  the  person  who  had  thus  leil 
him  astray,  were  to  make  a  will  and  leave 
him  everything  he  possessed,  the  will  cer- 
tainly could  not  be  impeached  for  undue  in- 
fluence. Nor  would  the  case  be  altered 
merely  because  the  companion  had  urged 
or  even  importuned  the  testator  so  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property ;  provided  only  the  young 
man  was  really  carr;^ing  into  effect  his  own 
intention,  formed  without  either  coercion  or 
fraud.  If,  however,  the  will  be  really  the 
will  of  another,  as  where  the  testator  has  as- 
sented from  mere  habit  of  yielding  to  the 
person,  and  that  habit  has  been  produced  by 
prostration  of  mind  and  body,  tne  supposed 
will  is  invalid.  Newhouse'  v.  Godwin,  17 
Barb.  236. 

The  difficulty  of  fixing  upon  the  point  at 
which  influence  exerted  over  the  mind  of 
a  testator  becomes  legally  undue,  is  greatly 
enhanced  when  the  question  arises  between 
husband  and  wife.  It  is  both  iliflicult  to 
inquire  and  impolitic  to  permit  inquiry  into 
all  that  may  nave  pasned  in  this  intimate 
relation.  But  the  difliculty  is  one  of  fact; 
and  the  ^neral  criterion  is  pmbabh'  the 
same  as  in  other  cases.  It  has  been  laid 
down  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  influ- 
ence in  such  a  case  must  amount  to  coercion 
or  fraud.  Boyse  v.  Rossborough,  supra.  It 
was  observed,  for  example,  in  this  case,  that 
if  a  wife,  by  falsehood,  raise  prejudice  in  the 
mind  of  her  husband  against  those  who  would 
be  the  natural  objects  of  his  bounty,  and,  by 
contrivance,  keep  him  from  intercourse  with 
his  relatives,  to  the  end  that  these  impres- 
sions which  she  knows  he  has  thus  formed  to 
their  disadvantage  may  not  be  removed,  such 
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acts  niajr  avoid  the  wilt.  But  a  will  cannot 
be  set  aside  on  account  of  any  persuasions  or 
representations  of  the  testator's  wife,  even 
wliile  tlie  testator  is  at  the  point  of  death,  to 
induce  him  to  malce  a  more  liberal  provision 
than  he  is  disposed  to  make,  thouf^h  it  should 
appear  that  such  persuasions  had  prevailed 
upon  him  to  comply  with  her  wisnes;  pro- 
Tided  it  appear  that  the  testator  was  of  sound 
mind,  ana  was  not  imposed  upon  by  false 
representations,  and  that  the  provision  made 
for  the  wife  is  not  greatly  disproportionate  to 
that  of  others  near  of  kin,  nor  unreasonable. 
Lide  V.  Lide,  2  Brev.  403.  Indeed,  it  has 
been  declared  that  when  a  wife  has,  by  her 
virtues,  so  gained  the  affection  of  her  hus- 
band that  ''her  good  pleasure  is  a  law  to 
him,"  the  result  cannot  be  undue;  and 
thouffh  the  husband,  while  thus  situated, 
ahould  by  will  give  his  whole  property  to  his 
wife,  there  would  be  no  legal  ground  for  im> 
peaching  the  disposition.  Small  v.  Small,  4 
Greenl.22.3.  Nor,  according  to  the  author- 
ities, would  it  be  proper  to  set  aside  a  will 
of  the  husband  in  favor  of  his  wife,  on  the 
ground  of  influence,  imporiunity,  or  un- 
due advantage  .taken  by  the  wife,  though  it 
ahould  appear  that  she  possessed  a  powerful 
influence  over  his  mind  and  conduct  in  the 

Kneral  concerns  of  life;  unless  there  should 
evidence  that  such  influence  was  exerted 
in  a  special  degree  to  procure  a  will  pecul- 
iarly acceptable  to  hen  and  to  the  prejudice  ' 
•and  disappointment  of  others  naturally  ex- 
pcting  the  testator's  favor.  Id.;  Miller  v. 
Miller,  3  Serg.  &  R.  267;  Meeker  v.  Meeker, 
75  111.  260;  Rankin  r.  Rankin,  61  Mo.  295; 
O'Neall  V.  Fair,  1  Rich.  (S.  C.)  80;  Thomp- 
son V.  Farr,  1  Speer,  93:  Zimmerman  v. 
Zimmerman,  23  Penn.  St.  375;  Hughes  v. 
Murtha,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  701.  But  such  latitude 
of  influence  should,  it  seemt,  be  allowed  only 
in  favor  of  a  wife,  or  perhaps  of  a  child ;  it  cer- 
tainlv  should  not  be  extended  to  a  mistress. 
Kessinger  v,  Kessinger,  37  Ind.  341;  Denton 
V.  Franklin,  9  B.  Mon.  28.  Further  on  this 
point,  infra,  and  see  Evidence.  It  may  be 
added  that  undue  influence  is  more  readily 
inferred  of  a  husband  over  his  wife  than  the 
converse.    Marsh  v.  Tyrrell,  2  Hagg.  84. 

Undue  influence  may  be  exerci»«d  by  one 
who  is  not  made  a  beneficiary  by  the'  will. 
In  re  Cahill,  74  Cal.  52;  Vanvalkenberg  v. 
Vanvalkenberg,  90  Ind.  433.  See  Wadding- 
tnn  V.  Buzhy,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  173,  holding  that 
the  fact  that  the  draftsman  of  the  will  is 
made  executor  and  that  his  wife  and  son 
are  favored  beneflciaries,  while  calling  for 
scrutiny,  will  not  invalidate  the  gifts.  Nor 
will  undue  influence  necessarilv  invalidate 
the  whole  will.  Lyons  v.  Campbell,  88  Ala. 
462  (citing  Florey  v.  Flnrey,  24  Ala.  241); 
Harrison's  Appeali48Conn.262.  It  invalidates 
only  the  gifts  so  obtained  or  caused.  Harri- 
son's Appeal  (citing  Trimelstown  v.  D' Alton,  1 
Dow  &  C.  85;  Florey  v.  Florey,  supra). 
But  if  the  part  affected  by  undue  influence  is 
inseparable  from  the  rest,  the  whole  will,  it 
seems,  fails.    See  In  re  Baker,  2  Redf .  179. 

Burden  of  proof.  —  The  objection  of  un- 
due. in^i^ejDce  n^ay  seem  at  first  of  the  nature 


of  a  defence  of  confession  and  avoidance  in 
common-law  pleading;  it  virtually  admits 
the  testator's  competency  (though  not  his 
entire  soundness  of  body  or  mind)  and  Uie 
due  execution  of  the  instrument,  but  seeks  to 
avoid  the  effect  (hereof.  But  in  reality  it 
denies  that  the  supposed  will  is  the  win  of 
the  supposed  testator.  That  is,  instead  of  con- 
fessing and  avoiding,  it  traverses;  and  as 
it  is  for  the  one  who  offers  the  instrument  ff»r 
probate  (an  instrument  by  which  the  rights 
of  widow,  heirs,  and  next  of  kin  under  the 
law  are  disturbed)  to  prove  it  to  be  the  true 
will  of  the  alleged  testator,  it  should  follow  in 
principle  that  the  burden  of  proof,  as  well  in 
regard  to  undue  influence  as  in  regard  to  ca- 
pacity (see  note,  p.  64),  should  rest  upon  him. 

But  it  is  generally  laid  down  that  the  bur- 
den of  proof  upon  tfie  issue  of  undue  influence 
rests  upon  him  who  raises  the  objection. 
Potter's  Appeal,  53  Mich.  106;  In  re  Martin, 
98  N.  Y.  193  (citing  Tyler  r.  Gardiner,  35 
N.  Y.  669;  Cudney  ».  Cudney,  68  N.  Y. 
148);  Armstrung  V.  Armstrong,  63  Wis.  162. 
This  however,  may  mean  no  more  than  has 
been  suggested  of  presumptions  on  the  ques- 
tion of  capacity;  to  wit,  that,  a  presumption 
(in  favor  of  the  will)  having  been  raised,  it  is 
now  for  the  other  side  to  bring  forward  evi- 
dence, and  that  when  evidence  is  accordingly 
produced  impeaching  the  free  agency  of  the 
alleged  testator,  it  is  then  a  question  of  the 
weight  of  evidence,  the  proponent  failing 
if  the  evidence  for  the  will  does  not  out- 
weigh that  against  it.  But  that  is  not  the 
natural  meaning  of  the  cases. 

In  no  case  is  it  necessarily  fatal  to  show 
the  existence  in  ^neral  of  undue  influence 
over  the  testator;  it  is  exerciu  of  the  influ- 
ence in  the  matter  of  the  will  or  gift  in  que»- 
tioa  that  defeats  the  same.  Sunderland  «. 
Hood,  84  Mo.  293  (citing  Eckert  o.  Flowery, 
43  Penn.  St.  62;  Monvor  «.  Barclay,  17 
Ohio  St.  302):  Brinkman  v.  Rueggesick,  71 
Mo.  553;  Latham  v.  Schaal,  26  Neb.  635 
(citing  In  re  Desbrow,  24  N.  W.  Rep.  624). 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  necessary,  to  pre- 
vent probate  of  the  supposed  will,  or  to  annul 
the  particular  gift,  that  the  facts  should  be 
inconsistent  with  any  other  hypothesis  than 
that  of  undue  influence.  It  is  necessary  only 
that  the  evidence  of  undue  influence  shoulcl 
outweigh  all  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Gay 
V.  Gilinan,  92  Mo.  250,  explaining  ooyw  o. 
Rossborough,  6  H.  L.  Cas.  2,  51. 

Confidential  relations :  Pretumptiont.  — 
The  effect  of  bringing  forward  evidence  that 
a  favored  beneficiary  of  the  will  s'ood  in  a 
relation  of  confidence  towards  the  testator, 
has  lieen  much  cleared  up  by  recent  author- 
ities. Formerly  it  was  often  supposed  that 
such  evidence  alone  was  enougn  either  to 
raise  a  presumption  that  the  benefit  in  ques- 
tion had  been  obtained  by  undue  influ^^nce, 
or  at  least  to  mise  a  suspicion  in  regard  to 
the  testator's  free  agency  which  must  be 
removed  by  the  beneficiary.  And  there  is 
still  some  current  authority  to  support  this 

g>sition.      Dale's   Appeal.    (7    Conn.    127; 
ichmond's  Appeal,  59  uonn.  226 ;  Gav  v. 
GUlilan,  92  Mo.  260;  Bridwell  r.  Swank,'  84 
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Mo.455  (ffift  bj  ward  to  gnarditn;  citing  Gar-  sompUoa  or  evidenoe  of  nndae   influence 

Tin«.  Wmiams,  44  Mo.  465;  i.  e.  50  Mo.  206).  arises  from  the  facts.    Porschet  v.  Por^cb«*t, 

But  it  is  not  qaite  clear  that  these  auttiorities  82  Ky.  93  (citing  Monroe  v.  Barclay,  17 
mean  to  declare  that  the  existence  alone  of  Ohio  St.  302  ;  Blain  v.  Rvder,  84  Feiin. 
the  confidential  relation  between  the  tesUtor  St.  217;  Rudy  v,  Ulrich,  69*Peim.  St.  177; 
and  the  beneficiary  (the  benefit  being  con-  Dickie  r.  Carter,  42  III.  376;  Wainwri^ht*a 
siderable)  is  enough  to  require  him  to  bring  Appeal,  89  Penn.  St.  222  But  the  differ- 
forward  evidence,  whether  against  a  pre-  euce  between  such  a  ca.se  and  that  of  living 
snmption  or  only  to  removu  suspicion.  In  or  consorting  with  a  mistress  may  be  very 
Richmond's  Appeal  the  court  says  that  when  slight  ^or  indeed  it  may  be  very  great,  as 
a  l^acy  or  devise  is  made  to  a  persou  sua-  where  the  parties  both  mistakenly  supposed 
taining  a  relation  of  special  cunfideiiu«  to  the  that  they  had  been  lawfully  married);  and 
testator,  or  wbere  a  person  who  prepares  the  the  law  certainly  looks  with  suspicion  on 
Will  or  conducts  the  execution  of  it,  not  being  testamentary  gifts  to  a  mistress.  Kessinger  v, 
a  relative  who,  without  the  will,  would  be  Kessinger,  '67  Ind.  341 :  Denton  v.  Franklin, 
an  heir,  derives  a  benefit  from  it,  in  either  9  B.  Mon.  28;  Layman  «.  Convey,  60  Md. 
case  the  mrrounding  circumstances  (editor's  286;  Dean  v.  Negley,  41  Penn.  St.  318; 
italics)  may  be  such  that  a  presumption  McCIure  v.  McClure,  86  Tenn.  173;  In  re 
would  natufallv  arise  against  the  volition  or  Slinger,  72  Wis.  22.  See  Farr  v.  Thompson, 
knowledge  of  the  testator,  justifying  a  finding  Cheves,  37;  s.  c.  1  Rich.  80.  Comp.  Lewis's 
of  undue  influence.  Estate,  140  Penn.  St.  179,  as  to  other  unlaw- 

This  appears  to  mean  that  the  existence  of  ful  relations. 
the  relation  is  not  suflScient  to  require  the  In  order  to  nffect  the  case  there  should  be 
beneficiarv  to  come  to  the  support  of  the  something  more  than  the  gift  to  one  in  the 
gift  to  him,  but  "circumstances,**  that  is,  superior  position  of  a  true  confidential  rela- 
additional  facts,  may  raise  a  presumption  of  tion.  There  should  be  other  relevant  facts, 
nndue  influence.  With  that  the  authorities  such  as  feebleness  of  mind  in  the  testator,  or 
more  generally  would  now  agree.  It  is  now  activity  on  the  part  of  the  beneficiary  in  and 
widely  held  that  the  existence  of  a  confiden-  about  the  preparation  or  execution  of  the 
tial  relation  with  the  beneficiary',  a  stranger  will,  as  by  mitiating  proceedings  for  the 
in  blood  to  whom  a  large  gift  is  made,  is  not  preparation  of  the  instrument  or  parlicipa- 
enough  to  compel  him  to  make  good  the  gift  tion  therein,  the  employing  a  draftsman, 
Bancroft  v.  (>tis,  91  Ala.  279  (overruling  selecting  the  witnesses,  excluding  persons 
Moore  v.  Speer,  80  Ala.  129,  and  following  from  the  presence  of  the  testator  at  or  about 
Lyons  «.  Campbell,  88  Ala.  462);  In  re  the  time  ol  executing  the  instrument,  conceal- 
Smith,  95  N.  Y.  576  (citing  Coflin  v.  0)ffin,  ing  the  making  of  a  will,  or  concealing  the  in- 
23  N.  Y.  9;  Post  «.  Mason,  91  N.  Y.  539;  strument  itself  after  it  has  been  made.  Ban- 
Parfitt  V.  Lawless,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  462);  croft  v.  Otis,  91  Ala.  279;  Wheeler  o. 
Wheeler  v.  Whipple,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  141 ;  Wad-  Whipple,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  141.  Or  the  fact  that 
dingtOB  V.  Buzby,  43  N.  J.  Lq.  154;  fl.  e.  the  beneficiary  drew  the  will.  Lyons  v. 
45  N.  J.  Eq.  173  (citing  Rusling  v.  Rusling,  Campbell,  88  Ala.  462 ;  Waddington  9. 
36  N.  J.  Eq.  603,  6OT).  See  also  In  re  Buzby,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  154;  s,  c.  45  N.  J. 
Smith,  95  N.  Y.  576;  Marx  v.  McGlynn,  Eq.  173;  Rusling  v.  Rusling,  36  N.  J.  F^. 
88  N.  Y.  357;  Lewis's  Estate,  140  Penn.  St.  603,  607.  But  it  seems  that  the  fact  that 
179.  No  case  affecting  the  will  is  made  in  the  favored  beneficiary,  being  a  stranger, 
any  view  where  the  confidential  relation  in-  drew  the  will,  would  require  him  to  satisfy 
yolves  no  superior  rights  or  knowledge,  both  the  court,  though  he  had  not  been  in  a  con- 
parties  to  the  reUtion  standing  on  the  same  fidential  relation  towards  the  testator.  See 
looting,  as  in  the  case  of  a  bequest  to  one's  Lyons  v.  Campbell,  supra, 
partner  in  trade.  In  re  Brooks,  54  Cal.  471.  *  Whether  the  added  facts  create  a  suspicion 
The  relation  of  husband  and  wife  or  perhaps  onlv  or  raise  a  presumption  of  undue  influence 
of  members  of  the  same  family  would  be  will  probably  depend  upon  their  force;  it  is 
another  illustration.  Clearly  the  fact  that  a  believed  that  they  do  not  necessarily  raise  a 
son,  to  whom  his  mother  has  left  all  or  the  presumption,  though  the  language  of  the 
ffreater  part  of  her  property,  was  living  with  courts  is  not  always  clear  on  that  point.  See 
bis  mother,  creates  no  such  relation  of  con-  Waddington  v.  ^uzbv  and  Rusling  v.  Rus- 
fidenee  as  that  under  consideration.  Dale's  ling,  supra,  that  sucli  facts  as  those  above 
Appeal,  57  Conn,  127 ;  In  re  Martin,  98  N.  mentioned  raise  a  suspicion.  See  al^o  Lvons 
Y.  193.  But  it  is  held  that  if  of  two  sons,  v.  Campbell,  88  Ala.  462,  where  it  is  'held 
one  is  in  a  position  to  exercise  improper  that  if  a  benefit  given  to  the  draftsman  is 
influence  over  his  mother,  in  a  case  in  which  large,  the  draftsman  being  a  stranger,  snspi- 
the  mother,  being  of  feeble  mind,  leaves  cion  will  arise;  Lewis's  Estate,  140  Penn.  St. 
nearly  all  her  property  to  him,  without  179  (to  the  same  effect,  citing  Harrison's  Ap- 
apparent  reason  for  the  discrimination,  he  peal,  100  Penn.  St.  458);  Yardleytf.  Cuthbert- 
must  make  his  claim  to  the  gift  good.  Dale  son,  108  Penn  St.  395  (weakness  of  testator 
V.  Dale.  38  N  J.  Kq.  274.  Comp.  Foster's  mMy  not  create  a  presumption  of  undue  in- 
Appeal,  142  Penn.  St.  62.  So  it  is  held  in  fluence);  Carter  v.  Dixon,  69  6a.  82,  where  it 
the  case  of  a  woman,  to  whom  or  to  whose  is  held  that  the  fact  that  the  draftsman's  rel- 
child  the  testator  has  left  all  his  property,  atives  receive  considerable  part  of  the  estate, 
and  with  whom  the  testator  has  lived  as  her  and  that  he  is  made  executor  of  the  will,  will 
husband,  though  he  was  not,  that  no  pre-  not  raise  a  presumption  of  undue  influent  by 
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him.  Still  the  facts  may  be  sncb  as  to  raise  a 
presumption  against  the  beneficiary.  Cald- 
well V,  Anderson,  104  Penn.  St.  199  (it  seems); 
Wilson  V.  Mitchell,  101  Penii.  St  495  (weak- 
ness, large  gift  to  stranger,  a  lawyer  whose 
professional  advice  had  been  soaght  by  the 
testator;  a  presumption  raised) ;  Wilson*s  Ap- 
peal, 99  Penn.  St.  645;  KeUy  v.  Settegast, 
68  Texas,  13  (it  seems). 

But  whatever  the  facts,  if,  on  the  whole 
evidence,  neither  undue  influence  nor  fraud 
appears  to  have  been  exercised,  the  gift  will 
stand.  Lewis's  EsUte,  140  Penu.  St.  179 
(citinf  Harrison*s  Appeal,  100  Penn.  St.  458) ; 
YardJey  «.  Cuthbertson,  108  Peun.  St.  395; 
Wilson  V,  Mitchell,  101  Penu.  St.  495.  The 
existence  of  a  confidential  relation  with  sa- 
periorit}'  of  rights,  position,  or  icnowledge, 
and  the  added  fact  that  the  benefieiary  drew 
the  will,  works  no  disqualification,  ^ncroft 
V.  Otis,  91  Ala.  279;  Lvons  v.  Campbell,  88 
Ala.  462;  Waddington  v.'Buzby,  43  N.  J.  Eq. 
154;  s.  c.  45  N.  J.  Eq.  17^;  Wheeler  v. 
Whipple.  44  N.  J.  Eq.  141;  Rusling  v.  Bus- 
line:, 36  N.  J.  Eq.  603,  607. 

A  draftsman  of  the  will  may  not  stand  in 
any  relation  of  confidence  towards  the  tes- 
tator further  than  is  involved  in  the  matter 
of  drawing  the  will ;  thoucb  it  often  happens 
that  he  does  stand  in  sucn  relation  indepen- 
dently of  his  situation  as  drailsman,  as  in 
Barry  v.  Butlin,  1  Curteis,  637;  Durling  v. 
Loveland,  2  Curteis,  225;  Paske  v.  Ollat,  2 
Phillim.  323;  in  Riddell  v.  Johnson,  26  Gratt. 
152;  in  Newhouse  v.  (]rodwin,  17  Barb.  236; 
and  in  other  ca»es  supra.    But  the  only  eflfect 
is  to  require  greater  scrutiny  mio  the   cir- 
cumstances attending  the  particular  bequest. 
When  no  further  relation  of  confidence  exists 
than  is  implied  in  employing  a  draftsman, 
the  suspicion  of  undue  influence  is  probably 
weaker  than  in  like  cases  of  confidence ;  but 
the  suspicion  still  exists.    Cramer  v.  Crum- 
baugh,  3  Md.  491 ;  Baker  v   Batt,  2  Moore, 
P.  C.  317;  Adair  «.  Adair,  80  Ga.  102;  Duf- 
field  V.  Robeson,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  375,  384; 
Tomkins  v.  Tomkins,  1  Bailejr,  92 :  Patton  v. 
Allison,  7  Humph.  320.    It  will  be  slight  or 
strong  according  to  the  amount  of  the  ^unty 
and  the  subject  of  it.     Butlin  v.  Barrv,  1 
Curteis,  637;  Dumell  v,  Corfield,   I   iCobt. 
Eccl.  51,  63;  Lee  v.  Dill,  11  Abb.  Pr.  214. 
Or  it  may  be  overcome  entirely  by  the  lan- 
guage of'  the  will.    Id.;  Coflin'v.  Cofiin,  23 
N.  1 .  9.    See  further,  Billiughurst  v.Vickers, 
1  Phiilim.  187;  Hitchings  v.  Wood,  2  Moore, 
P.  C.  355,  436;  Watterson  v,  Watterson,  1 
Head,  1 ;  Harvey  r.  Sullens.  46  Mo.  147 ; 
Beall  V.  Mann,  5  Ga.  456 :  Tvler  v.  Gardiner, 
35  N.  Y.  559;  Carr  v.  McCaiiim,  1  Dev.  &  B. 
276.    That  tlie  draftsman  is  not  incapacitated 
as  such  to  take  under  the  will  is  perfectly 
clear.    Barry  r.  Butlin,  CoflSn  v.  0)flin,  and 
other  cases  supra.    And  this  though  the  will 
was  written  while  the  testator  was  in  ex- 
tremis.   Downev  9.  Murphev,  1  Dev.  &  B. 
82. 

The  rule  requiring  special  scrutiny  in  cases 
of  confidential  relations  (with  the  added  facts), 
or  in  cases  where  the  person  by  whom,  or 
by  whose  procurement  and  direction,  a  will  is 


drawn  receives  a  large  benetit  underit,  espe- 
cially in  cases  of  doubttnl  capacity,  is  how- 
ever satisfied  by  clear  proof  that  the  testator 
was  not  imposed  upon,  that  he  knew  what  he 
was  doing,  .and  understood  the  dispositions 
he  was  making  when  he  made  his  will.  Barnr 
V.  Butlin,  1  Curteis,  637;  Dumell  v.  Corfiela, 
1  Robt.  Eocl.  51 ;  Lvons  v.  Campbell,  88  Ala. 
462;  Dale's  Appeal,' 57  Coim.  127;  Duffield  9. 
Robeson,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  384;  Purdy  v.  Hall, 
134  111.  298;  Breed  v.  Pratt,  18  Pick.  115; 
Meek  v.  Perry,  36  Miss.  190;  Harvey  v.  Sul- 
lens, 46  Mo.  147;  Post  v.  Mason,  91  N.  Y. 
539;  WiUon  «.  Moran,  3  Bradf.  172;  Crispell 
v^  Dubois,  4  Barb.  303;  Wright  v.  Howe,  7 
Jones,  412;  Bovd  v.  Boyd,  66  Penn.  St.  283; 
Montague  v.  Allen,  78  Va.  592 ;  Riddell  v, 
Johnson,  26  Gratt.  152;  McMechen  v.  Mc- 
Mechen,  17  W.  Va.  678;  In  re  Slinger,  72 
Wis.  22.  See  1  Bigelow,  Fraud,  271-273.  It 
has  been  thought  that  ^ifts  by  will  stand  upon 
a  better  footing  thanjonfts  inter  vivoe  in  these 
cases.  Hindson  v.  Weatherill,  5  De  G.  M. 
&  E.  301 .  But  see  W  alker  v.  Smith,  29  Beav. 
894.  Perhaps  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that 
the  testator  acted  spontaneously. 

The  law  presumes,  in  general,  that  the  will 
was  read  over  by  or  to  toe  testator.  But  if 
evidence  be  given  that  the  testator  was  blind, 
or  from  any  cause  incapable  of  reading,  or  if 
a  reasonable  ground  is  laid  for  believing  that 
it  was  not  read  to  him,  or  that  fraud  or  impo- 
sition of  any  kind  was  practised  upon  him, 
it  is  incumbent  on  those  who  would  sup- 
port the  will,  to  meet  such  proof  by  counter 
evidence,  and  to  satisfy  the  jury  either  that 
the  will  was  read  or  tliat  the  contents  were 
known  to  the  testator.  Day  v.  Day,  2  Green, 
Ch.  549.  In  this  case,  it  was  declared  that  if 
it  appears  aflSrmatively  that  the  testator  did 
not  read  the  will  himself,  and  that  it  was  not 
read  to  him,  it  must  then  be  satisfactorily 
shown  that  he  was  in  some  way  made  ac- 
quainted with  the  contents  of  the  instrument, 
and  approved  them.  Thus,  if  it  appear  that 
the  will  in  question  was  truly  copied  from  a 
previous  will  with  the  contents  ot  which  the 
testator  was  acquainted,  the  instrument  will 
be  admitted  to  probate  although  it  was  neither 
read  by  him  nor  in  his  hearing.    Id. 

But  it  is  held  in  a  more  recent  case  that  if 
the  attestation  clause  shows  a  compliance  with 
the  statute,  in  regard  to  execution,  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  snow  that  the  testator  knew 
the  contents  of  the  will,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  of  imposition,  tnongh  he  could  not 
read  or  write.  Tatton  v.  Hope,  87  N.  J.  £(j. 
522.  So,  if  it  can  be  shown  that  the  will  is 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  testator,  it  may  be  considered  as 
sufficient  evidence  that  lie  was  acquainted 
with  its  contents.  But  if,  in  drawing  up  a 
will  from  instructions,  these  are  materially 
departed  from,  the  testator  must  be  made  au- 
quainted  with  the  deviations  and  alterations; 
if  the  will  is  not  read  over  to  him,  or  its  con- 
tents and  variations  otherwise  made  known 
to  him,  it  cannot  be  sustained.  Chandler  v, 
Ferris,  1  Harrington,  454, 464.  See  Tomkins 
«.  Tomkins,  1  &ilev,  92 ;  Gerrish  r.  Nason, 
22  Me.  438;  Harding  v.  Harding,  18  Penn. 
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St.  340;  Clifton  v.MumT,  7  Gft.  564;  VemoD  «.  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  112,  124.    Hearsay, 

r.  Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  21s.  it  may  be  remarked,  rather  than  the  statute 

In  ordinary  eases,  where  the  testator  is  in  (requiring   a   writing),   appears   U>  be   the 

health,  and  of  testanle  capacity,  it  is  not  ne-  ground  of  objection  to  such  evidence;   for 

oessary  to  give  evidence  in  the  first  instance  uie  very  question   under   consideration   is, 

uf  a  knowMd^  of  the  contents  of  the  will,  whether  there  is  a  will.    To  overturn  or  to 

Gaither  9.  Gaither,  20Ga.709;  Beallv.  Mann,  sustain  the    will  or   gift,    the   declarations 

5  Ga.  456 ;  Flood  v.  Pragoff,  79  Ky.  607 ;  Pet-  would  be  admissible  if  they  were  not  hearsay, 
tes  V.  Bingham,  10  N.  H.  514;  Downey  v.         It  appears  to  be  held  in  some  states  that 

Murphey,  1  Dev.  &  B.  82;  Carr  v.  M'Camm,  declarations  indicating  that  the  testator  had 

id.  276;' Smith  v.  Dolby,  4  Harrington,  350;  been  unduly  influenotS  are  admissible  when 

Huss*s  Appeal,  43  Peiin.  St.  73;  Vernon  v.  accompanied  with  other  admissible  evidence 

Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  268;  Patton  v.  Hope,  37  of  such  influence.    Comp.  Muir  v.  Miller,  72 

N.  J.  Eq.  522.    The  burden  imposed  on  a  Iowa.  585,  with  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  66  luwa, 

party  propounding  a  will  is  discharged  by  754  (citing  In  re  Hollingsworth,   58   [owa, 

proof  of  capacitv  and  the  fact  of  due  exe-  526;  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  11  N.  Y.  157; 

cation;  from  this  proof,  the  knowledge  of,  Shailer  v.  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  112),  in  which, 

and  assent  to,  die  contents  of  the  wul  are  on  an  issue  of  undue  influence,  evidence  was 

8 resumed.    Barry  v.  Butlin,  1  Cnrteis,  637 ;  admitted  of  declarations  by  the  testator  that 

[cN  inch  9.  Charles,  2  Rich.  229;  Pattun  v,  if  he  had  to  make  the  will  over  again  he 

Hope,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  522;  Day  v.  Day.  2  Green,  would  make  a  different  one.    So  in  the  same 

Ch.  549;  Stewart  v.  Lispenard,  26  Wend,  state,  it  is  held  that  prior  declarations  con> 

287,  288;  Hoshauer  v,  Hoshaner,  26  Penn.  sistent  with  the  will  are  admissible  on  the 

St.  404;  In  re  Maxwell,  4  Halst.  Ch.  251;  question  of  influence.      Dye  v.  Young,  55 

Yemon  «.  Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  218.    See  Rice  Iowa,  433.     Secus  of  declarations  inconsis- 

V,  Dwight  Manuf.  Co.,  2  Cush.  80.     But  tent  with  it.    Muir  v.  Miller,  supra.    But  to 

where  the  capacity  of  the  testator  is  shown  to  admit   the    declarations   or   statements   for 

be  doubtful,  other  proof  of  knowledge  is  re-  such  purpose  is  to  confound  the  question  of 

quired.     McNinch  v.  Charles,  2  Rich.  229 ;  capacity  with  that  of  undue  influence,  as  was 

Tomkius  r.  Tomkins,  1  Bailey,  92,  96;  Day  well  shown  both  in  Shailer  o.  Bumstead,  supra, 

V.  I^y,  2  Green.  Ch.  549;  Gerrish  v.  Nason,  and  in  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  supra.    It  can 

22  Me.  438.    Still,  proof  of  instructions  for  make  no  difference  in  principle  whether  the 

making  the  will,  or  reading  it  over,  is  not  in-  declarations  were  before  or  after  the  supposed 

dispensable;  other  evidence  of  know)ed|(e  or  will  was  made,  or  whether  they  are  or  are 

assent  mav  be  given.     Barry  v,  Butim,   1  not  offered  in  evidence  with  other  competent 

Cnrteis,  637 ;  Dnrling  v,  Loveiand,  2  Cnrteis,  evidence.    In  any  event  they  ara  hearsay. 

225;  Worthingtoii  v.  Klemm,  144  Mass.  167;  See  Shailer  v.  Bumstead,  supra;  Rusling  v, 

McNinch  V.Charles,  2  Rich.  229;  Day  v.  Day,  Rusling,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  603.    It  is  going  far 

2  Green,  Ch.  549.    A  will  written  in  a  ian-  enough,  to  hold  that  if  doubt  is  raised  con- 

^uage  which  the  testator  does  not  understand  ceming  the  testator's  capacity,  the  fact  that 

IS  good  if  he  really  understands  what  it  pur-  the  dispositions  of  the  will  accord  with  the 

ports  to  do.    In  re  Walter,  64  Wis.  487.  testator's  friendships  and  with  long  cherished 

Evuience.  —  By  the  weight  of  authority,  intentions  on  his  part,  may  be  »hown  in  sup- 

and  in  principle,  the  statements  or  declara-  port  of  the  will.    Mooney  v.  Olsen,  22  Kans. 

tions  of  the  testator,  whether  made  before,  69. 

after,  or  at  the  time  of  executing  the  snp-        Of  course  a  statement  made  b^  a  legatee 

posed  will,  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  or  devisee,  that  he  had  ^t  the  will  fixed  as 

prove  undue  influence  or  fraud.    To  receive  he  wanted  it,  may  be  evidence  against  him  of 

evidence  of  that  kind  would  be  to  receive  undue  influence.   Saunders's  Appeal,  54  Conn, 

hearsay.    In  re  Lang,  65  Cal.  19;  Mooney  108.     Such    a   statement,   however,    might 

9.  Olsen,  22  Kans  69, 76;Conway  v.  Yizzard,  easily  be  explained  so  as  to  takeaway  its 

122  Ind.  266  (citing  Hayes  v.  West,  37  Ind.  effect,  especially  where  made  by  husband  or 

21;  Todd  V.  Fenton,  66  Ind.  25;  Vanvalken-  wife  of  the  testatrix  or  testator.    And  there 

berg  V.  Vanvalkenberg,  90  Ind.  433;  Potter  may  be  doubt  whether  such  a  statement  alone 

f.  Baldwin,  133  Mass.  427;  May  v.  Bradley,  should  be  allowed  to  go  to  a  jury  in  any  case. 

127  Mass.  414;  Shailer  v.  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  It  is  clear  that  it  would  not  be   evidence 

112;  In  re  Storer,  28  Minn.  9;  Bush  r.  Bush,  against  other  beneficiaries.    Comp.  the  case 

87  Mo.  480;  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  24  Mo.  227;  of  a  statement  by  a  legatee  that  the  testator 

Middleditch  9,  Williams,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  726;  was  insane  when  he  executed  the  instrument. 

Barker  V.  Barker,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  259;  Rusling  Dale's  Appeal,  57  Conn.  127  (citing  Clark 

V.  Rusling,  id.  603;  Kitchell  v.  Beach,  35  N.  v.  Morrison,  25  Penn.  St.  453;  Irwin  v.  West, 

J.  Eq.  446;  Cudney  v,  Cudnev,  68  N.  Y.  148.  *81  Penn.  St.  157;  Thompson  v.  Thompson, 

But  see  Moore  v.  McDonafd,  68   Md.  321  13  Ohio  St.  356;  Shailer  v.  Bumstead,  99 

(citing  Griffith  v.  Diffenderffer,  50  Md.  466);  Mass.  112;  McWilliams  v.  McDill,  110 111.  47; 

Thompson  V.  Ish,  99  Mo.  160;  Muller  r.  St.  Hayes  v.  Burkham,  67  Ind.  359;  Forney  r. 

Louis    Hospital,     73    Mo.    243:    Canada's  Ferrell,  4  W.  Va.  729).    See  Dye  v.  Young, 

Appeal,  47  Conn.  450,  holding  declnrations  66  Iowa,  433;  Parsons  f.  Parsons,  66  Iowa, 

of  testator  admissible  to  show  that  he  did  not  754. 

understand  that  be  had  executed  a  will,  con-        The  declarations  of  the  supposed  testator 

tmry  to  Boylan  v.  Meeker,  4  Dutch.  274;  and  are,  however,  admissible,  whether  made  he- 

(}ibflon  V.  Gibson,  24  Mo.  227.    See  Shailer  fore  or  after  the  execution  of  the  supposed 
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will,  io  regard  to  his  mental  condition;  the 
question  now  being,  not  of  the  truth  of  the 
Rtatements  (they  may  be  all  the  better  evi- 
dence for  being  untrue),  nor  of  testamentary 
capacity,  unless  that  also  is  in  issue,  but  of 
the  testator's  strength  of  mind.  Canada's 
Appeal,  47  Conn.  450;  Conwav  v.  Vizzard, 
122  Ind.  266;  Mooney  r.  OIsen,'22  Kans.  69; 
Potter  V.  Baldwin,  133  Mass.  427;  May  v, 
Bradlee,  127  Mass.  414;  Shailer  v.  Bum- 
stead,  99  Mass.  112;  Bush  v.  Bush,  87  Mo. 
480  (citing  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  24  Mo.  227; 
TiDglev  V.  Cowgill,  48  Mo.  201);  Middle- 
ditch  V.  Williams.  45  N.  J.  £q.  726;  Rusling 
V.  Rusling,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  603;  Barker  v. 
Barker,  id.  259;  Kitchell  v.  Beach,  35  N.  J. 
Kg.  446;  Marx  v,  McGlvnn,  88  N.  Y.  357; 
Waterman  v.  Whitnev,  li  N.  Y.  167;  Herster 
V.  Herster,  122  Penn.  St.  239;  McMechen 
V.  McMechen,  17  W.  Ya.  683.  As  has  already 
been  observed,  if  the  testator  was  weak,  in- 
fluence mar  be  undue  which  would  not  be 
undue  if  he  were  strong;  the  question  (if 
the  testator  was  weak)  bemg,  whether  in  his 
weak  state  he  acted  of  his  own  will,  freelv. 
It  seems  that  undue  influence  may  Be 
shown  by  facts  not  directly  touching  the 
will  or  gift,  if  they  are  sufficiently  near  and 
connected  with  the  making  of  the  will  as 
naturally  to  affect  it.  Such  facts  may  at 
least  raise  a  suspicion  of  undue  influence. 
Jones  V.  Godrich,  5  Moore,  P.  C.  16,  40; 
Rutherford  v,  Morri;i,  77  111.  397;  Moore  r. 
Blauvelt,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  367 ;  Eckert  v.  Eckert. 
40  Penn.  St.  46;  McMahon  r.  Ryan,  20 
Penn.  St.  329.     But  threats,  violence,    or 


undue  influence  of  any  kind,  lon^  past,  can* 
not  be  shown  to  impeach  a  will.  Wain- 
wright's  Appeal,  89  Penn.  St.  222 ;  McMa- 
hon v.  Ryan,  supra;  Eckert  v.  Flowrv,  43 
Penn.  St.  46;  Thompson  v,  Kyner,  65  Penn. 
St.  368. 

But  this  rule  as  to  past  acts  should  not  be 
carried  too  far.  Where  a  jury,  for  instance, 
see  that,  at  and  near  the  time  when  the  will 
sought  to  be  impeached  was  executed,  the 
alleged  testator  was,  in  other  important 
transactions,  so  under  the  influence  of  the 

Eerson  benefited  by  the  will  that  as  to  him 
e  was  not  a  free  agent,  but  was  acting 
under  control,  the  circumstances  may  be 
such  as  fairly  to  warrant  the  conclusion,  even 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  bearing  directly 
upon  the  execution  of  the  will,  that,  in  regai^ 
to  that  also,  the  same  undue  influence  was 
exercised.  Boyse  v.  Rossborough,  6  H.  L. 
Cas.  2,  51;  Rossberough  v.  Boyse,  3  Irish 
Ch.  489,  510. 

Further,  as  to  evidence  of  undue  influence, 
Staser  v.  Hogan,  120  Ind.  207;  Porter  v. 
Throop,  47  Mich.  813;  Tingley  v,  Cowgill, 
48  Mo.  291;  Stoutenburgh  v.  Westbrook,  43 
N.  J.  Eq.  577;  Eddy's  Case.  32  N.  J.  Eq. 
701 ;  In  re  Gillespie,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  523;  Lewises 
Estate,  140  Penn.  St.  179;  McDonald's  Estate, 
130  Penn.  St  480;  Blume  v.  Hartman,  115 
/Penn.  St.  32;  Tawney  v.  Long,  76  Penn. 
St.  106;  In  re  Famsworth,  62  Wis.  474. 
Undue  influence  may  be  proved  by  circum- 
stances, and  usually'  it  can  be  proved  in  no 
other  way.  Fritz  'v.  Turner,  46  N.  J.  Eq. 
515. 
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I. — Generally.  —  The  power  of  testamentary  disposition  extends 
to  all  interests  in  real  and  personal  estate,  which,  at  the  decease  of 
the  testator  would,  if  not  so  disposed  of,  devolve  to  his 
heir-at-law    or  customary  heir  (a),  or  personal  repre-  dispose  o" 
sentatives  (6),  whether  the  testator  be  the  legal  or  the  ^oJi^^dcvolve 
beneficial  owner  only,  or  unite  in  himself  both  these   upon  his  gen- 
characters.    Tried  by  this  rule,  it  is  obvious  that  a  de-  tluvISf™*^''" 
vise  or  bequest  by  a  joint  tenant  of  real  or  personal 
estate  is  void,  in  the  event  of  the  testator  dying  in  the   not^devtiwe. 
lifetime  of  his  co-proprietor,  whose  title  by  survivorship 
takes  precedence  of  the  claim  of  the  devisee  or  legatee,  as  it  would 
of  that  of  the  heir  or  administrator,  of  the  pre-deceased  joint  tenant, 
in  case  he  had  died  intestate  (c).     If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  testator 
8urvi;ires  his  companion  in  the  tenancy,  it  is  now  (<£)  unnecessary 
to  inquire  whether  the  devising  joint  tenant  had   become  solely 
seised  by  survivorship  at  the  period  of  its  execution ;  it  is  enough 
that  he  had  acquired  a  devisable  interest  in  the  estate  at  the  time 
of  his  decease  (e).      And  the  same  rule  applies  now,  as  formerly, 
to  bequests  of  leaseholds  or  other  personal  estate. 

(a)  Or,  if  he  became  entitled  by  descent,  on  the  heir  or  customary  heir  of  his  ancestor,  1 
Vict.  c.  26,  s.  8.    And  see  Ingilb}*  v.  Amcotts,  21  Beav.  585. 

(6)  A  foreign  bond  though  not  enforceable  in  any  Court  is  property,  per  Jessel,  M.  R.,  Ex 
parte  Hugnns,  L.  R.,  21  Ch.  D.  90. 

ie)  Co.  Litt.  185  a.  Such  a  disposition  would  not  work  a  severance.  The  power  of  devis- 
ing IS  giveh  by  I  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  3,  only  where  the  property,  if  not  devised,  would  go  to  the 
heir.  As  to  property  transferred  by  a  husband  into  tne  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife, 
see  Dummer  v.  Pitcher,  2  M.  &  K.  262;  Coates  v.  Stevens,  1  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  66. 

(d)  Formerly  the  efficacv  of  such  a  devise  or  bequest  depended  on  the  nature  of  the  property, 
see  the  4th  Edition  of  this^Work,  Vol.  I.,  p.  46.  As  to  devise  of  a  freehold  interest  acquired 
after  execution  of  a  will  under  the  old  law  on  partition  or  severance,  see  Swift  d.  Neale  «• 
Roberts,  1  W.  Bl.  476,  3  Burr.  1488. 

(e)  The  doctrine  respecting  joint  tenancies  comes  under  consideration  in  practice  most  fre- 
quently in  regard  to  trust  and  mortgage  estates  which,  where  vested  in  a  plurality  of  persons, 
are  commonly  limited  to  ttaem  as  joint  tenants,  on  account  of  the  obvious  convenience  attend- 
ing the  devofution  of  the  estate  to  the  survivors  or  survivor  for  the  time  being,  instead  of  the 
tide  to  the  respective  shares  being  deducible  through  the  representatives  of  the  several  de- 
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[*49]       *  Where  the  several  oo-proprietors  are  tenants  in  common^ 
or  copaiceners,  each  has  a  sole  estate,  and  therefore  an  ab- 
solute power  of  testamentary  disposition  over  his  or  her  undivided 
share. 

An  executory  interest  in  real  or  personal  estate  is  disposable  by 
will,  if  the  nature  of  the  contingency  on  which  it  is  dependent  be 

Executory  in-  ®^^^  *^**  *^®  interest  does  not  cease  with  the  life  of 
temtB.  when  the  testator ;  in  other  words,  if  it  be  descendible  or 
devisable.  transmissible.    This  doctrine,  in  regard  to  real  estate, 

was  recognized  in  Goodtitle  v.  Wood  (/),  and  was  finally  established 
in  Roe  d.  Perry  v.  Jones  {g)  by  the  Court  of  K.  B. ;  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  C.  J-,  drawing  a  distinction  between  such  an  interest  and  a 
mere  possibility,  like  that  which  an  heir  has  from  his  ancestor. 
Buller,  J.,  observed,  that  if  it  was  such  an  interest  as  was  descendi- 
Me*  >t  was  also  devisable,  as  they  must  both  be  governed  by  the 
va?;e  principle.  The  converse  of  this  proposition  is  equally  true, 
*iamely,  that  an  interest  which  is  not  transmissible  cannot  be 
Revised  (A).  As  regards  wills  made  since  the  year  1837,  the 
statute  of  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  3,  has  expressly  provided  that  the  tester 
mentary  power  conferred  by  it  "shall   extend  to  all   contingent, 

executory,  or  other  future  interests  in  any  real  or  personal 
[*60]  estate,  whether  the  testator  may  *  or  may  not  be  ascertained 

as  the  person  or  one  of  the  persons  in.  whom  the  same  respec- 
tively may  have  become  vested." 

As  to  rights  of  Rights  of  action  (i),  and  entry  (k)  were  not,  under 
action  and         ^j^^  ^|^  ^^^  devisable. 

ceased  trustees  or  mortgagees.  The  testacy  or  intestacy  of  any  trustee  or  mortgagee,  who 
at  his  decease  leaves  a  co-trustee  or  co-mortgagee  (between  whom  and  himself  there  existed  a 
joint  tenancy),  it  was  never  necessary  to  inquire  into  ;  but  in  case  he  were  the  sole  trustee 
or  mortgagee  at  his  death  the  course  which  it  will  be  necessary  to  adopt,  in  investigating 
the  title  will  depend  upon  the  date  of  the  death,  according  as  such  death  took  place  oefore 
the  7th  of  August,  1874  (when  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874,  came  into  operation),  or 
between  that  date  and  the  1st  of  January,  1882  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  mortgagee,  the  1st  of  Jan- 
uary, 1876,  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act),  or  on  or  after  the  1st 
of  January,  1882,  when  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  came  into  operation. 
This  question  will  be  fully  discussed  post,  Chapter  XXI. 

(/)  Willes,  211;  $.  c.  cited  a  T.  R.  94. 

{a)  1  H.  Bl.  30;  «.  c.  in  B.  R.  3  T.  R.  88;  and  see  Moor  v.  Hawkins,  2  Eden,  842.  Feame, 
C.  K.  366;  Ingilby  v.  Amcotts,  21  Beav.  585,  which  also  explains  the  sense  in  which  "  descen- 
dible "  is  to  be  here  understood. 

(A)  See  as  to  a  power  given  to  the  survivor  of  two  persons,  Doe  v.  Tomkinson,  2  M.  &  Sel. 
165,  where  it  was  neld  that,  under  the  old  law,  the  power  could  not  be  exercised  until  the 
donee  actually  answered  the  description  under  which  the  power  was  given  to  him,  that  is, 
became  the  survivor.    See  McAdam  v.  Logan,  3  B.  C.  C.  310,  and  Mr.  Eden's  note  ;  Feame, 

C.  R.  870.  But  this  doctrine  is  apparently  abolished,  as  regards  general  powers,  by  the  Wills 
Act,  see  per  Lord  Westbur^,  Thomas  t.  Jones,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  78,  79.  And  see  Sugd.  Pow. 
124.  But  a  special  power  ^ven  to  the  survivor  of  two  person?  cannot  be  validly  exercised 
by  will  made  during  their  joint  lives.  Cave  v.  Cave,  8  De  6.  M.  &  6. 131.;  Re  Moires  Trusts. 
46  L.  T.  723.  And  a  power  to  appoint  persons  living  at  the  time  a  specified  event  shall 
happen  cannot  be  exercised  before  the  happening  of  me  event    Blight  v.  Hartnoll,  19  Ch. 

D.  294. 

(i)  Baker  v.  Hacking,  Cro.  Car.  887,  406,  see  also  Doe  d.  Cooper  «.  Finch,  1  Nev.  &  M. 

13().  4  B.  &  Ad.  283.  «        .      ^  „  ,.    .   «  ^ 

(*)  Goodright  V.  Forrester,  8  East,  664,  1  Taunt.  678.  See  also  Cave  v.  Holford,  3  Ves. 
669  ;  Att.-(5en.  v.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  282  ;  Doe  d.  Souter  r.  Hull,  2  D.  &  Ry.  38  ;  CuUey  «.  Doe, 
d.  Taylerson,  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  1020;  Bunter  v.  Coke,  Salk.  887. 
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But  the  statute  1  Vict,  has  expressly  extended  the  testamentary 
power  to  ''all  rights  of  entry  for  conditions  broken  and  other  rights 
of  entry''  (/).^  And  as  to  rights  of  action,  the  question  cannot 
lecur  since  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  36,  abolishing  real 
actions. 

Where  a  conveyance  has  been  executed  under  circumstances  which 
would  give  the  grantor  a  right  in  equity  to  have  it  set  aside  and 
reconveyance  decreed,  such  right  is  clearly  devisable  (m). 

Conversely,  possession  without  title  confers  a  devisa-   Poesession 
ble  interest  which  may  be  defended  and  recovered  by   d«'«cto- 
the  devisee  against  all  but  the  true  owner  (n). 

Personal  property  limited  by  settlement  merely  to  the  executors 
or  administrators  of  the  settlor  may  be  disposed  of  by  his  will,  since 
he  himself  takes  absolutely  under  such  a  limitation  (o). 

In  Bishop  v.  Curtis  {p),  it  was  argued  that  under  the  3rd  section 
of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  a  bequest  of  a  chose  in  action  would  pass  to 
the  legatee  the  right  to  sue  in  his  own  name ;  but  the  chose  in 
Court  of  B.  R.  decided  that  the  act  did  not  make  any  *c^o«i- 
thing  bequeathable  as  personal  estate,  which  might  not  have  been 
bequeathed  previously  to  the  passing  of  that  act. 

n,  —  Equitable  Interests.  —  A  will  disposing  of  any  interest  in 
real  estate  of  which  the  testator  was  seised,  operated,  under  the 
old  law,  in  the  nature  of  a  conve3'ance,  and,  conse- 
quently,  extended  only  to  hereditaments  belonging  to  freeho'dioter- 
the  testator  when  he  made  the  devise.     As  equity  fol-  esu  formerly 

sot  QevisftblB 

lows  the  law,  the  doctrine  extended  no  less  to  equitable 
than  to  legal  interests.     If,  therefore,  a  testator  before  the  year 
1838,  devised  all  the  real  estate  of  which  he  should  be  seised 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  after  *  the  making  of  his  will  [*51J 
he  purchased  lands  in  fee-simple,  such  after-acquired  property, 
whether  it  was  conveyed  to  the  testator  himself,  or  to  a  trustee  for 
him,  did  not  pass  by  the  will,  but  descended,  as  to  the  legal  inherit- 
ance in  the  former  case,  and  as  to  the  equitable  inheritance  in  the 
latter,  to  the  testator's  heir-at-law  {q)} 

(I)  The  devise  must  be  by  apt  words:  *'  real  estate  of  which  I  may  die  uiud'**  has  been 
helu  not  to  pass  land  of  whico,  utough  entitled  thereto,  the  testator  was  not  teitedf  Leach  v. 
Jay,  9  Ch.  D.  42. 

(m)  Uppinston  v.  Ballen,  2  D.  &  War.  184, 1  Con.  &  L.  291;  Stiimp  v.  Gaby,  2  D.  M.  & 
O.  623 ;  Gresley  v.  Mouitlev,  4  De  O.  &  J.  78. 

(n)  Asher  v,  Whitlock,  1.  R.,  1  Q.  B.  1. 

(o)  Morris  v.  Ilowse,  4  Hare,  599 ;  Maclienzie  v,  Mackenzie,  3  Mac.  &  6.  559. 

(p)  21L.  J.,  Q.  B.  391. 

(a)  Bunter  v.  Coke,  1  Salk.  237,  Holt,  248.  nom.  Backingham  «.  Cook,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  Toml. 
19;  Langford  v.  Pitt,  2  P.  W.  629 ;    Uarwood  «.  Goodright,  Cowp.  90. 

1  So  too  by  statute  in  many  if  not  in  all  of  6  N.  H.  47;  Smith  v.  Bryan,  11  Ired.  418; 

our  states.    Among  the  cases  see  Waring  v,  Humes  v.  McFarlane,  4  Serg.  &  R.  435; 

Jackson,  1  Peters,  ^1 ;  Gist  v.  Robinet,  3  Bibb,  Watts  v.  Cole,  2  Leigh,  664.    The  test  is  de- 

2;  Varick  v.  Jackson,  2  Wend.  166;  Jackson  Bcendibilitr. 

9.  Yarick,7Cowen,238;Whittemore9.Bean,  ^  See  Perry  v.  Phelips,  1  Yes.  Jr.  254, 
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m.  —  Contracts  for  Fnrohase  or  Sale  pending  at  Teatator'a  Death.  — 

Cases  frequently  occurred  under  the  old  law^  where  a  man  con- 
Operation  of  a  tracted  to  purchase  a  freehold  estate,  then  devised  it^ 
derise  on  equi-  and,  Subsequently  to  the  execution  of  his  will,  took  a 
u  e  mtereste.  QQ^yeyance  of  the  property,  and  then  died  without  re- 
publishing his  will  (r).  The  testator  being  equitable  owner  under 
the  contract  («),  his  interest  passed  by  the  will  to  the  devisee,  whose 
equitable  right  the  heir  was  bound  to  clothe  with  the  legal  title  (t). 
Effect  of  ^^  these  and  many  other  cases,  great  inconvenience  oc- 

uncompleted  curred  from  the  incompetency  of  a  testator  to  dispose 
contract.  ^^  ^^^  ^^  j^j^  after-acquired  real  estate ;  and  questions 

often  arose  as  to  th^  actual  state  of  the  rights  and  obligations  of 
the  parties  under  the  contract,  on  which  the  validity  of  the  devise 
depended  (u),  and  also  as  to  the  effect  of  certain  modes  of  convey- 
ance, in  producing  a  revocation  of  the  devise  of  the  equitable  in- 
terest. The  removal  of  this  incapacity,  therefore,  is  not  the  least 
of  the  advantages  conferred  by  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26,  which  has 
expressly  extended  the  testamentary  power  to  such  real  and  personal 
estate  as  the  testator  may  be  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
notwithstanding  he  may  become  entitled  to  the  same  subsequently 
to  the  execution  of  his  will.    But  it  may,  of  course,  be  necessary, 

(r)  Greenhill  v.  Greenhill,  Pre.  Ch.  320,  2yern.  679,  Gilb.  Eq.  R.  77;  Green  v.  Smith 
1  Atk.  672;  Gibson  v.  Lord  Montfort,  1  Yes.  494;  Capel  v.  Girdler,  9  Ves.  509;  Holmes  v. 
Barker,  2  Madd.  462.  Same  law  as  to  copyholds,  Seaman  v.  Woods,  24  Beav.  372.  A  %*alid 
contract  will  not  be /7ruttfiie(/ to  have  been  entered  into  before  the  date  of  the  will  for  tho 

Burchase  of  lands  conveyed  to  the  testator  immediately  after  that  date,  Cathrow  v.  Eade,  4 
^e  G.  &  S.  627. 

(«)  It  was  sufficient  if  the  vendor  alone  was  bound  by  the  contract,  Morgan  v.  Holford,  1 
Sm.  &  Gif.  101,  semb. 

(0  As  to  the  converse  case  where  a  testator  seised,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  onlv  of  the  legal 
estate,  afterwards  acquired  the  equitable  interest,  see  Strode  v.  Lady  Falkland.,  3  Ch.  Rep. 
187.  In  Yardley  v.  Holland,  L.  K.,  20  £a.  428,  a  mortgagee  in  fee  devised  *'  all  hereditaments 
whereof  he  was  seised  as  mortgagee  *'  (without  anv  specific  description  of  the  mortgaged 
estate),  and  afterwards  purchased  the  equity  of  redemption:  this  was  ademption,  and  the 
devise  failed  both  at  law  and  in  equity. 

(tt)  Duckle  V.  Baines,  8  Sim.  525. 


255;  Milnes  v.  Slater,  8  Yes.  Jr.  295 ;  Broome 
r.  Monck,  10  Yes.  Jr.  597,  605;  4  Kent,  510, 
511;  Carroll  v.  Carroll,  16  How*  275;  John- 
ston V,  Hunlv,  1  Taylor,  305;  George  v. 
Green,  13  N.  ti.  521 ;  Brewster  v.  McCall,  15 
Conn.  274;  Carter  v.  Thomas,  4  Greenl.  341; 
Minuse  v.  Coxe,  5  Johns.  Ch.  441;  McKinnon 
V.  Thompson,  3  Johns.  Ch.  307,  310;  Living- 
ston V.  New  kirk,  3  Johns.  Ch.  312;  Leiper  v, 
Irvine,  26  Penn.  St.  54;  Thomson  v.  Scott,  1 
McCord,  Ch.  32;  Kemp  v.  M*Pherson,  7  Harr. 
&  J.  320:  Havs  v.  Jackson,  6  Mass.  149; 
Wait  V.  Belding,  24  Pick.  129;  Bullard  v. 
Carter,  5  Pick.  114.  This  rule  was  strictly 
held  in  Pennsylvania,  in  the  case  of  Girard  v. 
City  of  Philadelphia,  4  Rawle,  323.  although 
the  testator  declared  in  a  codicil  that  it  was 
his  wish  and  intention,  that  all  the  real  estate 
he  should  thereafter  purchase,  should  pass 
bv  the  said  will.  Such  seems  to  have  been 
tfie  law  of  Alabama,  Meador  v.  .^orsbv,  2  Ala. 
712;  and  of  North  Carolina,  Foster  v.'  Craige, 


2  Ired.  533 ;  Battle  «.  Speight,  9  Ired.  288. 
Where  a  testator  at  the  time  of  making  his 
will,  before  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massa- 
chusetts, changing  the  rule  in  reference  to 
after-acquired  land^  took  effect,  held  land  in 
mortga^,  and  devised  all  his  real  estate,  and 
afterwards  foreclosed  the  mortgage,  it  was 
decided  that  such  land  did  not  pass  by  the 
will.  Brigham  v,  Winchester,  1  Met.'  390. 
See  Swift  v.  Edson,  5  Conn.  531.  So  where 
the  mortgagee  perfected  his  estate  by  taking 
an  absolute  deed  of  the  premises  on  which  he 
holds  the  mortgage.  Bullard  v.  Carter,  5 
Pick.  112,  117,  lis. 

These  cases  proceeded  on  the  ground,  that 
to  give  effect  to  a  devise  of  real  estate,  the 
testator  must  be  the  owner  thereof  at  the  time 
of  making  the  devise,  as  well  as  at  the  time 
of  his  decease ;  and  that  it  must  be  the  same 
interest  at  these  different  periods  of  time. 
But  the  law  has  everywhere,  probabl}'^,  been 
changed  by  statute;  though  the  statutes  vaiy. 
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even  under  the  present  law,  to  go  into  the  inquiry,  whether 
the  *  circumstances  attending  a  contract  for  purchase  or  sale  [*52] 
by  a  deceased  person,  are  such  as  to  render  the  contract  obli- 
gatory (x) ;  for  upon  this  fact  would  depend  the  question  (which 
has  lost  none  of  its  importance),  whether,  as  between  the  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased  testator  or  intestate,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  real 
or  personal  estate ;  and  this  may  and  often  does  depend  on  extrinsic 
circumstances,  ascertainable  by  parol  testimony.  In  Lacon  v.  Mer- 
tins  (y).  Lord  Hardwicke  decreed  a  parol  contract  to  be  carried  into 
execution  as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the 
deceased  vendor,  the  purchaser  submitting  to  perform  it,  and  acts 
of  part  performance,  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
being  proved.  In  Buckmaster  v.  Harrop  («),  a  bill  by  the  pur- 
chaser's heir-at-law  for  a  similar  purpose  was  dismissed  by  Sir  Wm. 
Grant,  M.B.,  on  the  ground  that  a  binding  contract  had  not  been 
proved. 

Where  the  contract  was  binding  on  a  purchaser  dying  before 
1878  at  the  time  of  his  death,  his  heir  or  devisee  was  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  it,  —  in  other  words,  was  entitled  to 
consider  the  contract  as  having  converted  the  personal   puTChaser  at 
estate,  quoad  the  purchase-money,  into  real  estate, —      K^*"u**nti 
although  from  subsequent  events,  arising  out  of  the   rendered  in- 
situation  of  the  deceased  purchaser's  estate,  the  con-  ^STpMion. 
tract  should,   as    against    the  vendor,   have    been    re- 
scinded (a).*    But  as  regards  the  estates  of  persons  dying  after 
the  31st  of  December,  1877,  the  statute  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  34  enacts 
that  where  a  testator  or  intestate  dies  entitled  to  land  of  whatever 
tenure,  which  is  at  his  death  charged  by  way  of  lien  on  unpaid 
purchase-money,  the  devisee  or  legatee  or  heir  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  have  the  money  discharged  out  of  any  other  estate  of  the  testator 
or  intestate,  unless,  in  the  case  of  a  testator,  a  contrary  intention 
appears  from  the  will  (6).    In  such  a  case,  therefore,  all  that  the 
devisee  or  heir  is  entitled  to  is  the  land  charged  with  the  purchase- 
money  (c). 

{x)  Where  at  the  death  of  a  person  there  is  a  contract  for  sale  of  the  fee  or  other  freehold 
Interest  in  land  enforceable  against  the  heir  or  devisee,  the  personal  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased can  now  convey  the  land,  see  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881  (44  & 
45  Vict.  c.  41),  8.  4. 

(y)  8  Atk.  1. 

(«)  7  Yes.  341. 

(a)  Whituker  v.  Whittaker,  4  B.  C.  C.  80;  see  Gamett  v.  Acton,  28  Beav.  888;  Hndaon  v. 
Cook,  L.  R.,  13  Eq.  417. 

(6)  See  further  on  this  subject,  post,  Vol.  II.  Chap.  XLYI. 

(c)  Re  Cockroft,  Broadbent  v.  Groves,  L.  R.,  24  Th.  D.  94. 

1  Bat  where  the  owner  of  land  died  after  land  as  the  will  or  the  law  would  have  given 

contracting  to  sell  it,  the  rescission  of  the  him  in  the  oroceeds  after  payment  of  the 

contract  after  his  death  was  held  to  work  a  debts  of  the  aeceased.    Leiper  v.  Irvine,  26 

reconversion  of  the  estate  into  land,  each  Penn,  St.  64. 
legatee  acquiring  the  same  interest  in  the 
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But  if  from  a  defect  of  title  or  any  other  cause,  the  contract  was 
not  obligatory  on  the  purchaser  at  his  death,  his  heir  or  devi- 
[♦63]  see  was  never  entitled  to  say  he  would  take  the  estate  *  with 
its  defects,  or  have  the  purchase-money  laid  out  in  the  pur- 
chase of  another.  So  in  Broome  v.  Monck((Q,  which  was  a  case 
State  of  liabil-  ^^  defective  title.  Lord  Eldon  observed  that  the  cases 
ity  of  the  establish,  that  whatever  is  the  state  of  liability  of  the 

at  hS  de?th"  Pa-rty  himself  at  his  death,  must  be  the  state  of  liability 
g(>vern8the  to  be  Considered  upon  questions  between  those  repre- 
?wMn^tho8e  senting  him  after  his  death  (e) ;  and  if  at  his  death  he 
claiming  under  could  not  be  compelled  to  take,  clearly  the  heir  could 

not  say  to  the  executor,  ^'I  will  have  the  estate  and 
shall  pay  you  for  it"  (/).  "I  have  not  found  any  case  that  has 
induced  me  to  suppose  that  if  this  were  between  the  heir  and  the 
personal  representative,  it  would  be  possible  for  the  heir  to  say, 
though  the  title  was  doubtful,  yet  being  the  real  representative,  he 
is  entitled  to  take  it  as  it  is,  though  the  ancestor  never  meant  so 
to  take  it,  or  intimated  any  purpose  of  retiring  from  that  situation 
in  which  he  had  a  right  either  to  insist  upon  a  good  title,  or  to  refuse 
the  estate ;  and  though  there  is  no  proof  that  the  ancestor  would 
have  paid  for  the  estate  with  a  bad  title,  yet  the  heir  shall  insist 
that  the  personal  estate  shall  pay  for  it  out  of  the  assets.  None 
of  the  cases  give  any  color  for  that;  Green  v.  Smith  (g),  indeed, 
seems  to  state  a  doctrine  quite  inconsistent."  He  therefore  held 
that,  as  no  title  could  be  made,  the  devisees  were  not  entitled  to  take 
this  estate,  or  to  have  another  estate  bought  for  them. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  Lord  Eldon  adverted  to  the  circumstance 
of  the  purchasing  devisor  not  having  himself  shown  an  intention  to 
Whatevideooe  ^^^^  ^^^  estate  with  a  bad  title.  It  is  conceived  he 
^  '"^^ntj^**  *>y  alluded  to  such  evidence  of  intention  as  would  have 
cept  title  amounted  to  an  acceptance  of  the  title.    Nothing  short 

necessaiy.         Qf  ^jj^g^  jjj  jg  presumed,  could  have  any  effect;  for,  to 

admit  parol  evidence  of  intention  as  such  would  be  liable  to  the  ob- 
jection attaching  to  the  reception  of  extrinsic  evidence  in  aid  of, 
or  in  opposition  to,  a  written  will  (A).  It  is  true  that,  under  the 
doctrine  in  question,  the  devise  is  incidentally  affected  bj  this  evi- 
dence, since,  as  already  observed,  the  inquiry  whether  the  contract 
was  obligatory  on  the  testator  at  his  decease,  lets  in  any 
[*54]  *  evidence  which  would  be  admissible,  in  a  suit  between  the 

(d)  10  Ves.  697.  See  also  1  Ves.  918:  O'Shea  v.  Hoirley,  1  J.  &  Lat.  898.  In  such  a 
case,  unless  the  purchaser  waives  his  objection,  there  can  be  no  conversion,  Re  Thomas, 
Thomas  v.  Howell,  34  Ch.  D.  166. 

(e)  See  aoc.  Curre  v,  Bowrer,  6  Beav.  6,  n.;  Ingle  v,  Richards,  98  Bear.  866;  Haynes  v. 
Hajnes,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  461,  4^9;  Hudson  v.  Cook,  1..  R.,  18  £q.  417;  Lysaght  v.  Edwarda,  2 
Ch.  D.  816. 

(/)  But  see  now  the  stat.  40  &  41  Vict  c.  84,  ante,  p.  69. 

&)  1  Atk.  672. 

(A)  See  Rom  vl  Cunynghame,  11  Ves.  660. 
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vendor  and  vendee,  of  circumstances  discharging  the  vendee,  as  a 
difference  in  the  estate  from  that  contracted  for,  not  capable  of 
being  the  subject  of  compensation  (t),  or  the  like.  Of  course  the 
vendor  could  not  take  advantage  of  the  waiver  by  the  heir  or  devisee 
of  objections  to  the  title  which  his  ancestor  or  devisor  might  have 
advanced,  he  (i.  e,  the  heir  or  devisee)  having  in  that  event  no 
interest  in  the  estate. 

In  Whittaker  v.  Whittaker,  and  Broome  v.  Monck,  the  contract 
seems  to  have  been  binding  on  the  vendor,  and  therefore,  those  cases 
do  not  decide  what  would  be  the  effect,  where  the  de- 
ceased  purchaser  was  bound  at  his  decease,  but  the  ven-  where  the 
dor  was  not,  —  a  case  which  clearly  may  and  often  does   ^J^®**  ^"^ 
arise ;  as  where  a  written  contract  has  been  entered  into,   bound,  but  the 
which  is  duly  signed  by  one  party  and  not  by  the  other,   ^^^^ """ 
and  the  signing  party  dies  before  there  has  been  any 
act  of  part  performance,  which  would  render  the  contract  obligatory 
on  the  other.    It  is  clear,  that  in  such  a  case,  the  surviving  (k)  party 
may  choose  or  not  to  enforce  the  performance  of  the  contract  against 
the  representatives  of  the  deceased :  should  he  decline,  of  course 
the  contract  is  at  an  end,  and  the  property  remains  unconverted 
as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased 
party.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  surviving  party  choose  to  compel 
performance,  the  question  arises  between  the  respective  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased,  whether  such  conversion  has  taken  place.    For 
instance,  suppose  the  deceased  party  to  be  the  vendor ;  if  the  sur- 
viving party,  t.  e.  the  purchaser,  should  (as  he  may)  call  upon  the 
heir  or  devisee  of  the  deceased  vendor,  to  convey  to  him  the  prop- 
erty in  pursuance  of  his  ancestor's  or  testator's  contract,  —  upon  the 
doctrine  in  question  would  depend  the  destination  of  the  purchaso- 
money,  which,  if  the  contract  is  to  be  considered  as  effecting  an 
absolute  conversion  of  the  property,  would  belong  to  the  personal 
representatives  (/) ;  if  not,  to  the  heir  or  devisee  of 
the  deceased  vendor.    The  writer  is  not  aware  of  any  there iTan* 
direct  authority  on  the  point ;  but,  perhaps  it  would  be  option  ^ 
considered  as  governed  by  the  cases  (which  seem  to  be   ^""^  "*' 
analogous  in  principle)  in  which,  there  being  in  a  lease  of  a 
freehold  *  estate  a  clause  entitling  the  lessee  pending  the  term  [*55] 
to  purchase  the  demised  property,  and  the  lessor  having  died 
before  the  option  of  the  lessee  has  been  declared,  the  latter  has  sttbse- 
quently  elected  to  purchase  the  property.    Under  such  circumstances, 
it  was  held  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Townley  v.  Bedwell  (m),  on  the  authority 

(0  S«e  Re  Thomas,  supra. 

{k\  The  fact  of  surrironhlp  is  Introdaced  merely  for  the  convenience  of  distinction:  it 
would,  of  course,  be  immatenal  whether  the  party  represented  as  the  survivor  were  11t- 
faig  or  not 

(/)   See  post.  Chap.  VII .  s.  14,  p.  129. 

(m)  14  Ves.  691.     See  also  Coliingwood  v.  Row,  96  L.  J.,  Ch.  649,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  786. 
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of  a  previous  decision  of  Lord  Kenyon  (n),  (but  without,  it  should 
seem,  approving  the  principle),  that  the  rents,  until  an  election  to 
purchase  should  be  made,  belonged  to  the  heir  or  devisee ;  but  that 
when  it  was  made,  the  purchase-money  went  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  vendor.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  apply  where, 
by  will  made  or  republished  after  the  date  of  the  contract,  the  ven- 
dor has  specifically  devised  the  property;  the  specific  mention  of 
the  property  shows  that  he  intended  the  devisees  to  take  the  only 
beneficial  interest  therein  still  remaining  at  his  disposal,  i.  e.  the 
purchase-money  (o). 

IV.  —  Copyholds. — By  the  common  law,  copyholds  could  not  be 
devised  except  by  virtue  of  a  special  custom  of  the  manor  of  which 
Devises  of  they  were  held,  nor  were  they  affected  by  the  Statutes 
copyholds.  of  Wills  passed  in  the  reign  of  Hen.  8  (p).  When  a 
copyholder  wished  to  devise  his  copyhold,  it  was  originally  necessary 
that  he  should  make  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  his  last  will;  the 

estate  then  passed  by  the  surrender  and  not  by  the  will, 
copyholder  in  which  was  Only  a  direction  of  the  uses  of  the  surren- 
jofnt  tenancy     Jcr  (q).    The  Surrender,  and  not  the  will,  being  the 

operative  part,  so  to  speak,  of  the  devise,  one  joint 

[*66]  tenant  could,  by  surrendering  to  the  use  *  of  his  will,  and  then 

devising  to  a  stranger,  sever  the  jointure  (r),  and,  in  most 

manors,  also  bar  his  widow  of  freebench.    By  the  statute  55  Geo.  3, 

c.  192,  all  devises  thereafter  to  be  made  of  copyhold 
a^^^i'spensin^ff  lands,  though  not  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  testar 
with  surrender  tor's  will,  were  rendered  as  valid  as  if  a  surrender  had 

tonseofthe,  C/v 

▼ill.  been  made  {s), 

(»)  Lawes  v.  Bennet,  1  Cos,  167.  Compare  Wright  «.  Rose,  S  8.  &  St.  828,  and  the 
observations  of  Wood,  y.-C.,  IJ.  &  H.  429. 

(o)  Drant  v.  Vause,  1  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  680;  Emass  v.  Smith,  2  De  Q.  &  S.  722.  Neither 
a  specific  devise  executed  before  O^eeding  v.  Weedioff,  1  J.  &  H.  424),  nor  a  general  de- 
vise executed  after  the  contract  (Goold  v.  Teasue,  6  Jur..  N.  S.  116),  is  suffictont  fbr  the 
purpose.  The  rule  applies  only  as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the 
party  bound.  The  purchaser  is  not  bound  until  he  exercises  the  option,  and,  when  it  is 
exercised,  the  proper^  will  be  deemed  to  be  converted  onlv  from  the  time  of  such  election, 
either  as  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser  (Edwards  v.  West,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  D.  868),  or 
as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  purchaser  (Re  Adams  and  the  Ken* 
sington  Vest^,  L.  R.,  27  Ch.  D.  894).  In  KnoUys  v.  Shepherd  (a  case  of  contract),  (1  J. 
&  W.  499,  cir.,  affirmed  in  D.  P.,  Sng.  Law  of  Fivp.  228)  a  specific  devise  to  the  testator's 
"dear  wife**  of  the  estate  '* which  he  nad  lately  contracted  to  sell*'  was  held  not  to  show 
such  an  intention,  but  to  give  the  wife  only  the  legal  estate,  the  purchase-money  passing 
by  the  residuary  bequest.  As  to  whether  a  general  devise  includes  an  estate  which  the 
tietator  has  contracted  to  sell,  see  post.  Chap.  XXI. 

{p)  1  Watk.  Cop.  122,  2  Rol.  Rep.  888. 

iq)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Yi^r,  8  Yes.  286.  See  1  Watk.  Cop.  122;  and  Roe  v.  Jeffries,  2  Wils. 
18.  As  to  the  necessity  for  a  surrender  by  an  equitable  mortgagee  of  copyholds  to  the 
use  of  his  will,  Doe  d.  Shewen  v.  Wroot,  6  East,  182. 

(r)  Co.  Litt.  69  b.:  Porter  «.  Porter,  Cro.  .fac.  100;  2  Cox,  166;  2  Yes.  609.  In  Edwards 
«.  Champion  (1  De  O.  &  S.  76),  it  was  held  by  K.  Bruce,  Y.-C,  that  a  surrender  by  one 
Joint  tenant  to  the  use  of  the  will  of  a  stranger  whose  will  did  not  come  into  operation 
until  after  the  death  of  the  surrenderor,  produced  a  severance;  but  on  appeal  (3  D.  M. 
&  0.  202)  this  was  doubted  by  Lord  Cran worth,  Parke,  B.,  and  Cresswell,  J.,  seeing  that 
the  right  by  survivorship  had  actually  accrued. 

(s)  See  Doe  d.  Hickman  «.  Hickman,  4  B.  &  Ad.  66;  Doe  v.  Bartle,  6  B.  &  Aid.  482, 
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An  equitable  interest  in  copyholds  under  a  trust  or  right  of  re- 
demption, or  a  contract  for  purchase,  being  incapable  of  surrender, 
was  devisable  without  any  such  formality,  and  it  was  Equiuble  In- 
immaterial  in  the  last  case  that  a  surrender  had  been  if*;?**"*.~Pr 

-   ^,  -  -  -•       i_    J    holds  devisable 

made  to  the  use  of  the  purchaser,  so  long  as  he  had  without  sur- 
not  been  admitted  (t) :  and  the  right  of  the  equitable  ™»der. 
owner  to  devise  his  interest  could  not  be  controlled  by  the  custom  of 
the  manor,  (u) 

Customary  freeholds,  though  not  held  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  yet 
if  alienable  by  surrender  and  admittance,  were  devisable  Customary 
in  the  same  manner  as  copyholds  (ac).  freeholds. 

Copyholds,  equally  with  freeholds,  were  subject  to  the  rule,  which, 
under  the  old  law,  restricted  a  devise  to  lands  of  which  . 

tlie  testator  was  seised  when  he  made  his  will  (y).    A  of  after- 
devise  of  copyholds,  therefore,  however  comprehensive   •*^"J5^ 
in  its  terms,  did  not  generally  pass  an  after-acquired 
copyhold  estate  («).    And  as  every  copyhold  is  parcel  of  the 
manor  to  which  it  belongs,  a  *  devise  of  the  manor  was  held  [*67] 
to  comprise  such  copyholds,  though  acquired  by  the  lord  after 
the  making  of  bis  will  (a). 

Under  the  old  law,  too,  a  devisee  or  surrenderee  of  copyholds 
before  admittance,  was  wholly  incapable  of  devising 
them  (ft).    The  same  doctrine  was  at  one  period  con-  viJee"or  sur-^ 
sidered  to  apply  to  an  heir,  on  the  supx>osed  authority   ""^v^^l 
of  Smith  V,  Triggs  (e);   but,  as  such,  the  decision  in  foj^admft- 
that  case  was  completely  overruled  by  Bight  d.  Taylor   ^*"*^®  ^°***' 

1  D.  &  Ry.  81.  It  seems  the  better  opinion,  that  a  custom  in  a  manor  that  the  copyhold 
tenant  shau  not  devise  through  the  medium  of  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  his  will,  is  bad, 
(Warden  v.  Wardell,  3  B.  O.  C.  117;  Pike  v.  White,  ib.  287;  but  seel  Evans*  Star, 
p.  450).  At  all  events,  such  a  custom  will  not  be  presumed  from  the  fact  that  no  entry  is 
to  be  found  on  the  court  rolls,  of  any  such  surrender,  (Doe  d.  Edmunds  v.  Llewellin,  2 
C.  M.  &  R.  503,  5  Tvr.  899;  Doe  d.  Dand  v.  Thompson,  7  Q   B.  897). 

(0  Daviesv.  Beversliam,  2  Freem.  157,  3  Ch.  Rep.  76;  Car  v.  Ellison,  8  Atk.  73;  Ring 
V.  king;,  3  P.  W.  328;  Gibson  v.  Lord  Montfort,  1  Ves.  489:  Greenhill  v.  Greenhill,  2  Vern. 
679;  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1  My.  &  K.  664;  Seaman  v.  Woods,  24  Beav.  372,  where  the  pur- 
chaser took  under  a  power  of  sale  in  a  will. 

(tt)  Lewis  V,  Lane,  2  My.  &  R.  449. 

(x)  Doe  V.  Huntingdon.  4  East,  288;  Doe  d.  Cook  r.  Danrers,  7  East,  299;  Doe  d. 
Dand  v.  Thompson,  7  Q.  B.  897.  These  cases  appear  to  overrule  Lord  Hardwicke*s  apparent 
o]*inion  to  the  contrary  in  Hus!«ev  v.  Grills,  Amb.  299. 

(y)  Harris  v.  Cutler,  eit.  1  T.  R.'438,  n. ;  Spring  v.  Biles,  id.  485,  n. 

(z)  Phillips  V.  Phillips,  1  My.  &  R.  664.  £jccept  so  far  as  such  estate  was  brought 
within  its  operation  by  a  subsequent  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will,  which  could  not  be  the 
case  when  tne  testator's  interest  was  only  equitable,  Heylin  v.  Ueylin,  Cowp.  130;  Att.-Gen. 
0.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  287.    See  Spring  v.  biles,  1  T.  R.  435  n. 

(a)  Roe  d.  Hale  v.  Wegg,  6  T.  R.  708.  As  to  reputed  manors,  see  Doe  v.  Williams,  11 
M.  &  W.  803.  As  to  subse(|uent  acquisition  by  the  lord  of  freeholds  held  of  the  manor, 
see  Delacherois  v.  Delacherois,  11  H.  L.  Ca.  62.  A  deyise  if  a  remainder  or  reversion 
passed  the  prior  life  estate  if  subsequently  acauired  by  the  testator,  the  ulterior  estate  being 
accelerated  by  merger,  Buckingham  v.  Cook,  Holt,  253. 

(6)  Wainwright  V.  Elweil,  1  Mad.  627;  Phillips  •.  Phillips,  1  My.  &  R.  664;  Matthew  v. 
Osborne,  17  Jur.  696. 

and 
Sir 


{cj  1  ^tr.  487.    See  Sir  T.  Plumer's  judgment  in  Wainwright  v,  Elweil,  1  Mad.  632  ; 
ir  L.  Shadwell's  judgment  in  Ring  •.  Turner,  2  Sim.  548,  reversed  1  My.  &  EL.  456. 
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Devise  by  an  V.  Banks  (d).  The  point  was  again  agitated^  and  re- 
heirlieid  to  c«ived  a  similar  determination  in  King  v.  Turner  {e) 
b.'  good.  and  Doe  d.  Perry  v.  Wilson  (/). 

The  act  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  3,  has  precluded  any  question  of  this 
nature  in  regard  to  wills  which  are  subject  to  its  operation,  by  ex- 
Devises  by  pressly  affirming  the  testamentary  power  of  an  unad- 
unadmitted^  mitted  heir :  indeed  it  goes  much  further,  by  extending 
renderee  under  the  devising  power  to  an  unadmitted  devisee  or  surren- 
Wiiis  Act.  ^^j.Q^^  It  repeals  the  55  Geo,  3,  c.  192,  which  only 
supplied  the  omission  of  a  formal  surrender  (g),  and  makes  the  will 
itself,  without  any  surrender,  confer  a  right  to  admittance  (A),  not- 
withstanding that  the  testator  has  not  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his 
will,  or  notwithstanding  that  the  copyholds,  in  consequence  of  the 
want  of  a  custom  to  devise  or  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  will  or  other- 
wise, or  in  consequence  of  there  being  a  custom  that  a  will  or  sur- 
render to  the  use  of  a  will  should  continue  in  force  for  a  limited  time 
only,  or  any  other  special  custom,  could  not  have  been  disposed  of 
by  the  will  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act  Thus  all  questions 
arising  under  the  former  act  respecting  the  validity  of  a  devise,  in 
consequence  of  the  power  to  devise  being  still  left  dependent  on  the 

power  to  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will  (though  the  surren- 
[*58]  der  itself  was  not  required),  are  now  set  *  at  rest    But  in 

Lacey  v.  Hill  (t),  it  was  held  that  the  Wills  Act  does  not 
merely  dispense  with  the  surrender  and  the  custom,  but  gives  the 
devise  the  same  effect  as  if  there  actually  had  been  both ; 
Devise  of  *  w^d  that  consequently  a  general  devise  of  the  testator's 
copyholds  bars  «  real  estate,"  without  more,  bars  his  widow  of  her  free- 
bench.  Reading  the  act,  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  R.,  said, 
*^  That  means  that  a  testator  is  to  have  the  same  power  of  devising 
copyhold  estate,  as  if  he  had  done  all  the  things  there  mentioned ; 
as  if  there  had  been  a  surrender,  or  as  if  there  had  been  a  custom, 
and  so  forth.  It  breaks  in  upon  the  customary  law  of  copyholds 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  an  unlimited  power  of  devise.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  t?ie  same  effect  is  to  be  given  to  a  devise  of  copyholds 
under  the  new  law,  as  under  the  law  as  it  stood  before  the  Wills  Act, 
and  consequently  the  widow  is  not  entitled  to  freebench."  It  is  to 
be  presumed  that  in  this  case  the  custom  gave  freebench  of  lands 
of  which  the  copyholder  was  seised  at  his  death,  and  not,  as  is  the 


d)dB.  &  Ad.  664. 
e)  1   My.  &  K.  456. 


(f)  6  Ad.  &  Ell.  321 ;    and  see  Doe  d.  Winder  v.  I^aireft,  7  Ad.  &  £11. 196. 

(g)  See  Doe  d.  Hickman  v,  Hickman,  4  B.  &  Ad.  56.  It  did  not  dispense  with  a  particular 
mode  of  surrender  required  br  action  to  give  validity  to  a  devise  bj  a  muried  iroman,  Doe 
r.  Bartle,  6  B.  &  Aid.  492,  1  D.  &  Rv.  81. 

<k)  This  view  was  adopted  by  the  Court  in  Garland  v.  Head,  L.  R.,  6  Q.  B.  441.  See 
Allen  V,  Bewsey,  7  Ch.  Div.  453.    Admittance  is  still  necessary  to  vest  the  estate. 

(t)  L.  R.,  19  Ea.  346.  The  contrary  must  have  been  af«sumed  in  Thompson  r.  Burra,  L. 
R.,  16  Kq.  692.  It  was  needless  there  to  argue  that  the  widow  must  elect  between  her  free- 
bench  and  the  benefits  given  her  by  the  wilfif  the  freebench  was  defeated  by  the  devise. 
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cnstom  in  some  manors  (J)y  of  those  of  which  he  was  seised  at  any 
time  during  the  coverture ;  since,  in  the  latter  case,  notwithstanding 
a  custom  to  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will,  neither  a  devise  nor 
an  actual  surrender  by  the  husband  would  under  the  previous  law 
have  barred  the  freebench. 

Copyholders  also  participate  in  the  benefit  of  the  enactments  which 
extend  the  devising  power  to  after-acquired  real  estate,  and  other 
interests  not  before  devisable;  and  are,  on  the  other  hand,  bound 
by  those  which  (as  we  shall  see)  regulate  the  ceremonial  of  execution. 
Copyholds  are  also,  in  common  with  freeholds,  subject  to  the  several 
clauses  by  which  the  legislature  has  propounded  certain  new  canons 
or  rules  of  construction,  which  in  general  appear  to  be  of  a  nature 
to  admit  of  application  to  copyhold  estates  (A;). 

▼.  —  ChatteU  real. — Bequests  of  chattel  interests  in  land  are  gov- 
erned by  principles  wholly  different  from  those  which  Beqaesuof 
regulate  devises  of  freehold  estates:  they  do  not,  like  chattel inter- 
the  latter,  pass  directly  to  the  legatee,  as  the  alienee  ~^*"^°<**- 
of  the  testator,  but,  forming  part  of  his  personal  estate,  they 
devolve  to  the  executor  or  other  *  general  personal  representa-  [*69] 
tive,  who  is  bound,  in  subordination  to  the  paramount  claims 
of  creditors,  to  give  effect  to  any  bequest  in  the  will,  specific  or 
residuary,  comprising  the  property  in  question ;  and,  therefore,  even 
under  the  old  law,  it  was  quite  unnecessary,  as  regarded  the  testator's 
competency  of  disposition,  to  go  into  the  inquiry,  whether  he  was,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  will,  possessed  of  a  term  of  years  which 
formed  part  of  his  property  at  his  decease  {V)\  such  an  inquiry 
being  no  less  irrelevant  in  the  case  of  a  bequest  of  leaseholds  held 
by  a  chattel  lease,  than  in  that  of  a  horse  or  a  watch,  or  any  other 
personal  chattel. 

▼I. — Batatas  pur  autre  ▼!•.— Freeholds  pur  autre  vie  require  a 
distinct  consideration  in  connection  with  the  testamentary  power.^ 
This  species  of  estate  stands   distinguished  from  all 
other  interests,  freehold  or  chattel,  by  this  peculiar  qual-  ^^%^^  P" 
ity,  that  it  is  capable  of  being  rendered  transmissible  to 
either  real  or  personal  representatives,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
instrument  creating  the  estate,  or  rather  the  instrument  vesting  it  in 
the  deceased  owner,  or  in  the  person  under  whom  he  derived  his  title 
\f^  act  of  law :  for  it  seems  now  to  be  admitted  that  the  devolution 

{J)  Riddell  v.  Jenner,  10  Bing.  29  fManor  of  Cheltenham). 

(ik)  The  form  of  admittance  of  a  devisee  of  oopjholda  u  now  somewhat  simplified  by 
sUt.  4  &  5  Vict,  c  85,  m.  88.  89,  90. 

(0  See  Wind  v.  Jelcyl,  1  P.  W.  575;  see  also  Jamea  «.  Dean,  XI  Ves.  888. 

1  Estates  par  antre  rie  are  made  devisable  by  express  statate  in  some  of  the  states ;  and 
tiiey  are  no  doabt  deyiaaMe  eveiTwherd. 
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of  the  estate  is  regulated  by  the  words  of  limitation  contained  in  the 
last  conveyance,  without  regard  to  the  mode  of  its  original  creation. 
Estates  pur  autre  vie  are  devisable  by  the  express  termtf  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  o.  3  (s.  12),  the  act  of  Henry  8  being 
(according  to  the  prevalent  and  probably  the  better  opinion)  confined 
to  estates  of  inheritance  in  fee-simple  (m). 

Though  the  Statute  of  Frauds  required  three  witnesses  to  the 
devise  of  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  yet  where  the  property  devolved 

otherwise  than  to  the  heirs  of  the  owner  (i.  «.,  where  it 
Devolution  of  was  limited  either  to  his  executors  or  administrators,  or 
autre  v£!^  to  the  last  taker  indefinitely,  without  any  express  men- 
tion of  either  class  of  representatives),  it  was  distributa- 
ble as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  whether  he  died  testate  or  intestate ; 
and  by  a  necessary  consequence  of  this  principle,  an  executor  taking  it 
as  such  was  bound  to  give  effect  to  any  bequest  or  direction  in  the  will 
affecting  such  property,  though  the  will  might  not  have  been  attested 

in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute  in  question  (n).    By  the 
[*60]  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  3,   the  previous  enactments  respecting  *  estates 

pur  autre  vie  were  repealed,  and  the  testamentary  power  is  ex- 
pressly extended  to  such  estates,  whether  there  shall  or  shall  not  be 
any  special  occupant  thereof,  and  whethei  the  same  shall  be  freehold, 
customary  freehold,  tenant-right,  customary  or  copyhold,  or  of  any 
other  tenure,  and  whether  the  same  shall  be  a  corporeal  or  an  in- 
corporeal hereditament ;  and  by  sect.  6  it  is  enacted,  that  if  no  dis- 
position shall  be  made  of  any  estate  pur  autre  vie  of  a  freehold 
nature,  it  shall  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  and  that  in  case 
there  shall  be  no  special  occupant  of  any  estate  pur  autre  vie,  whether 
freehold  or  customary  freehold,  tenant-right,  customary,  or  copyhold, 
or  of  any  other  tenure,  and  whether  a  corporeal  or  incorporeal  hered- 
itament, it  shall  go  to  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  party 
that  had  the  estate  thereof  by  virtue  of  the  grant ;  and  if  the  same 
shall  come  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  either  by  reason  of  a 
special  occupancy  or  by  virtue  of  the  act,  it  shall  be  assets  in  his 
hands,  and  shall  go  and  be  applied  and  distributed  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  or  intestate.  So  that  where 
a  bastard,  having  the  trust  of  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  limited  to  him 
and  his  heirs,  dies  without  heir,  there  being  thus  no  special  occupant, 
the  property  goes  in  case  of  intestacy  to  the  administrator  in  trust 
for  the  crown  (o) ;  or  if  there  be  a  will  appointing  an  executor  but 
not  disposing  of  the  lease,  the  executor  will  hold  for  his  own  benefit^ 
unless  the  will  be  such  as  before  the  act  1  Will.  4,  c.  40,  s.  2,  con- 
stituted him  a  trustee  (jp). 

(m)  Anon.,  Cart.  211. 

(n)  Ripkj  V,  Waterworth,  7  Vm.  425 ;    in  oonneedon  with  which  case,  tee  Bearpark  «. 
Hutchinson,  7  Bing.  178,  4  M.  &  Pay.  848,  as  to  rents  pur  autre  rie. 
(o)  Remolds  v.  Wright,  26  Beav.  100,  2  D.,  F.  &  J.  590. 
(/>)  Powell  V.  Merritt,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  381;  Cradock  v.  Owen,  2  ib.  241. 
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A  question  often  agitated^  but  never  entirely  settled,  in  regard  to 
the  devising  power  over  estates  of  this  description;  was  whether 
where  they  were  limited  to  the  tenant  pur  autre  vie,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  they  could  be  devised  without  some  quagiunMni  in 
act  on  his  part  to  bar  the  entail.  It  was  admitted  on  all  **»'  ^^  csutes 
hands  that  if  the  property  were  undisposed  of,  it  would 
devolve  to  the  heir  special  per  f ormam  doni ;  it  was  equally  clear  that 
an  alienation  hy  deed,  if  made  by  the  quasi  tenant  in  tail  in  posses- 
sion (^),  was  an  effectual  bar  to  the  entail ;  but  the  doubt  was,  whether 
the  estate  was  devisable  by  will  alone,  without  any  such  previous 
alienation.  The  authorities  on  the  point  are  few  and  contra- 
dictory. ♦  In  Doe  V,  Luxton  (r),  Lord  Kenyon  inclined  to  think  [*61] 
that  the  devise  was  good ;  but  this  dictum  stands  opposed  to 
that  of  Lord  Kedesdale  in  Campbell  v.  Sandys  (s) ;  and  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  B.  R.  in  Ireland,  in  Hopkins  v.  Bamage  (t),  who  thought 
that  a  quasi  tenant  in  tail  could  not  by  will  exclude  the  title  of  the 
issue  or  remaindermen,  and  such  was  evidently  the  impression  of 
Sir  T.  Plumer  in  Blake  v.  Luxton  (u),  and  of  Sir  E.  Sugden  in  Allen 
V.  Allen  (x).  The  statute  1  Vict,  does  not  in  terms  dispose  of  this 
debatable  point,  but  has,  it  should  seem,  done  so  in  effect,  by  the 
language  of  the  general  enabling  clause,  sect.  3,  which  extends  the 
devising  power  to  "  all  real  estate  and  all  personal  estate  which  he 
(the  testator)  shall  be  entitled  to,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  and  which,  if  not  so  devised,  bequeathed,  or  dis- 
posed of,  would  devolve  upon  the  heir-at-law  or  customary  heir  of  him, 
or,  if  he  became  entitled  by  descent,  of  his  ancestor,  or  upon  his  executor 
*  or  administrator" 

The  terms  of  this  enactment  evidently  restrict  it  to  cases  in  which 
property,  in  the  absence  of  disposition,  would  devolve  to  the  general 
real  or  personal  representatives  of  the  testator,  as  distinguished  from 
the  case  now  under  consideration,  in  which  the  devolution  would  be 
to  the  heir  special. 

vn.  —  CiiBtoms  Fand  Annuities. — A  restriction  on  the  general 
power  of  testamentary  disposition  is  imposed  as  regards  policies  of 

{q)  If  made  by  tenant  in  taU  in  remainder,  it  mnat  be  with  the  concurrence  of  the  owner  of 
the  previous  estate  in  possession  (Slade  v.  Pattison,  5  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  51;  Allen  v.  Allen, 
a  D.  &  War.  307,  832;  Edwards  «.  Champion,  3  D.,  M.  &  6.  202),  and  could  never, 
therefore,  be  made  by  will. 

(r)  6  T.  R.  298. 

(«)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  294. 

(0  Batty,  865.  The  decision  of  Lord  Manners  in  Dillon  v.  Dillon,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  77, 
does  not  touch  the  question,  for  the  quasi  tenant  in  tail  died  without  issue,  and  therefore, 
at  her  death,  there  was  nothing  for  the  will  to  operate  upon,  and  the  learned  Judge  expressly 
rested  his  decision  on  this  fact.  In  Hopkins  •.  Ramage,  the  circumstances  were  precisely 
similar,  but  the  opinion  of  the  Ck>urt  was  expressed  in  general  terms. 

(«)  Coop.  185. 

{x)  2  D.  &  War.  807,  826.  So  in  Re  Barber*s  Settled  Estates.  L.  R.,  18  Ch.  D.  628, 
Fry,  J.,  said  that  ''  the  analogy  of  a  fee  simple  estate  is  to  be  applied  as  far  as  it  can  be, 
both  as  to  the  capacity  and  incapacity  of  alienation  of  an  estate  pur  autre  Tie." 
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life  aBsurance  effected  with  the  Customs  Annuity  and  Benevolent 
BestrictioD  on  ^^^  under  the  statute  66  Geo.  3,  o.  73  (local).  By 
testamentary  rule  25  of  the  rulcs  made  in  1819  pursuant  to  s.  9  of 
interalu^^  that  act,  it  is  provided  that  for  every  10^.  of  annuity  in- 
subwibere  to     gured  by  any  subscriber  for  his  widow,  100^  of  capital 

money  insured  ^'  shall  be  available,  in  such  manner  and 
proportions  as  he  may  think  proper  and  direct  in  his  will  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  widow,  children,  or  relatives  ;  and  also  under  the  admission 
of  the  directors,  in  like  manner  or  proportions  for  the  benefit  of  his 

nominee  or  nominees  who  may  not  be  a  relative  or  relatives  of 
[^*62']  such  subscriber ; "  and  *  if  no  annuity  to  his  widow  shall  be 

insured,  one  half  of  the  capital  is  to  be  applied  in  purchase  of  an 
annuity  from  the  fund  for  the  widow,  and  the  remainder  only  is  to  be 
available  for  the  purposes  of  the  wilL  And  rule  23  of  new  Eules  made 
in  1827  (whereby  the  former  rules  were  repealed)  provided  in  similar 
terms  for  the  application  of  capital  insured,  except  that  it  was  pro- 
vided that  it  shall  be  available  in  such  manner  and  proportion  as  the 
subscriber  may  direct  by  any  deed  or  instrument,  or  by  his  will,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  widow,  children,  and  relatives,  and  for  such  nomi- 
nees who  shall  have  been  duly  admitted  by  the  directors.  The 
subscribers  have  thus  no  absolute  property  in  the  sum  insured,  but 
only  a  limited  power  of  appointment  over  it  among  the  objects  of  the 
power,  by  deed,  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  or  by  will  (y)  ;  and  it 
has  been  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  a  nomination,  so  as  to 
bring  the  nominee  or  nominees  within  the  class  of  persons  who  are 
objects  of  the  power,  must  be  a  nomination  by  the  testator  in  his  life- 
time, duly  ratified  by  the  admission  of  the  nominee  or  nominees  («). 
It  would  seem  that  a  ''  nominee''  may  be  a  trustee  for  another  person 
or  persons  (a)  ;  but  the  directors  ought  to  be  informed  by  the  instru- 
ment of  nomination,  or  by  some  other  instrument,  for  what  purpose 
the  nominee  is  appointed  (6). 


(y)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Rowsell,  L.  R.,  86  Ch.  D.  87,  n.  _        «,,,««- 

(«)  Re  PhiUipB*  InBurance,  L.  R.,  23  Ch.  D.  285.    In  Uraohart  v.  Batterfield,  L.  R.,  37 


and  the  directors  admitted  him  on  those  terms.  It  was  held  that  the  directors  were  boond 
by  the  admission.  ..       •    «     ^  «. 

(a)  Re  Maclean's  Trusts,  L.  R.|  19  Eq.  274.  See  also  Re  Pooock's  PoUcy,  L.  R.,  6  Ch. 
445;  Urquhart  v.  Butterfield,  at  pp.  870,  875,  376. 

(6)  Per  Cotton,  L.  J.,  Urquhart  v.  Butterfield,  at  p.  871. 
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I.  —  Corporatloiui. — The  statute  of  34  Hen.  8,  o.  5,  expressly  ex- 
cepted out  of  its  enabling  clause  deyises  to  bodies  politic  and  cor- 
porate;   and,  accordingly,  a  deyise  to  a  corporation,   (j^j^poiations 
whether  aggregate  or  sole,  either  for  its  own  benefit  or  can  take  by 
as  trustee,  was  void;  and  the  lands  so  devised  descended  ^^t  hold 
to  the  heir,  either  beneficially  or  charged  with  the  trust,   without 
as  the  case  might  be.*    The  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26,  con-  ^'<*°*^ 
tains  no  such  prohibition,  the  legislature  haying  contented  itself 

(a)  See  also  Chap.  III.  on  the  personal  disabilities  of  testators. 


I  The  New  York  Beviwd  Sututes  have 
turned  tho  simple  exception  in  the  English 
statute,  and  in  the  former  statute  of  M^ew 
York,  into  an  express  prohibition  by  declare 
ing  tliat  no  devise  to  a  corporation  shall  be 
valid  unless  the  corporation  be  expressly 
authorized  to  take  by  devise.  4  Kent,  507 ; 
Wright  e.  Meth.  Epis.  Church,  1  Hoff.  Ch. 
Si25;  Andrew  v.  New  York  Bible  Society,  4 
Sandf .  156.  The  same  construction  prevailed 
as  to  the  pre-existing  statutes.  .Tsckson  v. 
Hammond,  2  Caines's  Cas.  in  Error,  337. 
M'Cartee  v.  Orphans*  Asylum,  9  Cow.  437. 
Indeed,  where  a  \egacy  was  given  to  a  cor- 
poration, in  New  York,  in  tnist,  for  an  au- 
thorized pious  use,  and  also  for  a  use  foreign 
and  extnnsic  to  uses  which  the  corporation 
could  execute  by  law,  the  trust,  being  entire 
and  indivisible,' was  held  void.  Andrew  v. 
New  York  Bible  Soc.,  4  Sandf.  156.  Corpo- 
rations are  not  excepted  oat  of  the  Statute 
of  Wills  in  Massachusetts,  or  prohibited  from 
talcing  land  by  devise.  The  same  is  also  the 
ease  m  many  other  states.  The  common- 
law  right  of  taking  personal  propertv  by  be- 
quest, has,  it  seems,  always  been  enjoyed  by 
corporations  equally  with  individuals.  Phil- 
lips* Academy  o.  STing,  12  Mass.  646;  In  re 
Howe,  1  Paige,  214;  McCartee  v.  Orphans* 
Asylum,  9  Cowen,  437;  Burr  v.  Smithy  7  Vt. 
241:  Burbank  v.  Whitney,  24  Pick.  151; 
Gibson  V.  McCall,  1  Richardson,  174.    The 


word  '^person '*  in  the  provision  of  the  Stat- 
aU  of  Wills  of  New  York  (2  R.  S.  57,  §  3) 
does  not  include  a  state  or  a  nation ;  and  a 
devise  of  lands  to  the  United  States  is  therefore 
void.  In  re  Fox,  52  N.  Y.  530.  Whether  a 
corporation  limited  by  charter  or  by  statute 
in  regard  to  the  amount  of  property  it  can 
hold,  can  in  excess  of  the  limit  take  or  hold, 
is  a  matter  of  dispute.  Some  courts  hold  that 
the  limitation  operates  only  in  iavor  of  the 
state.  See  Jones  o.  Habersham,  107  U.  S. 
174,  183;  De  Camp  v.  Dobbins,  29  N.  J.  Eq. 
35;  «.  c.  31  N.  J.  £q.  671, 690;  Wood  v.  Ham- 
mond, 16  R.  I.  98.  Other  courU  hold  that 
the  gift  will  be  invalid  as  to  the  excess. 
Gromie  v.  Louisville  Orphans*  Soc.  3  Bush, 
865;  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain,  43  N.  Y. 
424;  McGraw  «.  Cornell  Univ.,  Ill  N.  Y. 
66  ;  Davidson  College  v.  Chambers,  3  Jones, 
Eq.  253;  Wood  v.  Hammond,  supra.  This 
latter  appeara  to  be  the  better  view. 

When  the  terms  of  the  chsrter  of  a  corpora- 
Uon,  created  by  the  legislation  of  another 
state,  are  sufficiently  broad  to  confer  upon  it 
a  capacity  to  take  and  hold  real  estate  oy  de- 
vise, although  not  expressl}*  authorized  so  to 
take,  a  provision  of  the  Statute  of  Wills  of 
that  state  that "  no  devise  of  real  estate  to  a 
corporation  shall  be  valid,  unless  such  cor- 
poration is  expressly  authorized  by  its  charteri 
or  by  statute,  to  take  by  devise,***  is  operative 
only  to  the  extent  of  disabling  the  corporation 
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with  regulating  and  defining  the  powers  and  capacities  of  testators, 
without  in  any  manner  interfering  with,  or  attempting  to  define,  the 
capacities  of  persons  to  take  under  testamentary  dispositions,  which 
it  has  left  to  be  ascertained  and  determined  by  the  application  of 
the  general  principles  of  law.  According  to  those  principles,  cor- 
porations had  capacity  to  take  lands,  though,  without  a  sufficient 
license  in  that  behalf,  they  could  not  retain  them.  Their  incapacity 
to  take  land  by  devise  was  a  consequence  of  the  exception  in  the 
statute  of  Henry ;  and  since  the  act  1  Vict  c.  26  has  repealed  that 
statute  without  reviving  the  prohibition,  they  were,  prior  to  the  13th 
August,  1888  (J>),  as  capable  of  taking  by  devise  as  natural  persons  (c). 
But,  as  in  cases  of  acquisition  by  other  means,  a  proper  Ucense  was 
needed  to  enable  them  to  hold.  The  disability  of  corporations  to 
hold  real  property  was  created  by  various  statutes  {d)  before 
[*64]  34  Hen.  8,  which  appear  to  have  *  been  founded  on  the  prin- 
ciple, that,  by  allowing  lands  to  become  vested  in  objects  en- 
dued with  perpetuity  of  duration,  the  lords  were  deprived  of  escheats, 
and  other  feudal  profits.  Hence,  the  necessity  of  obtaining  the 
king's  license,  he  being  the  ultimate  lord  of  every  fee  in  the  king- 
dom ;  but  this  license  only  remitted  his  own  rights,  and  did  not  pre- 
vent the  right  of  forfeiture  accruing  to  intermediate  lords.  Doubts 
having  arisen,  however,  at  the  devolution,  how  far  such  license  was 
valid  (e),  as  being  an  exercise  of  the  dispensing  power  formerly 
claimed  by  the  crown  (but  which,  it  is  pretty  evident,  it  was  not, 
but  merely  a  waiver  of  its  own  right  of  forfeiture),  the  statute  7  &  8 
Will.  3,  c.  37,  was  passed,  which  provided  that  the  crown  for  the 
future,  at  its  own  discretion,  might  grant  licenses  to  alien  and  also 
to  acquire  and  hold  in  mortmain,  of  whomsoever  the  tenements 
should  be  holden.  And  by  s.  2  of  the  same  act,  it  was  declared 
that  lands,  &c.,  so  aliened  or  acquired  and  licensed  should  not  be 
subject  to  any  forfeiture  by  reason  of  such  alienation  or  acquisition. 
The  license  from  the  crown  thus  protected,  and  it  still  protects, 
against  forfeiture  to  any  intermediate  lord. 

(6)  The  date  of  the  passing  of  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1888. 


..  6\  io  bQw.  o,  81.  o,  c.  0;  10  nica.  a,  c.  o;  xo  nen.  o,  c.  x 
(e)  2  Hawk.  P.  C  391,  Co.  Latt.  99a,  n.  (1),  by  Batler. 


to  take  by  devise  real  estate  situate  in  that 
state,  and  does  not  affect  its  power  to  take  by 
devise  real  estate  in  Ohio.  American  Bible 
Society  v.  Marshall,  15  Ohio  St.  537.  See 
White  V.  Howard,  46  N.  Y.  144;  In  re  Foac, 
52  N.  Y.  530;  Vansant  o.  BoberU,  3  Md.  119. 
A  bequest  is  good  to  a  domestic  or  to  a 
foreign  corporation  in  Massachusetts.  Bur- 
bank  V.  Whitnev,  24  Pick.  151.  See  Sutton 
V.  Cole,  8  Pick. '232;  Oapp  o.  Stoughton.  10 
Pick.  463;  Washburn  v.  Sewall,  9  Met.  280; 
BartleU  «.  Nye,  4  Met.  878.    fiieemosynaiy 


corporations  of  other  states  may  take  land  in 
Pennsylvania  by  devise,  although  prevented 
by  the  Statutes  of  Wills  of  the  states  where 
they  are  incorporated  from  so  taking  lands 
in  those  states.  Thompson  v.  Swoope,  24 
Penn.  St.  474.  A  school  district  may  take 
bv  will  in  California.  In  re  Bulmer,  59  Cal. 
iM.  So  of  a  countv  in  Ohio.  Christ v  o. 
Ashtabula,  41  Ohio  3t.  711;  Carder  o.  ^av- 
ette,  16  Ohio  St.  353.  As  to  gifts  to  unincor- 
porated societies,  see  Chap.  IX. 
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Where,  before  1  Viet.  o.  26,  real  estate  was  devised  upon  trust 
to  a  corporation  not  empowered  to  take  lands  by  devise,  the  devise 
was,  of  course,  void  at  law,  under  the  statute  of  Henry,  i^evigestocor- 
yet  the  estate  descended  to  the  heir  charged  with  the  poraUonsin 
trust  (supposing  that  it  was  not  illegal  under  the  statute  ^""^ 
9  Qeo,  2,  c.  36,  as  being  in  favor  of  charity),  in  the  same  manner 
as  where  a  devise  to  a  trustee  fails  by  the  death  of  the  devisee  in 
trust  in  the  testator's  lifetime  (/).  And  since  the  statute  1  Vict, 
c.  26,  the  trust  was  equally  valid ;  the  only  difference  being  that  the 
corporation  trustee  was  capable  (except  in  cases  within  the  stat- 
ute 9  Geo.  2)  of  taking  by  devise,  though  not,  without  license,  of 
holding. 

The  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1888  (^),  which  passed 
into  law  on  the  13th  August,  1888,  repeals  (s.  13)  the  general  stat- 
utes then  in  force  relating  to  gifts  in  mortmain  and  for  Mortmain,  &&, 
charitable  uses ;  but  the  operation  of  this  repeal  is  not  ^^^  ^®^' 
*  retrospective  so  that  the  law  with  regard  to  testamentary  [*66] 
gifts  coming  under  these  categories  made  by  testators  who 
died  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  act  are  still  regulated  by  the  former 
law.  The  recent  act  would  seem  to  have  introduced  some  changes 
in  the  law  with  regard  to  devises  and  bequests  of  land  to  corpora- 
tions in  mortmain.  S.  1  of  this  act  enacts  that,  (1)  "  Land  shall  not 
be  assured  to  or  for  the  benefit  of,  or  acquired  by  or  on  behalf  of 
any  corporation  in  mortmain,  otherwise  than  under  the  authority 
of  a  license  from  Her  Majesty  the  Queen,  or  of  a  statute  for  the 
time  being  in  force,  and,  if  any  land  is  so  assured  otherwise  than 
as  aforesaid,  the  land  shall  be  forfeited  to  Her  Majesty  from  the 
date  of  the  assurance,  and  Her  Majesty  may  enter  on  and  hold  the 
land  accordingly''  (h).  By  s.  2  the  crown  is  empowered  to  grant 
licenses  to  persons  and  corporations  to  assure  and  to  corporations 
to  acquire  land  in  mortmain,  and  to  hold  the  land  in  perpetuity 
or  otherwise.  In  this  act,  unless  the  context  otherwise  requires, 
'^assurance''  includes  a  gift,  devise,  bequest,  or  other  assurance  by 
will,  and  ^'assure''  and  '^ assurer"  have  corresponding  mean- 
ings ;  and  **  land  "  includes  tenements  and  hereditaments  corporeal 
and  incorporeal  of  whatever  tenure,  and  any  estate  or  interest  in 
land  (i). 

Although  this  act  is  in  the  main  a  consolidating  statute  re-enact- 

(f)  Sonlej  V,  Clockmaker^s  CompaQj,  1  B.  C.  G.  81;  Incorporated  Society  v.  RichardB, 
1  D.  &  War.  258  (where,  the  lands  being  in  Ireland,  the  charitable  tmst  was  valid).  The 
statute  43  Ellz.  c.  4.  did  not,  as  sometimes  supposed,  render  devises  to  charitable  corporations 
valid  at  law.  In  Flood's  Case  (Hob.  136,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  95,  pi.  6),  it  was  expressly  <*  agreed 
that  the  devise  was  void  in  law,*'  thoneh  the  charitable  use  was  upheld  in  equity.  Senet 
CoIIece  9.  Bishop  of  London,  2  W.  Bl.  1182,  holding  such  a  devise  good  at  law,  "  rests  on  no 
solid  foundation;  '*  see  per  Lord  St.  Leonards,  1  D.  &  War.  305. 

iff)  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42. 

(h)  Subs.  (2)  saves  the  rights  of  entry  of  mesne  lords,  and  for  forfeiture  to  them  instead  of 
to  the  crown  accordingly. 

(t)  Sees.  10  of  this  act. 
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Effect  of  the  ing  the  former  statates  relating  to  mortmain  and  cliari- 
re^rds  gifts  table  uses  (A),  the  following  apparent  modifications  of 
in  martmaia.  ^he  pre-exlsting  law  as  to  testamentary  gifts  in  mort- 
main are  to  be  noticed. 

1st.  If  a  strict  construction  is  to  be  put  upon  the  prohibition  in 
sect.  1  against  assurance  of  land  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  a  corporation 
without  license  from  the  crown,  it  would  seem  that,  to  render  effect- 
ual a  devise  or  bequest  of  land  to  a  corporation  in  mortmain,  even 
though  such  corporation  be  licensed  or  otherwise  authorized  to  ac- 
quire and  hold  land,  the  testator  must  obtain  from  the  crown  a 
license  to  make  the  assurance.  If  this  view  is  correct  (/),  the  result 
would  seem  to  be  that,  if  an  unlicensed  testator  devises  or  bequeaths 
land  to  a  duly  licensed  corporation,  a  forfeiture  will  be  incurred 
(subject  to  any  rights  of  mesne  lords  under  the  statute)  immediately 
on  the  death  of  the  testator,  at  which  date  the  assurance 
[*66]  will  apparently  vest  the  land  in  the  *  corporation,  but  liable 
at  any  time  to  be  divested  by  entry  of  the  crown. 

2dly.  Corporations,  unless  duly  licensed  or  otherwise  authorized, 
are  rendered  incapable  not  merely  of  holding  land,  as  formerly,  but 
also  of  acquiring  land  by  devise  or  bequest.  It  would  seem  that  if 
land  is  given  by  will  to  an  unauthorized  corporation  upon  any  trust 
not  being  a  charitable  trust,  the  land  will  now  descend,  as  formerly, 
to  the  heir  charged  with  the  trust. 

Sdly.  A  testamentary  '' assurance"  of  land  to  an  unauthorized 
corporation,  or  even,  perhaps,  to  an  authorized  corporation,  if  made 
by  an  unlicensed  testator,  effects  an  absolute  forfeiture,  giving  to 
the  crown  an  immediate  right  of  entry,  instead  of  merely,  as  under 
the  former  law,  rendering  the  land  liable  to  forfeiture  only  after 
office  found  (m). 

The  above  remarks  would  seem  to  have  no  application  to  testamen- 
tary gifts  to  corporations  for  purposes  of  charity.  Such  gifts  are 
Testamentary  entirely  governed  by  s.  4  of  the  recent  act,  which  pro- 
gifts  to  corpo-  vides  that,  subject  to  the  savings  and  exceptions  con- 
chariubie  par-  tained  in  the  act,  every  assurance  of  land  or  of  personal 
poses  are  void,  estate  (other  than  stock  in  the  public  funds)  to  be  laid 
out  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  charitable 
uses  shall  be  void,  if  made  otherwise  than  by  deed  executed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by,  and  otherwise  satisfying  the  requirements  of 
the  section.  Every  such  assurance  of  public  stock  must  be  by  trans- 
fer in  the  public  books.  K,  therefore,  a  testator  devises  or  bequeaths 
land  or  personal  estate  to  be  laid  out  in  land  to  a  corporation  for 

(k)  See  Be  David,  Buckley  o.  Royal  National  Life-boat  Institution,  41  Ch.  D.  at  p.  175. 

(I)  The  languM;e  of  i.  2  would  seem  to  confirm  this  view.  The  stat.  7  Ed.  1,  c.  1  (de  viris 
religiosis),  provided  that  *'  no  person  shall  buy  or  sell,  or  receive,  or  appropriate  to  himself 
lands,  &c.,  whereby  they  may  come  into  mortmain." 

(m)  Doe  d.  Hayne  v.  Kedfem,  12  East,  96.  Entry  would  mem  to  be  still  necessarv  to  vest 
the  estate  in  the  crown.  See  Doe  d.  Evans  v.  Evans,  584,  587,  note  (c);  and  see  'Tudor  on 
Charities  and  Mortmain,  2^4,  3rd  Ed.  by  Bristowe  and  Cook. 
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charitable  purposeSi  there  will  be  no  valid  assurance  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  operation  of  s.  1,  and  so  work  a  f  orf eitorey  but  the 
devise  or  bequest  will  lapse,  and  the  property  will  pass  to  the  heir 
or  next  of  kin^  or  to  the  residuary  devisee  or  legatee^  as  the  case 
may  be  (»). 

It  should  be  observed,  however,  that  devises  to  some  corporations 
are  authorized  by  act  of  parliament.    For  instance,  the  statute  43 
Greo.  3,  c.  107,  enables  persons  to  devise  lands  to  the  Governors 
of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty ;  and  the  statute  43  Geo.  3,  *  c.  108,  [*67] 
authorizes,  under  certain  limitations,  the  devise  to  any  per- 
sons or  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  not  exceeding  five  acres  of  land, 
for   the    erection,    repair,   purchase,   or    providing   of 
churches  or  chapels,  where  the  Liturgy  of  the  United  favor^^M? 
Church  of  England  and  Ireland  shall  be  used,  or  of  the  *•»**  ^^^' 
mansion-house  for  the  residence  of  the  minister,  or  of         ' 
any  out-buildings,  offices,  church-yard,  or  glebe,  for  the  same  re- 
spectively.   And  similar  enactments  have  been  made  in  favor  of 
many  other  charity  corporations  (o).     And  although  generally  de- 
vises for  charitable  uses  were  forbidden  by  the  repealed  statute  of 
9  Greo.  2,  c.  36,  and  are  now  forbidden  by  the  act  of  1888,  yet  the 
7th  section  of  the  recent  act  (re-enacting  in  the  main  (p)  the  pro- 
visions of  the  4th  section  of  the  repealed  statute),  which  excepts 
out  of  the  operation  of  Part  II.  of  the  act,  relating  to  charitable  uses, 
gifts  to  the  English  Universities  of  Oxford,  Cambridge,  London, 
and  Durham,  and  the  Victoria  University,  and  any  College  therein, 
including  Eeble  College,  Oxford,  and  the  Colleges  of  Eton,  Win- 
chester, and  Westminster,  leaves  devises  to  those  corporations  to 
be  dealt  with  by  the  general  law  as  settled  by  the  statute  1  Vict, 
c.  26.    The  6th  section  also  excepts  from  the  operation  of  Parts  I. 
and  II.  of  the  act,  under  certain  conditions,  testamentary  gifts  for 
public  parks,  elementary  schools,  and  public  museums  (q). 

n.  —  Aiieiis.  —  The  incapactity  of  alienage  has  been  removed,  as 
we  have  already  seen,  by  the  ^Naturalization  Act,  1870  (r).    But  the 
act  not  being  retrospective,  and  giving  no  protection  to   v^rian  to 
rights  acquired  by  an  alien  before  it  was  passed  («),  it  »!»•»«• 

(n)  The  word  "  assarance"  in  s.  1  of  the  act  of  188S,  must  apparently  be  taken  to  include 
all  assurances,  testamentary  or  otherwise,  of  land  to  corporations  in  mortmain  for  other  than 
charitable  uses ;  but  as  regards  such  uses,  the  word  in  that  section  includes  only  such  assuran- 
ces as  are  nuide  by  deed  and  otherwise  comply  with  the  requirements  of  s.  4,  and  are  there- 
fore not  void,  but  effectual  to  cause  forfeiture' to  tiie  crown,  if  made  to  or  in  favor  of  a  coiw 
poration  without  license. 

(o)  See  Church  BnildineAety  9  Geo.  i,  c.  42,  and  other  statutes  stated,  post.  Chap.  IX.,  and 
in  Shelford  on  Charitable  Uses.    These  exemptions  are  continued  by  s.  8  of  the  recent  act. 

(/> )  The  University  of  London  and  Durham  and  the  Victoria  University  were  not  within 
the  exception  of  the  stat.  9  Greo.  2.  The  Universities  are  apparently  excepted  from  Part  1  of 
the  act  only  to  the  extent  provided  by  their  special  acts,  see  Tudor  on  Charities,  &e.,  497. 

(q)  See  as  to  this,  poet,  p.  203,  n.  (a). 

(r)  33  Yict.  c.  14,  s.  2,  ante,  p.  44. 

(«)  Sharp  V,  St.  Sanveur,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  851.  See  aa  to  children  bom  abroad  of  a  Britiah 
•abject,  De  Geer  v.  Stone,  L.  R.,  22  Ch.  D.  243. 
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is  still  necessary  to  consider  the  old  law.  Alienage  could  not^ 
strictly  speaking,  be  ranked  among  the  incapacities  to  take  real  es- 
tate by  devise,  as  the  property  remained  in  the  alien  till  office  found, 
when  it  devolved  to  the  crown  (t).  On  this  principle,  where  lands 
were  devised  to  an  alien  and  another  concurrently  as  joint  tenants, 
the  entirety  did  not  vest  in  the  latter  (as  would  have  been  the  effect 

if  the  devise  to  the  alien  had  been  absolutely  void),  but  in 
[*68]  *  both  jointly ;  and  if  the  crown  did  not  during  the  joint  lives 

seize  the  alien's  undivided  moiety  (as  it  might  do  after  office 
found  (u)),  then,  on  the  decease  of  the  alien,  leaving  his  co-devisee 
surviving,  such  moiety  devolved  to  the  latter  by  virtue  of  the  jus 
accrescendi,  which  is  incidental  to  every  joint  tenancy,  subject,  of 
course,  to  the  crown's  right  of  seizure,  after  office ;  which  would,  by 
relation,  have  overreached  the  title  of  the  surviving  joint  tenant  to 
the  alien's  moiety  (v).  If,  however,  the  alien  survived  his  co-devisee, 
he  did  not,  in  the  opinion  of  some  persons,  thereby  become  entitled 
to  the  entirety,  he  being  disabled  from  acquiring  a  title  by  operation 
of  law,  even  for  the  benefit  of  the  crown,  on  the  principle  that  the 
law,  by  its  own  act,  never  gave  an  estate  to  one  whom  it  did  not 
permit  to  retain  it  (x) ;  but  though  the  principle  is  unquestionable, 
perhaps,  this  application  of  it  may  be  fairly  excepted  to,  as  the  sur- 
vivor seems  to  have  been  in  by  the  original  gift.^ 

(0  Duplessis  9.  Att.-Gea.,  1  B.  P.  C,  Toml.  415.     See  Barrow  v.  Wadkin,  S4  Bear.  1; 
Sharp  V.  St.  Sauveur,  sup. 
(«)  King  V.  Boys,  Dy.  283  b. 
(v)  Forset's  Case,  cit  1  Leon.  47,  4  Leon.  82. 
(x)  See  Coliingwood  v.  Pace,  1  Vent.  417;  Bridg.  by  Ban.  414. 


^  An  alien  mar  take  lands  by  grant.    Orr  Beard  v.  Rowan,  1  McLean,  135.    And  until 

V.  Hodgson,  4  Wheat.  553 ;  Jackson  v.  Beach,  the  land  is  seized  by  the  state  the  alien  has 

1  Johns.  Cas.  399;  Jackson  v,  Lann,  3  Johns,  complete  dominion  over  it,  and  ma^^  convey 

Cas.  109 ;  Dudley  v.  Grayson,  6  T.  B.  Monr.  it  to  a  purchaser,  or  maintain  an  action  to  re- 

260;  Marshall  o.'Conrad,''5  Call,  364;  Trustees  cover  it.    McCreery  v,  AUender,  4  Har.  & 

V.  Grav,  1  Litt.149.    And  an  alien  may  take  M.  409;  Bradstreet  v.  Supervisors,  &c.,  13 

by  devise  as  well  as  by  grant.   Id. :  Fox  v.  Wend.  546;  Scanlan  v.  Wright.  13  Pick.  523; 

£k>uthack,  12  Mass.  14^;  Mooers  v.  White,  6  People  v.  Conklin,  2  Hill,  67;  Foss  v.  Crisp, 

Johns.  Cb.  360;  Fairfax  v.  Hunter,  7  Cranch,  20  Pick.  121.    An  alien  may  also  take  and 

603;  Yauz  v.  Nesbit.  1  M'Cord.  Ch.  352;  Mar-  bold  a  legacy  of  personal  estate  for  his  own 

shall  V.  Conrad,  5  Call,  364 ;  Hal  1  v.  Hall.  8 1 N.  benefit.    Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  563 ;  Com- 

Y.  130;  Mick  v.  Mick,  10  Wend.  379;  Wads-  monwealth  v.  Martin,  5  Munf.  117 ;  Polk  o. 

worth  V.  Wadsworth,  2  Kern.  376;  Wright  v.  Ralston,  2  Humph.  537. 

Saddler.  20  N.  Y.  320 ;  Munro  v.  Merchant,  Where  an  alien  having  acquired  lands  by 

28  N.  I.  9;  Overing  v.  Russell,  32  Barb.  263;  purchase  is   afterwards   naturalized    before 

People  V.  Conklin,  2  Hill,  67 ;  Foss  v.  Crisp,  office   found,    his  title,   it  seems,    becomes 

20  Pick.  121 ;  Wilbur  v.  Tobey,  16  Pick.  179;  thereby  confirmed,  so  that  he  may  hold  even 

Crosse  9.  De  Yalle,  1  Wall.  1,  13;  Taylor  v.  against  the  state,  in  New  York.    People  v. 

Benham,  5  How.  233:  Stephen  9.  Swann,  9  Conklin.  2  Hill,  67;  Jackson  v.  Beach,   1 

Leigh,  404;  Smith  v.  Zaner,  4  Ala.  99.    But  Johns.  Cas.  399.    It  is  otherwise  where  the 

an  alien  cannot  at  common  law  hold  against  claim  is  by  descent.    People  v,  Conklin,  2 

the  state.     He  therefore  takes  under  a  devise  Hill,  67 ;  Yaux  v.  Nesbit,  1  McCord,  Ch.  370. 

a  defeasible  estate,  good  against  all  except  An  alien  husband  who  makes  the  preliminary 

the  state.    Wilbur  v.  Tobey,  supra;  Foss  v.  declarationof  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen 

Crisp,  supra ;  Wadsworth  e.  Wadsworth,  su-  before  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  completes 

pra.    See  1  Kent,  Com.  54,  70.     In  Ken-  his  naturalization  after  her  death,  is  not  en- 

tucky,  an  alien  who  has  resided  in  the  state  titled  to  her  land  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 

two  years  may  take  land  by  purchase  or  de-  Foss  v.  Crisp,  20  Pick.  121. 
acent.    Trustees  9.  Gray,  1  Litt.  149.    See 
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Where  a  trust  in  lands  for  life  or  any  greater  estate   ^t^g^^ffree- 
was  created  in  favor  of  an  alien  by  will  or  otherwise,   hoidorcopy- 
the  crown  upon  office  found  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  J^^f J^d^^ 
of  the  trust.     Whether  the  interest  was  freehold  (y)  or  favor  of  an 
chattel  (2),  except  such  as  an  alien  might  himself  hold,   Sie^^n-*^ 
and  whether  the  interest  of  the  alien  was  legal  or  equi- 
table, the  crown  took  by  prerogative  (a),  *  and  not  on  any  [♦CO] 
ground  of  tenure  (b).    But  the  proceeds  of  real  estate,  which 
was  impressed  with  a  trust  for  conversion,  could  be  given  to  an  alien, 
and  the   crown  had  no  claim,  this  not  being  a  trust   —bat  not  the 
conferring  on  the  alien  an  interest  in  land,  but  merely  JJ]?!^^^?  ^i 
a  right  to  have  the  land  converted  into  money;  and  nctedtobe 
the  policy  of  the  law  in  regard  to  mortmain,  depending  ****^- 
upon  considerations  entirely  different  (c). 

The  disabilities  of  alienage  might  be  removed  partially  by  a  grant 
of  letters  of  denization  from  the  crown,  or  wholly  by  an  act  of  par- 
liament investing  the  alien  with  the  rights  and  privileges 
of  a  British  subject  Such  acts,  in  favor  of  the  par-  SdJ^S 
ticular  individual,  were  superseded  by  the  act  7  &  8  Vict 
c.  66  (now  repealed),  which  (sect  6)  empowered  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  grant  certificates  of  naturalization,  having  the  same  effect  as 
the  ordinary  acts  of  naturalization  ;  and  enacted  (sect.  5),  that  every 
alien  friend  might,  by  grant,  lease,  assignment,  bequest,  representation, 
or  otherwise,  take  and  hold  any  lands  or  tenements  for  the  purpose  of 
residence,  occupation,  or  trade,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  twenty- 
one  years,  as  if  he  were  a  natural-born  subject 

(y)  Barrow «.  Wadkin,  24  Beav.  1;  Sharp  «.  St.  Saayenr,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  843;  overruling 
Rittflon  V.  Stordy,  3  Sm.  &  Gif.  230. 

(2)  Not  by  forfeiture,  see  the  authorities  cited  br  Romillr,  M.  R.,  in  Barrow  «.  Wadkin. 
And  the  crown  could  not  formerly  take  the  trust  o)  realty  by  escheat,  Burgess  v.  Wheate,  1 
£d.  177 ;  1  W.  Bl.  123;  Davall  v.  New  River  Company,  3  De  Q.  &  S.  394;  Beale  v.  Symonds, 
16  Beav.  406.  See  as  to  copyholds,  Galland  v,  Hawkins,  L.  R.,  27  Ch.  D.  298.  But  see  now 
the  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884  (47  &  48  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  4,  under  which  escheat  applies  to 
equitable  interests.  The  crown  was  not  entitled  to  enforce  against  the  next  of  kin  a  trust  for 
laying  out  money  in  land  where  there  was  a  total  failure  of  cestuigne  trustent,  and  the  only 
re.^ult  would  have  been  to  enable  the  crown  to  claim  by  escheat,  Walker  r.  Denne,  2  Yes.  jr. 
179;  and  in  Taylor  v.  Haygarth,  14  Sim.  8,  where  real  and  personal  estate  was  devised  to 
trustees  on  trust  for  sale,  and  the  surplus  proceeds  were  left  undisposed  of,  and  all  legacies 
and  annuities  had  been  satisfied  out  of  the  personalty,  Sir  L.  Shad  well,  V.-C,  held,  on  a 
failure  of  heirs  and  next-of-kin,  that  the  trustee  was  entitled  for  his  own  benefit,  and  that  the 
crown  was  not  entitled  to  a  decree  for  sale  merely  that  it  might  lake  the  produce  as  bona 
vacantia.  But  it  does  not  follow  "  because  the  crown  could  not  enforce  the  execution  of  a 
trust  to  sell  in  favor  of  a  non-existing  person,  that  therefore  the  crown  could  have  no  benefit 
of  a  trust  for  an  existing  person,  the  oeneficial  interest  in  which  had  through  that  person  be- 
come vested  in  the  crown,*'  per  M.  R.,  24  Beav.  17.  In  Henchman  o.  Att-Gen.,  3  My.  &  K. 
485,  the  claim  of  the  crown  to  a  sum  of  money  provided  by  the  will  to  be  paid  by  the  devisee 
of  lands  to  a  charity,  and  assumed  to  be  an  exception  from  the  devise  (see  post,  Ch.  XI.), 
was  negatived,  and  the  money  held  to  sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee.  The  difference 
between  this  case  and  that  ofthe  alien  was,  that  in  the  latter  there  was  a  person  who  could 
take  though  he  could  not  hold;  in  the  former  the  object  could  not  take. 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  2  b. 

(b)  See  Middleton  v.  Spicer,  1  B.  C.  C  201 ;  Tavlor  v.  Havgarth^4  Sim.  8,  Cradock  v. 
Owen,  2  Sm.  &  Gif.  241;  Powell  v.  Merritt,  1  ib.  381;  Reynolds  v,  Wright,  25  Beav.  100.  2 
D.,  P.  &  J.  590;  Read  v,  Stedman,  26  Beav.  495.  In  these  cases  the  crown  was  held  entitled 
on  a  total  failure  of  next-of-kin. 

(c)  Per  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  Da  Hoormelin  v.  Sheldon,  4  My.  &  Cr.  525;  and  see  Master 
V.  u%  Croimiari  11  Beav.  184. 
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An  act  of  naturalization  was  always  so  framed  as  not  to  render 

yalid  antecedent  conyeyances  of  the  alien,  the  terms  of  the  enactment 

being,  that  he  shaM  be  and  is  heneeforth  nataralized, 

reto^JlSive.     ^-  W  5  ^^  *^®  act  7  &  8  Vict,  is  in  equivalent  terms. 

But  letters  of  denization  expressly  authorize  the  den- 
izen to  hold  lands  theretofore  granted  («),  and  he  may  even  hold 

such  as  devolve  to  him  by  act  of  law,  except,  of  course, 
tion^iiw""*"    *^**  formerly  he  could  not  claim  by  descent  from  or 

through  his  father,  if  an  alien  (/). 

m.  —  Gifts   to    attesting  Witnesses.  ^>  Another    disqualification, 

which  the  policy  of  the  law,  in  its  wholesome  anxiety  to 

and  legiiciS^to   remove  temptations  to  perjury,  has  created,  arises  from 

att^ting  the  fact  of  the  devisee  or  legatee  being  made  an  attesting 

witness  of  the  will.^  It  is  obvious  that  nothing  could 
be  more  dangerous  than  to  allow  a  will  to  be  supported  by  the 

Id)  Fish  9.  Klein,  2  Men  431. 
lei  FoudrJD  v.  Gowdey,  3  Mr.  &  K.  833. 

(jr)  Sir  M.  Hale  in  t^lUngwood  9.  Pace,  1  Vent.  417.    Otherwise  if  the  father  was  a 
denizen  at  the  son's  birth. 

1  The  statutes  in  this  country  yaiy  some-  his  interest,  or  in  case  the  bequest  was  anticS* 

what  touching  this  subject.    In  a  huge  group  pated  and  paid  by  the  testator  himself,  or 

of  states  attesting  witnesses  are   made  in-  upon  refusal  to  accept  the  same, 

capable    of   taking   any    beneficial  interest  The  distinction  in  regard  to  competency 

under  the  will  (unless,'  besides,  the  will  is  between  the  effect  of  a  bequest  in  general  and 

attested  by  the  required   number  of  duly  a  bequest  to  an  attesting  witness  should  not 

qualified  persons).    That  is,  or  has  been,  the  be  overlooked.    In  the  Tatter  case  the  bequest 

law  in  the  following  states  at  least:  Alabama,  (apart  from  the  exceptions)  is  void,  and  the 

Arkansas,  California,  Colo  ado,  Connecticut,  attesting   witness  is   competent.     See   e.ff. 

Dakotah,  Illinois,   Indiana,    Iowa,    Kansas,  Snider  o.  Burks,  84  Ala.  53.    In  the  former 

Kentucky,  Massachusetts,  Michigan,  Minne-  case  the  bequest  is  good,  bat  the  legatee  or 

sota,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  Neva-  devisee  (apart  from  the  exception?)  is  incom- 

da.    New    Hampshire,    New    York,    Ohio,  petent  as  a  witness  in  favor  of   the  will. 

Oregon,    Texas,    Virginia,    West   Vireinia,  See  €.ff,  Hampton  v,  Hardin,  88  N.  C  591. 

Wisconsin  (also  in  the  territory  of  Utah).  Of  course  such  legatee  or  devisee  may  testiff 

111  the  same  group,  excepting  Connecticut,  against  the  will,  unless  indeed  the  effect  of 

Massachusetts,    Nevada,  and   New    Hamp-  refusing  or  overturning  the  probate  would  be 

shire,  statute  provides  that  if  the  witness  to  let  m  another  will  more  to  his  benefit, 

having  a  beneficial  interest  under  the  will  Keithlev  v.  Stafford,  126  111.  607. 

would  be  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  estate  in  The  fact  that  one  is  a  member  of  a  charitar 

the  absence  of  a  will,  so  much  of  such  share  ble  corporation  to  whkh  a  bequest  is  made 

shall  be  saved  to  him.    And  in  other  states  will  not  make  one  incompetent  to  testify  in 

provisions  of  the  like  nature  are  found;  as  favor  of  the  will.    Quinn  v.  Shields,  62  Iowa, 

m  Georgia,  Maine,  New  Jersey,  North  Caro-  129.    See  also  Comb's  Appeal,  105  Penn.  St. 

lina,    Pennsylvania,    Rhode  'Island,    South  155.    So  too,  the  giving  a  legacy  to  an  in- 

Carolina,    lennessee,    and    Vermont.      See  corporated  body,  in  part  to  secure  a  liberal 

Kempe  v.  Coons,  63  Ala.  448  (citing  Perkins  policy  on  the  part  of  such  body  towards  the 

V.  Windham,  4  Ala.  634);  Clark  v,  Clark,  54  public,  will  not  make  a  member  of  the  body 

Vt.   489.     In  North  Carolina  a  legatee  or  incompetent  to  witness  the  will.     Marston, 

devisee  does  not  lose  the  bequest  by  attesting  Petitioner,  79  Maine,  25.     So  of  an  inhab- 

the  will;  nor  is  he  incompetent  to  prove  the  itant  of  a  town  to  which  a  gift  is  made  in 

will.     Tester «.  Collins,   101    N.    C    114;  support  of  schools.     Piper  v.  Moulton,  72 

Hampton  v.  Hardin,  88  N.  C  592.  Maine,  155. 

In  a  smaller  group  of  states  il  a  legatee  or  He  who  objects  to  the  competency  of  a 

devisee  die  before  the  testator,  he  is  qualified  witness   must  prove  his  incompetency.     If 

as  a  witness  to  the  will.    This  is,  or  has  been,  there  is  doubt  his  testimony  will  be  received, 

the  law  in  Arkansas,  Missouri,  New  Jersey,  Campbell  v.  Campbell,  130  111.  466. 

Oregon,  and  Rhode  Island.    And  in  the  same  Further  as  to  competency  of  devisees  or 

group,  excepting  Rhode  Island,  the  legatee  legatees,  see  Flood  v.  rragoff,  79  Ky.  607. 
or  devisee  l)eoomes  competent  by  releasing 
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testimony  of  persons  who  are  *  beneficially  interested  in  its  [*70] 
contents.  When,  therefore,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  required  to 
the  validity  of  a  devise  of  land,  that  it  should  be  attested  by  credible  ^ 
witnesses,  persons  having  a  beneficial  interest  under  the  will  were 
held  not  to  sustain  this  character ;  and,  accordingly,  a  will  of  free- 
hold estate  attested  by  such  persons  was  invalid ;  and  that,  too,  not 
only  as  to  the  part  which  created  the  interest  of  the  attesting  witness, 
but  in  regard  to  the  whole.  In  applying  this  principle 
it  was  long  a  question,  whether  the  witness  could  be  eredibUity. 
rendered  competent  by  destroying  his  interest  by  means 
of  a  release  or  payment  before  his  examination ;  in  other  words, 
whether  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  was  to  exist  at  the  period  of 
the  attesting  act,  or  of  the  judicial  inquiry  into  its  sufficiency. 
Against  the  latter  hypothesis  Lord  Camden,  in  Doe  d.  Hindson  t;. 
Hersey  (^),  made  an  able  and  energetic  protest.  '^  A  will,"  he  said, 
"  is  often  executed  suddenly  in  a  last  sickness,  and  sometimes  in  the 
article  of  death,  and  a  great  question  to  be  asked  in  such  cases  is, 
whether  the  testator  were  in  his  senses  when  he  made  the  will,  and, 
consequently y  the  time  of  the  execution  is  the  critical  moment  which 
required  guard  and  protection.  What  is  the  employment  of  the 
witnesses?  —  it  is  to  attest,  and  to  judge  of  the  testator's  sanity 
when  they  attest;  and  if  he  is  not  capable,  they  ought  to  refuse  to 
attest.  In  some  cases  the  witnesses  are  passive;  here  they  are 
active,  and,  in  truth,  the  principal  parties  to  the  transaction ;  the 
testator  is  intrusted  to  their  care." 

The  doctrine  contended  for  by  this  distinguished  Judge,  though 
in  that  particular  case  rejected  by  the  majority  of  the  Court,  seems 
eventually  to  have  prevailed  (A),^  and  is  evidently  more  reasonable 
than  the  alternative  rule,  which  would  have  led  to  this  absurd  and 
mischievous  consequence,  that  a  will  might  have  been  invalidated  by 
the  subsequent  conduct  of  a  witness  affecting  his  credibility  of  char- 
acter, and  occurring,  it  might  be,  after  the  death  of  the  testator, 
when  there  was  no  possibility  of  repairing  this  disaster  to  the 
will. 

(a)  4  Burn*8  Eccl.  Law,  27. 

(n)  Brograve  v.  Winder,  2  Yes.  jr.  636.  It  most  be  observed  that  this  case  only 
decided  tlu'  a  witness  disinterested  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will  and  the  death  of 
the  testator,  was  a  good  witness,  notwithstanding  that  he  was  interested  at  the  time  of  his 
examination,  and  that  Lord  Ciimden*8  opinion  is  directly  opposed  to  the  caftes  of  Lowe  v. 
Jolliffe  (1  W.  Bl.  365)  and  Goodtitle  «.  Welford  (DougL  139),  where  a  legatee  after  release 
was  held  a  competent  witness. 

1  See  In  reNoble.  124111.266  (citing Eastis  H.  125);  Yrooman  v.  Powers,  47  Ohio  St.  101 

9.  Parker,  1  N.  H.  278;  Haws  v.  Hnmpbrev,  (citing  Patten  «.  Tallman,  27  Maine,  27; 

9  Pick.  350;  Hall  v.  Hall,  18Qa.  40;  Faller  Morton  v.  Ingram,  11  Ind.    368;   Huse  v. 

V.  Fuller,  83  Ky.  345);  Lord  v.  Lord,  58  N.  McConnel,  2  Jones,  455;  Workman  v.  Domi- 

H.  7;  Comb6*8  Appeal,  105Penn.  St.  155.  nick,    3   btrobh.   589).     Contra,    Lodes  v. 

^  Ac.  Fellows  V.   Allen,  60  N.  H.  439;  Whelpley,  111  N.  T.  239;  In  reWil8<m,108 

Lord  V.  Lard,  56  N.  H.  7  (dting  Garlton  v.  N.  T.  374. 
GarltOD,  40  N.  H.  14 ;  Frink  v.  Pond,  46  N. 


96  WHO  MAY  BE  DEVISEES  OB  LEGATEES.  [CH.  T. 

It  was  soon  found  that  the  holding  a  will  of  freeholds  to  be  in- 
valid on  account  of  the  existence  of  an  interest,  however 
[*71]  remote  *  or  minute,  in  any  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  was 
productive  of  much  inconvenience ;  and  it  being  apparent  that 
to  render  the  witness  competent,  by  depriving  him  of  the  benefit 

which  affected  his  disinterestedness,  was  far  better  than 
2,  c.  6.  Beuefi-  to  Sacrifice  the  entire  will,  the  statute  25  Greo.  2,  c.  6  (t), 
ciai  devises  ^as  passed,  which,  after  reciting  the  29  Car.  2,  c.  3, 
auesting^'^  s.  5,  provided,  that  beneficial  devises,  legacies,  &c.,  to 
void^^*  attesting  witnesses,  other  than  and  except  charges  on 

lands,  &c.,  for  payment  of  debts,  should  so  far  only 
as    concerned    such    attesting  witnesses,  or    any  person   claiming 

under  them,  be  null  and  void;  and  such  person 
^9^    '  should  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to  the  execution  of  such 

competent.        ^Qi  qj  codicil  within  the  intent  of  the  said  act,  not- 

withstanding  such  devise,  &c. ;  but  it  was  enacted 
whose  debts  (section  2),  that  any  creditor,  whose  debt  should  be 
ffood  wita*^*      charged  on  lands,  &c.,  by  will  or  codicil,  and  who  should 

attest  the  execution  of  such  will  or  codicil,  should,  not* 
withstanding   such   charge,    be    admitted   as    a   witness   to    such 
execution  (k). 
By  the  act  1  Vict  c.  26,  the  legislature  has  adopted  the  prin- 
ciple, and  extended  the  operation,  of  the  enactments  in 
8t^.  1  Vict.      the  statute  25  Oeo.  2,  o.  6,  which  it  repeals,  except  as  to 

the  colonies  in  America. 
Sect.  14  provides,  That  if  any  person,  who  shall  attest 
Will  not  to  be  the  execution  of  a  will,  shall  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
orant^of h^m-  ^on  thereof  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  be  incompetent 
petency  of  to  be  admitted  a  witness  to  prove  the  execution  thereof, 
wUn^eL         such  will  shall  not  on  that  account  be  invalid. 

Sect.  16,  That  if  any  person  shall  attest  the  execution  of  any  will 
to  whom,  or  to  whose  wife  or  htisband,  any  beneficial  devise,  legacy, 

estate,  interest,  gift,  or  appointment,  of  or  affecting  any 
Gift  to  an  at-  pcal  or  personal  estate  (other  than  and  except  charges 
OTwiSor^*"  and  directions  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  or  debts), 
hwbandof  gijall  be  thereby  given  or  made,  such  devise,  legacy, 
^tness  to         estate,  interest,  gift,  or  appointment  shall,  so  far  only 

as  concerns  such  person  attesting  the  execution  of  such 
will,  or  the  wife  or  husband  of  such  person,  or  any  person  claiming 
under  such  person,  or  wife  or  husband,  be  utterly  null  and  void ;  and 
such  person  so  attesting  shall  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to  prove  the 
execution  of  such  will,  or  to  prove  the  validity  or  invalidity  thereof ^ 

(<)  Ir.  Pari.  85  Geo.  2,  c.  11.  ,      .  ^    ^..  .        *    ^.    «,   ^    w  .    , 

(ib)  For  points  decided  on  this  statute,  see  the  4th  EdiUon  of  this  Work,  Vol    L, 
pp.  71,  78. 
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notwithstanding  such  devise,  legacy,  estate,  interest,  gift,  or  appoint- 
ment, mentioned  in  such  will.^ 

*  Sect  16,  That  in  case  by  any  will  any  real  or  personal  [*72] 
estate   shall  be  charged  with  any  debt  or  debts,  and  any 
creditor,  or  the  wife  or  husband  of  any  creditor,  whose  debt  is  so 
charged,  shall  attest  the  execution  of  such  will,  such 
creditor,  notwithstanding  such  charge,  shall  be  admitted   ing  to  be  ad- 
a  witness  to  prove  the  execution  of  such  will,  or  to  prove  ™'[J®**  * 
the  validity  or  invalidity  thereof. 

Sect  17,  That  no  person  shall,  on  account  of  his  being 
an  executor  of  a  will,  be  incompetent  to  be  admitted  a  |^S|^i®  ^ 
witness  to  prove  the  execution  of  such  will,  or  a  witness   witneM. 
to  prove  the  validity  or  invalidity  thereof.' 

These  enactments  preclude,  as  to  wills  coming  within  their  pro- 
visions, all  questions  arising  under  the  old  law  as  to  the  effect  of  a 
gift  to  the  husband  or  wife  of  an  attesting  witness,  and   „       . 

7,  .       ,     ,        ,.  -I.,*       .  •  ^t_  -.  .     j^  t        Remarks  upon 

they  extend  the  disqualmcation  of  the  witness  to  take   new  law  as  to 
beneficially  to  wills  of  every  description ;  the  act  having,   Jjj^JJJ^^ 
by  assimilating  the  execution  of  wills  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  destroyed  all  ground  for  distinguishing  between  them 
in  regard  to  this  point. 

Upon  the  construction  of  the  16th  section  it  has  been  decided  that 
a  legatee  under  a  will  does  not  lose  his  legacy  by  attesting  a  codicil 
which  confirms  the  will  (I) ;  and  further,  that  a  residuary 
legatee,  by  so  doing,  does  not  lose  his  share  of  the  resi-  fn  *°  vict!^f  ** 
due,  although  the  codicil  in  fact  increases  that  share  by  S6,  s.  15. 
revoking  some  particular  legacies  (m).    Each  witness 
attests  only  the  instrument  to  which  he  puts  his  name.    Again,  where 
a  will  attested  by  a  legatee  is  re-published  by  a  codicil  attested  by 
other  witnesses,  the  gift  to  the  legatee  is  made  good  (n).    But  where 
by  will  a  legacy  was  bequeathed  in  a  contingency  which  failed,  and 
by  a  codicil  attested  by  the  legatee  the  legacy  was  made  absolute, 
the  legatee  was  held  disqualified  to  take  the  absolute  legacy  (o). 
And,  following  the  rule  regarding  wills  of  real  estate  under  the  pre- 


470, 


/)  Gnrney  «.  Garney,  3  Drew.  208;  Tempest  v.  Tempest,  2  K.  &  J.  642,  7  D.  M.  &  G. 

I,  Re  &[arciis«  Marcua  «.  Marcos,  W.  N.  1887,  p.  168. 
(m)  Gumey  o.  Gumey,  sup. 
(»)  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  L.  R.,  13  Eq.  381. 
(o)  Gaskin  v.  Rogers,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  284. 


1  See  Yrooman  v.  Powers,    47  Ohio  St  McDonongh  v,  Loaghlin,  20  Rarb.  288).    See 

191;  Watte  «.  Baker,  78  Ga.  622.    Contra,  Campbell  v,  Campbell,  130  111.  466;  Rich  v. 

Bates  V,  Officer,  70  Iowa,  343  (citing  Hawkins  Bowker,  25  Kans.  7 ;  Piper  v,  Moulton,  72 

V.  Hawkins,  54  Iowa,  443).  Maine,  155  (wife  of  an  execntor  who  is  'not 

s  Baker  v.  Bancroft,  79  Ga.  672  (citing  interested  is  competent);  Davis  v.  Davis,  6 

Jones  V.  Habersham,  63  Ga.  146;  Stewart  v.  Lea,  543.    The  fact  that  one  of  several  tes- 

Harrison,  56  N.  H.  25) ;  Lodes  v.  Whelpley,  tamentarj  trustees  is  also  a  beneficiary  under 

111  N.  Y.  2:t9  (citing  Children's  Aid  Soc.  v.  the  will,  will  not  disqualifv  him  to  act  as 

Loverid^e,  70  N.  Y.  387}  In  re  Wilson,  103  trustee.    Rogers  v.  Rogers,  111  N.  Y.  228. 
N.  Y.  374;  liugg  v.  Rugg,  83  N.   Y.  592; 
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existing  law,  a  witness  is  held  to  be  disqualified  to  take  as  legatee 
although  he  is  a  supernumerary  (p).  But  the  Court  of  Probate 
receives  evidence  quo  animo  the  supernumerary  signed ;  and  if  it 
appeared  that  he  did  not  sign  as  a  witness,  his  signature  will  be 

omitted  from  the  probate  (q), 
[*73J       *  It  has  further  been  held,  upon  the  construction  of  this 

section,  that  where  there  is  a  testamentary  gift  for  life,  which 
fails  by  reason  of  the  attestation  of  the  will  by  the  donee,  or  by  his 

AcceieraUoQof  ^'  ^^^  ^^^®  ^^  husband,  with  remainder  to  the  children 
remamden  of  the  doncc,  and  in  default  of  children  then  over,  the 
teresTw  giien  remainder  of  the  children,  if  in  existence  at  the  testa- 
te attesting  tor's  death,  will  not  be  defeated,  but  will  be  accelerated 
witneee.  ^^^  become  an  immediate  interest  (r);  but  that,  if  there 

is  then  no  child  of  the  donee  for  life,  the  ultimate  gift  upon  the 
determination  of  the  life  interest  cannot  be  accelerated,  but  during 
the  life  of  the  donee  and  until  birth  of  issue,  the  income  of  real 
estate  will  belong  to  the  testator's  heir-at-law,  and  the  income  of 
personalty  to  his  next  of  kin  («). 

Marri      of  ^^®  validity  of  a  devise  or  bequest  will  not  be  do- 

devisee  or  stroyed,  under  sect.  15  of  the  Wills  Act,  if  an  attesting 
lotesuiUon^to  witness,  who,  at  the  time  of  the  attesting  act,  takes  no 
auesting  benefit  under  the  will,  subsequently  marries  the  devisee 

witness.  _     i^^^i.^^  /a\ 

or  legatee  (Q. 
A  direction  by  will  that  a  solicitor,  executor,  or  trustee,  may 
make  professional  charges  creates  a  benefit  under  the 
bcitortrustM     ^^^  withiu  the  meaning  of  this  section;  and  conso- 
to  m*ke  profes-  quently  if  the  solicitor  attests  the  will,  he  is  precluded 
ona     arges.   ^^^^  claiming  the  right  to  make  the  charges  (u). 
A  gift  by  will  to  a  trustee  upon  a  parol  trust  in  favor  of  a  person 
who  atteste  the  will  is  void  {x). 

In  allowing  an  attesting  witness  to  be  appointed  executor,  whether 
he  be  or  be  not  in  terms  made  an  executor  in  trust  (y),  regard  is 

(0)  Wifran«.  Rowland,  11  Hare,  157;  Bandfield  v,  Bandfield,  11  W.  R.  S47. 

(9)  Re  Sharman,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  661 ;  Re  £.  J.  Smith,  15  P.  D.  2.  lu  presence  in  the 
probHte  is  conchisive  of  its  character  in  the  case  of  personalty,  Re  Faux,  Jones  v.  Purser, 
W.  N.  1888,  p.  SMO;  Re  Lanceley,  W.  N.  1889,  p.  81.  In  a  case  where  the  superfluous  name 
was  struck  through  in  the  original,  probate  issued  in  facsimile,  leaving  it  for  the  court  of  con- 
struction to  determine  the  effect,  Re  Raine,  34  L.  J.,  Prob.  125:  as  to  which  see  Gann  v. 
Gregory,  3  D.  M.  &  G.  777,  stated  above,  p.  28.  But  since  the  Judicature  Act,  1878,  it 
should  seem  the  Probate  Division  ought  iUelf  to  determine  the  question.  As  to  real  estate 
the  probate  will  be  equally  conclusive  if  the  proper  parties  bad  been  cited  under  the  Ck>urt  of 
Probate  Act,  1857;  see  also  Randfield  v.  Randfield,  30  L.  J.,  Ch.  179,  n.  A  person  who 
attests  the  attestation  of  a  marksman  is  himself  an  attesting  witness  to  the  will,  and  a  legacy 
to  him  will  fall,  Wigan  v.  Rowland,  11  Hare,  157.  ..        ^    _ 

(r)  Jull  V.  Jacobs,  3  Ch.  D.  703;  Re  Clark,  Clark  v.  Randall.  31  Ch.  D.72. 

(«)  Re  Townsend*s  Estate,  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  34  Ch.  D.  WK 

(t)  Thorpe  v.  Bestwick,  6  Q.  B.  D.  311. 

(tt)  Re  Barber,  Burgess  o.  Yinnicome,  31  Ch.  D.  665:  Re  Pooley,  40  Ch.  D.  1. 

(x)  Re  Fleetwood,  Sidgreaves  «.  Brewer,  15  Ch.  D.  594. 

(y)  A  gift  to  the  witness  as  trustee  of  coarse  is  not  invalidated,  Cresswell  «.  CreasweU,  L. 
R.,  6Eq  69. 
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evidently  had  to  the  statute  of  1  Will.  4^  c.  40,  which 

,,  ,  »  ,..  ,  ._.  ^j.i_'       Executor  now 

precludes  executors  from  claiming,  by  virtue  of  their  not  entitled  to 
office,  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  undisposed-of  per-  undiapoacd-of 

'  *  *  pexsonuty. 

sonal  estate  of  their  testator,  to  which,  by  the  pre- 
existing law,  an  executor  was  entitled,  where  the  will  did  not  afford 
any  presumption  of  a  contrary  intention,  a  point  which  was  often 
difficult  of  solution. 

*  TV.  —  Devise  to  Testator's  Heir.  —  Formerly  another  disa-  [*74] 
bility  to  take  by  devise,  arose  out  of  the  doctrine,  that 
where  a  title  by  descent  and  a  title  by  devise  concurred   J^"^^  ^  ****'» 

its  effect  under 

in  the  same  individual,  the  former  predominated,  and  the  old  law. 
the  heir  was  in  by  descent  and  not  by  purchase  («).^ 

Whether  the  doctrine  in  question  extended  to  testamentary  ap- 
pointments was  a  point  of  some  nicety,  and  occasioned  much  dis- 
cussion (a),  into  which,  however,  it  is  not  now  proposed  to  enter, 
as  questions  of  this  nature  cannot  arise  under  any  will,  future  or 
recent ;  the  statute  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106,  s.  3,  having   ptat  8  &  4 
provided  that,  when  any  land  shall  have  been  devised   ^j*^*  *»^-  *^» 
by  any  testator  who  shall  die  after  the  31st  day  of  De-  heir-devisee  a 
oember,  1832,  to  the  heir,  or  to  the  person  who  shall  be   P»«ihaser. 
the  heir  of  such  testator,  such  heir  shall  be  considered  to  have  ac- 
quired the  land  as  a  devisee,  and  not  by  descent  (6). 

V.  —  Illegitimate  Children.  —  A  bastard  in  esse,  whether  born  or 
unborn,  is  competent  to  be  a  devisee  or  legatee  of  real  or  personal 
estate;  and  the  only  question  that  now  admits  of  dis-  Devises  and 
cussion,  in  regard  to  gifts  to  such  persons,  is,  whether  bequests  to 
they    are    sufficiently    designated    as    the    objects    of  ***"^"^' 
them  (c) ;  and  this  depends  on  rules  of  construction  of  great  practical 
importance  in  the  preparation  of  wills,  and  which  will  hereafter  re- 
ceive examination.    Whether  a  gift  can  be  made  to  bastards  not 

(«)  See  as  to  the  effect  of  devises  to  a  testator's  heir  under  the  former  law,  Haynsworth  v. 
Prettv,  Cro.  Kl.  833.  919,  Moo.  6U;  Clarke  v.  Smith,  1  Salk.  241 ;  Chaolin  v.  I^roux,  5  M. 
&  Sei.  U  ;  Doe  v.  Timins,  1  B.  &  Aid.  5d0;  Manbridge  r.  Plnmmer,  2  My.  &  K.  93.  As  to 
copyholds,  Smith  v.  Tri^gs,  1  Str.  487.  That  in  cases  of  marshalling,  the  heir,  ander  an 
express  devise  to  him,  had  the  rights  of  a  devisee,  see  Biederman  o.  Seymour,  3  Beav.  368;  a 
fortiori,  since  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106,  s.  3;  see  Strickland  r.  Strickland,  10  Sim.  374. 
As  to  devises  to  co-heiresses,  of  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy  or  in  common,  see  Anon.,  Cro.  El. 
431 ;  Swaine  v.  Burton,  15  Yes.  365.  As  to  the  effect  of  a  devise  to  several  co-heirs  or  co- 
heiresses, or  one  of  them,  see  Bear's  Case,  1  Leon.  112,  315;  Co.  Litt  163  b;  Reading  v, 
Kovston,  1  Salk.  242.  And  as  to  the  devise  of  a  contingent  remainder  to  the  testator>  heir- 
at-law,  see  1  Sanders'  Uses,  133,  n.,  4th  ed.,  citing  ChoTmondeley  v,  Clinton,  2  J.  &  W.  1. 

{a)  See  Hurst  «.  Earl  of  Winchelsea.  1  W.  Bl.  187,  2  Ld.  iLen.  444,  2  Burr.  879;  Langlev 
V.  Sneyd,  7  J.  B.  Moo.  165, 3  Br.  &  B.  243, 1  S.  &  St.  45. 

(6)  The  negative  words  seem  to  exclude  the  claim  of  a  devisee-heir  of  copvholds  (which  are 
expressly  incladed  in  the  act)  to  disclaim  the  devise  and  take  as  heir,  Bickley  «.  Bickley,  L. 
R«,  4  £q.  216. 

(e)  See  Gordon  9.  Ch>rdon,  1  Mer.  141;  Earle  v.  Wilson,  17  Yes.  528;  Evans  v.  Massey,  8 
Pri.2S. 

1  Biedler  9.  Biedler,  87  Ya.  300. 
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procreated,  ia  a  yexata  qusBstio^  which  will  be  fully  considered  in 
a  latter  part  of  this  work  (d). 

VI.  —  Infanti»  Femes  covert,  Lnnatlos,  fto. -» Infants  (in- 
[*75]  eluding  *  infants  en  ventre  sa  m^re  {e)),  femes  covert  and 
insane  persons  are  not  incapacitated  from  taking  by  devise 
or  bequest  though  they  cannot  manifest  their  acceptance;  for  ac- 
Infant,  t  c  or  oeptance  will  be  presumed  unless  it  would  work  injury 
lunatic,  may  to  the  devisee  or  legatee.  The  disability  of  coverture, 
take  bj  devise.   ^lJQ^gJ^  invalidating  a  conveyance  at  common  law  from 

the  husband  to  the  wife,  does  not  prevent  her  from  taking  under 
his  will,  the  coverture  having  in  fact  ceased  when  the  will  takes 
effect  (/).^ 

(d)  See  Blodwell  v.  Edwards,  Cro.  Eliz.  500;  tee  also  Go.  Litt.  8  b;  Wilkinson  v.  Adam, 
1  Yes.  &  B.  422;  Be  Connor,  2  J.  &  Ij.  469.  See  further  as  to  devises  and  bequests  to  illegiti- 
mate children,  post.  Chap.  XXXI. 

(e)  BurdeU  v.  Uopegood,  1  P.  W.  486;  Mogg  v.  Hogg,  1  Mer.  654. 


LitL  s.  168. 


1  Murder  of  a  testator  hj  a  benefidaiy,  so 
as  to  prevent  revocation  and  hasten  enjoy- 
ment, deprives  the  party  of  all  right  under 
the  will  or  as  heir  or  next  of  kin,  as  under 
the  Roman  law.  So  it  has  recently  been  held 
by  a  majority  of  the  court,  in  Riggs  v.  Palm- 
er, 115  N.  1 .  506,  disapproving  Owens  v. 
Owens,  100  N.  C.  200. 

Does  a  gift  over  on  the  death  of  a  person 


without  children  mean  on  his  eivU  death,  as 
by  reason  of  conviction  of  crime,  as  well  as 
his  natural  death  ?  The  question  was 
raised  but  not  decided,  in  Avery  v.  Everett, 
110  N.  Y.  317;  the  devisee  having  at  all 
events  received  a  vested  interest,  and  that 
was  not  divested  by  the  conviction.  But  it 
would  seem  that  the  question  should  be 
answered  in  the  negative. 


•CHAPTER  VL 


[•76] 


SZECT7TI0N  AND  ATTESTATION   OF  WILLS  (a).      INCOBPOBATION.      DE- 
FECTIVX  EXECUTION  SUPPLIED   BY   BEFEBENCE. 


I.    Stmtntory  Enaetmonts  in  regard 
to  Execution  and  Attestation  of 

wnis 76 

n.   WiU  moat  be  in  Writing  ...    78 
in.    Signatore  by  Testator  necessary     79 
IV.    Position  of  Testator's  Signature    81 
y.    Acknowledgment    of    Testator's 

Signature 88 

VI.    AttesUtion  and  Subscription  by 

Witnesses 85 

Vn.    Subscription  in  *< Presence'*  of 

Testator 88 


rial 

Vm.    Attestation  Clause  unnecessary  91 

IX.    Nnmber  of  Witnesses  ....  93 

X.    Credibility  of  Witnesses  ...  93 
XI.    Alterations  to   be   Signed  and 

Attested 95 

XII.    General  Bemarks 96 

XIII.  Incomplete  Wills 96 

XIV.  Incorporation  of  Extrinsic  Doc- 

uments      98 

XV.  Defective  Execution  supplied  by 
Beference,  Express  or  Im- 
plied    103 


I.  —  Statatory  Bnaotments. — The  6tli  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  (29  Car.  2,  o.  3)  required  that  all  devises  and  Enactment  in 
bequests  of  any  lands  or  tenements  (b)j  devisable  either  the  statute  of 
by  force  of  the  Statute  of  WiUs,  or  by  that  statute,  or  S?  exeStSn 
by  force  of  the  custom  of  Kent,  or  the  custom  of  any  of  wills  of 
borough,  or  any  other  particular  custom,  should  be  in       <^     • 
writing  and  signed  by  the  party  so  devising  the  same,  or  by 
some  other  person  in  his  presence  and  by  his  express  *  direc-  [*77] 
tion,  and  should  be  attested  and  subscribed  in  the  presence 
of  the  said  devisor,  by  three  or  four  credible  witnesses.^ 

(a)  Of  course  the  remarks  in  this  Chapter  applr  only  to  the  formalities  as  regards 
attestation  and  execution  requisite. to  the  validity  of  a  will  which  is  intended  to  operate 
according  to  the  law  of  England.  If  the  will  of  an  English  testator  is  intended  to  dispose 
of  land  situate  in  one  of  the  British  Colonies  or  in  a  foreign  country,  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  testamentary  dispositions  of  immovable  property  are  governed  by  the  lex  rei  8it« 
(see  ante,  p.  1),  and  accordm^ly  care  must  be  taken  to  ascerum  and  comply  with  the  for- 
malities required  for  the  validity  of  wills  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  property  is 
sitoate.  Sometimes,  also,  a  doubt  may  arise  as  to  whether  an  Englishman,  who  has  been 
long  resident  abroad,  has,  at  the  time  of  mskinf  his  will,  an  English  or  a  foreign  domicile ; 
in  such  a  case  it  wiU  be  prudent  that  the  will  should  be  in  such  form  and  so  attested  and 
executed  as  to  be  valid  not  only  according  to  English  law,  but  also  according  to  the  law  of 
the  foreigrn  coontry,  whereby  it  is  apprehended  that  the  disponition  of  his  movable  property 
may  possibly  be  regulated.  See  some  further  remarks  as  to  wills  intended  to  operate  accord- 
ing to  colonial  and  foreign  laws,  Vol.  11.,  Appendix  A. 

(b)  Observe  that  the  word  "  hereditaments"  is  omitted  in  this  clause,  though  occurring  in 
the  next,  see  Buckridge  «.  Ingram,  2  Ves.  jr.  662:  but  no  question  seems  ever  to  have  been 
raised  on  this  omission.  See  further  as  to  the  old  law  before  1838,  the  4th  Edition  of  this 
Work,  pp.  77  et  seq. 

1  A  win  not  prnperly  executed  as  a  will  as  a  holomph,  where  that  kind  of  will  is 
vitl»  subscribing  witnesses  may  still  be  good     allowed,  if  it  answer  tiie  requirements  of  the 
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Under  the  old  law,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Wills  Act  (1 
Vict  c.  26),  a  will  if  reduced  to  writing  during  the  lifetime  and  by 

Btatute  as  to  holographs,  though  it  coDtain 
something  more  than  the  statute  rec{uires. 
Brown  v.  Beaver,  3  Jones,  516 ;  Harrison  v. 
Burgexs,  1  Hawksi,  384;  Hill  r.  Bell,  Phill. 
(N.  C.)  12-2.  See  T«bbe  r.  Williams,  80  Ky. 
661 ;  Keagan  v,  Stanley,  11  Lea,  316 ;  Suggett 
V.  Kitchell,  6  Yerg.  42:).  And  there  may  be 
a  holographic  codicil  to  a  will  not  a  holograph. 
In  re  Sober,  78  ChI.  477.  A  holograph  is  not 
rendered  incomplete  by  having  aii  unsigned 
attestation  clause.  Perkins  v.  Jones,  84  Va. 
358  (citing  Brown  v.  Beaver,  3  Jones,  516; 
Harrison  v.  Burgess,  1  Hawks,  384;  Hill  v. 
Bell,  Phill.  (N.  C.)  122).  On  the  subject  of 
holographs  generallv,  see  In  re  Sober,  78  Cal. 
477 :  In  re  Billings, '64  Cal.  427 ;  In  re  Rand, 
61  Cal.  468;  In  re  Martin,  58  Cal.  530:  Toebbe 
0.  Williams,  80  Ky.  661 :  Succession  of  Gaines, 
38  La.  An.  123  ;  Succession  of  Lopez,  33  La. 
An.368 :  Wilbourn  v.  Shell,  59  Miss.  205 ;  Davis 
V.  Williams,  57  Miss.  843;  In  re  Beckett,  108 
N.  Y,  167;  Reagan  v.  Stanley,  11  Lea,  316. 
An  ordinary  attested  will  may  be  revoked  by 
ft  holographic  will.  Reagan  «.  Stanley.  Chr 
by  a  holographic  codicil.  In  Sober,  supra. 
It  is  fatal  to  a  holograj^h  that  any  part  ot  it, 
as  e.  ^.  the  date,  is  printed.  In  re  Billings, 
supra;  In  re  Rand,  supra. 

A  will  written  with  a  pencil  would  be  good. 
In  re  Dyer.  1  Hagg.  219;  Tomlinson's  Estate, 
133  Penn.  St.  245  (citing  Knox's  Estate,  131 
Penn.  St.  220;  Myers  9.  Yanderbilt,  84  Penn. 
St.  510).  But  when  the  question  is  whether 
the  testator  intended  the  paper  as  a  final  dec- 
laration of  his  mind,  and  as  testamentary;  or 
whether  it  was  merely  preparatory  to  a  mors 
formal  disposition,  the  material  Vith  which 
it  was  written  becomes  a  most  important  cir- 
cumstance. Rymes  r.  Clarkson,  1  Phill.  35; 
Parkin  v.  Bainbridge,  3  Phill.  321.  Altera- 
tions in  pencil  by  the  testator  on  a  regularly 
execntea  will  have  been  admitted  to  probate, 
but  it  has  been  laid  down  in  England,  that 
the  presumption  is,  that  where  alterations  in 
pencil  only  are  made,  thev  are  deliberative; 
when  in  Ink,  they  are  final  and  absolute. 
Hawkes  v.  Hawkes,  1  Hagg.  322;  Edwards 
9.  Astley,  1  Hagg.  490;  Dickenson  f.  Dicken- 
son, 2  P'hill.  173 ;  Lavender  v.  Adams,  1  Ad- 
dams.  406.  This  distinction  appears  to  be 
repuaiated  in  Pen nsty Ivan ia.  Tomlinson's 
Imitate,  133  Penn.  St.  245.  Again,  a  roan 
may  perhaps  write  hi.?  will  o»  any  material 
he  pleases;  still  the  material  might  become  a 
most  important  circumstance  in  determining 
the  animus  testandi.  Rvmes  v.  Clarkson, 
1  Phill.  35. 

States  in  which  there  must  be  at  least  three 
witnesses  to  a  will:  Connecticut,  Florida, 
GeorptL,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts, 
Mifisissippi,  New  Ham'pshire,  South  Carolina, 
Vormont. 

In  Mississippi  wills,  if  not  wholly  written 
by  the  testator,  roust  be  attested  by  three  wit- 
nesses in  case  of  real  estate,  and  by  one  in 
case  of  personalty.  Miss.  Rev.  Code,  1871, 
c.  54,  p.  525.  See  Kirk  v.  State,  13  Smedes 
&M.  406. 


States  in  which  there  must  be  two  attest- 
ing witnesses  to  a  will:  Alabama,  Arkan- 
sas, California,  Colorado,  Dakotah,  Delaware, 
Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Kentucky, 
Michigan,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska, 
Nevaua,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  North  Car- 
olina, Ohio,  Oregoii,  Rhode  Island.  Tennes- 
see, Texas,  Utah,  Vii^ginia,  West  Virginia, 
Wisconsin. 

In  Texas,  wills,  if  not  wholly  written  by 
testator,  shall  be  attested  by  two  witness^^s 
above  the  age  of  fourteen  yean.  R.  S.  1879, 
ch.  99,  p.  712. 

Witnesses  must  sign  in  the  presence  of  the 
testator,  and  in  the  presence  of  each  other, 
in  Connecticut,  Utah,  Vermont. 

In  some  of  the  states,  the  provision  as  to 
attestation  is  more  special.  In  Pennsylvania, 
a  devise  of  lands  in  writing  will  Se  good 
without  an^r  subscribing  witnesses,  provided 
the  authenticitv  of  it  can  be  proved  by  two 
witnesses ;  and,  if  the  will  be  subscribed  by 
witnesses,  proolf  of  it  may  be  made  by  others. 
Hight  V,  Wilson,  1  Dallas,  94;  Rohrer  v. 
Stehman,  1  Watts,  442.  Proof  of  the  signa- 
ture of  the  testator  to  a  will  by  two  witnesses, 
is  prim&  facie  evidence  of  its  execution,  al- 
though the  body  of  it  be  not  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  testator.  Weigel  v.  Weigel,  5 
Watts,  486.  In  that  state,  unless  the  testa- 
tor is  prevented  by  the  extremity  of  his  last 
sickness,  his  will  must  be  signed  by  him  at 
the  end  tliereof,  or  by  some  per8<'n  in  his 
presence  and  by  his  express  direction,  and  in 
all  cases  must  be  proved  by  the  oaths  of  two 
or  more  comnetent  witnesses.  Act  of  8th 
April,  1833 ;  Strieker  v.  Groves,  5  Whart.  386. 
Where  the  testator,  having  given  directions 
for  drawing  his  will,  and  being  just  about  to 
sign  the  same,  became  suddenly  unable  either 
to  do  so  himself  or  to  reouest  another  to  do  so 
for  him,  and  immediat^y  died,  it  was  held 
that  the  case  was  within  ihe  exception  to  the 
Penn.  Act.  of  1833,  and  that  the  will  waa 
valid.  Showers  v.  Showers,  27  Penn.  St. 
485.    See  Ruoff's  Appeal,  26  Penn.  St.  219. 

In  North  Carolina,  two  witnesses  are  re- 
(luired  to  a  will  of  real  estate,  unless  the  will 
is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased  person, 
and  is  found  among  his  valuable  papers^  or 
lodged  with  6<»me  person  for  safe-keeping. 
The  name  of  the  testator  in  such  case  must 
be  proved  bv  the  opinion  of  thi^e  witnesses. 
1  Rev.  Law,'  N.  C  619,  620,  c.  122.  §  1,  Act 
of  1840;  BatUe's  Rev.  1873,  c.  119,  p.  846. 
As  to  finding  among  "  valuable  papers,'*  see 
Brown  v.  Eaton,  91 N.  C.  26;  Adams  v.  Clark, 
8  Jones,  56;  Little  0.  Lockman,  4  Jones,  494. 
So  in  Tennessee,  under  Slat.  1784,  c.  10: 
Stat  1871,  c.  1,  pp.  998,  999;  Crutcher  v. 
Crutcher,  11  Humph.  377;  Tate  v.  Tate,  11 
Humph.  465.  In  Virginia  and  in  West  Vir- 
ginia, if  the  will  is  not  whollv  written  by  th<» 
testator,  it  must  be  attested  ^y  two  or 'mom 
credible  witnesses,  jSrc.  1  Itev.  Code,  Vs. 
375;  Code,  1873,  c.  118,  p.  910.  W.  Va.  R. 
S.  1878,  c.  201,  p.  1168.  In  Arkansas,  a  will 
written  through  by  the  testator  needs  no  snb 
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the  direction  of  the  testator  was  sufficient  for  the  dis-   ^^nigofper- 
position  of  his  personal  estate,  though  it  had  not  been   sonaity  Wore 
signed  and  was  never  actually  seen   by  the  testator.   ^^^' 
And  no  authentication  by  an  attestation  was  required  in  the  case  of 
a  will  of  personal  estate. 

Copyholds  were  held  not  to  be  within  the  clause  in  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  which  required  wills  of  lands,  &c.,  to  be  attested  by  three 
witnesses  (c).    The  cotisequence  was  that  any  instru- 
ment which  was  adequate  to  the  testamentary  disposi-  wit^^o^the  "^ 
tion  of  personal  estate  was  sufficient  for  the  devise  of  ?,**'*[}®  *^ 
copyholds.    And  accordingly,  not  only  did  an  unattested 
writing  signed  by  the  testator  operate  as  an  effectual  devise  of  copy- 
holds, but  testamentary  papers,  neither  authenticated  by  the  signsr 
ture,  nor  even  in  the  handwriting  of  the  testator,  were  adjudged  to 
be  sufficient  if  reduced  to  writing  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator 
and  by  his  direction. 

The  statute  1  Vict  c.  26  (s.  9)  provides,  "That  no  will  shall  be 
valid  unless  it  shall  be  in  writing,  and  executed  in  manner  herein- 
after mentioned;  (that  is  to  say)  it  shall  be  signed  at  . 
the  foot  or  end  thereof  by  the  testator,  or  by  some  other   ^jUg  made 
person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  direction ;  and  such  ^^  t^«  }'«•' 
signature  shall  be  made  or  acknowledged  by  the  testator 
in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses  present  at  the  same  time ; 
and  such  witnesses  shall  attest  and  shall  subscribe  the  will  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator,  but  no  form  of  attestation  shall  be  necessary." 
This  statute  has  thus  abolished  all  distinctions  in  regard  to  the  mode 
of  execution  [and  attestation]  between  the  various  species  of  property. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  though  by  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26,  the 
ceremonial  of  execution  is  somewhat  varied,  yet  several 
of  its  details  remain  unaltered,  so  that  the  cases  de- 
cided under  the  statute  29  Gar.  2,  c.  3,  bearing  upon 
the  interpretation  of  the  words  "  signature,"  "  presence," 
"direction,"  "other  person,"  "attested,"  "subscribed," 

(c)  See  2  P.  W.  268,  1  Vea.  227,  7  East,  322.  See  as  to  devises  of  equitable  interests  in 
copyholds,  2  Atk.  87,  2  P.  W.  261,  n.,  1  Cox,  244,  1  Sm.  &  Giff.  475.  And  as  to  equitable 
interests  in  customary  freeholds  passing  by  surrender,  3  Sim.  385,  Amb.  299,  3  Russ.  108. 


This  enact- 
ment is  illus- 
trated by  de- 
cisions on  the 
Statute  of 
Frauds. 


scribing  witness,  but  the  will  must  be  proved 
in  such  case  by  three  disinterested  witnesses, 
swearing  to  their  opinion.  Still,  a  will  in  due 
form  subMribed  will  be  effectual  as  amnst 
one  not  so  subscribed.  R.  S.  c  157,  §§4,  5; 
Digest,  1874,  ch.  135,  p.  1012.  Every  person 
in  that  state  who  subscribes  the  testator's 
name  must  sign  as  witness,  and  state  that  he 
signed  the  testator's  name  at  his  request.  Id. 
The  same  rule  prevails  in  M iaeouri.  St  Lonis 
Hospital «.  Wegman,  21  Mo.  17 ;  Simpson  v, 
Simpson,  27  Mo.  288;  St.  Louis  Hospital  v. 
Williams,  19  Mo.  609. 

A  will  executed  in  South  Carolina  in  the 
presence  of  two  witnesses,  who  alone  sub* 
scribe  it,  is  not  sufficiently  executed  under 


the  statute  to  pass  real  estate,  although  the 
scrivener  was  also  present  at  the  execution; 
and  a  codicil  executed  in  the  presence  of  two 
subscribing  witnesses,  one  of  whom  win  differ- 
ent from  the  two  witnesses  to  the  will,  does 
not  five  effeet  to  the  will  as  to  real  estate. 
Duniap  9.  Dunlap,  4  Desaus.  305.  The  laws 
of  South  Carolina,  at  the  time  of  this  decision, 
required  three  witnesses  to  a  will  of  real  es- 
tate, bat  not  to  a  will  of  personalty;  now  they 
require  three  witnesses  to  a  wiU'of  personal 
estate  also.  Statutes  at  Large  of  S.  C,  Vol. 
3,  p.  842,  No.  544,  §  2;  id.  Vol.  4,  p.  106,  No. 
1455,  {  2;  id.  Vol.  6,  p.  238,  No.  2334,  §  8; 
B.  S.  1873,  c.  86,  p.  442. 


104  EXECUTION  AND  ATTESTATION  OP  WIUA  [CH.  VI. 

[*78]  which  are  common  to  both  enactments^  *bear  equally  upon 
the  interpretation  of  the  same  words  in  the  statute  of  Victoria. 

n.  —  "^lll  most  be  in  "^riting.i — The  first  condition  requisite 
under  the  stat.  29  Gar.  2,  to  render  valid  a  devise  or  bequest  of  lands 
Writing  in-  ^^^  tenements,  and,  under  the  Wills  Act,  to  render  valid 
dudes  print-  any  testamentary  disposition,  is  that  such  devise,  be- 
ing, &c.  quest,  or  disposition  shall  be  "  in  writing/'  A  printed 
or  lithographed  form  of  a  will,  with  or  without  blanks  for  names  of 
legatees,  amounts  of  legacies,  &c.,  to  be  filled  up  in  ink,  satisfies  this 
requirement  (o  ■).  Such  instruments  are  constantly  admitted  to  pro- 
bate without  question  (e£) ;  but  any  difficulty  which  may  arise  by 
reason  of  blanks  not  being  filled  up,  or  any  similar  error,  must  be 
determined  in  the  Court  of  construction. 

Nuncupative  wills  were  not  forbidden  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
but  were  placed  under  such  restrictions,  as  practically  abolished 

them  (e).  It  was  nevertheless  provided,  that  any  sol- 
c.  8,  s.  19,  con-  di^r,  being  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or 
**d '"^  uu^"'  ^^^'^^'^j  being  at  sea  (which  was  held  to  apply  to  sea- 
'  men  on  board  merchants'  vessels),  might  dispose  of  his 
movables,  wages,  and  personal  estate,  as  before  the  act  (/).  Such 
wills  have  been  subjected  to  peculiar  regulations,  by  various 
statutes  (g). 

The  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26,  has  perpetuated  this  exception  in  favor  of 
soldiers  and  sailors  actively  employed  in  the  service  of  the  Grown. 
Stat.  1  Yict  ^7  s.  11  of  that  act  it  is  enacted  '^that  any  soldier  being 
c.  26, 9. 11,  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or  seaman 
?ri?ifof8o&ien  being  at  sea,  may  dispose  of  his  personal  estate  as  he 
and  sailors.  might  have  done  before  the  making  of  this  act."  It  has 
been  held,  that  a  purser  of  a  man-of-war  comes  within  the  descrip- 
tion "  mariner  or  seaman "  (h) ;  and  it  shoidd  seem  that  the  term 
"  mariner  or  seaman "  includes  every  person  in  her  Majesty's  navy, 
as  well  the  admiral  or  commander-in-chief  as  a  common  seaman, 
being  at  sea,  within  the  exception  contained  in  the  act  (i).  The  ex- 
ception in  the  23rd  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  to  "any 
mariner  or  seaman  being  at  sea,"  has  been  held  to  apply  to  mer- 

(el)  This  rale  has  been  expressly  enacted  by  the  stat.  52  &  53  Ylct.c.  63,  s.  20,  as  regard* 
expressions  referring  to  writing  in  all  Acts  of  Parliament  whether  passed  before  or  after  the 
commencement  of  that  act. 

(d)  See  the  cases  cited,  ante,  p.  19. 

(e)  See  stat.  29  Car.  2,  c.  8.  s.  19. 
^  #  )  See  stat  29  Car  2  c.  3  s.  23. 

Yff)  26  Geo.  3,  c  63;  32'Geo.'3,  c.  34,  s.  1;  11  Geo.  4,  c.  90,  ss.  48.  49,  50,  and  2  &  8  Will.  4, 
c.  40,  88. 14  &  15,   which  are  not  affected  bj  1  Yict  c.  26,  see  88. 11  &  12. 
(A)  Re  Hares,  2  Curt.  338. 
(i)  Earl  or  Etiston  v.  Lord  Henry  Sejmoar,  2  Cnrt  889. 

1  See  note  1,  p.  77. 
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chant  seamen  (j).  *  It  has  also  been  held,  on  the  con-  [*79] 
struction  of  the  words  '^  any  soldier  being  in  actual  military 
servicey^  that  the  privilege  is  confined  to  those  who  are  on  an  expedi- 
tion (k).  It  will,  therefore,  not  extend  to  an  officer  or  soldier  quar- 
tered in  barracks  at  home  or  abroad  (I) ;  or  to  an  officer  on  a  tour  of 
inspection  of  troops  in  his  district  (m).  But  the  will  of  an  officer 
or  soldier  on  his  way  to  join  his  regiment  on  active  service  is  within 
the  exception  (n).^ 

(J)  Morell,  V,  Morell,  1  Hags.  51. 

(i;)'Drummond  «.  Parish,  3  Curt.  52S. 

(/)  White  V.  Repton,  3  Curt.  818. 

(m)  Be  Hill,  1  Rob.  276. 

(f»)  Herbert «.  Herbert,  D.  St  Sw.  10;  Be  Thome,  29  Jnr.  569. 

I  Great  strictness  of  proof  is  generally  re-  Dodaon,  4  Humph.  84S.     Where  words  are 

nuired  in  case  of  a  nuncupative  will,  to  show  drawn    from    the   testator    by  the  person 

tnat  all  the  requisites  of  the  law  have  been  interested  to  establish  them,  they  will  not 

complied  with.    Biddler.  Biddle,  d6Md.630;  constitute  a  good  nuncupative  will.    Brown 

Welimg  «.  Owings,  9  Gill,   407;  Reese  v.  v.  Brown,  2  Murph.  350.    But  see  Parsons  v. 

Hawthorne,  lOGratt.  548;  Scaife  r.  Emmons,  Parsons,  2  Greenl.  298. 

84  Ga.  61Si  Carroll  v.  Bonham,  42  N.  J.  £q.  A  nuncupative  will  cannot  be  established 

625;  Gould  r.  Safford.  39  Vt  498;  Parsons  «.  npon  proof,  bv  one  witness  at  one  time,  how 

Panons,  2  Greenl.  298;  Bronsou  v.  Burnett,  the  testator  desired  his  property  to  be  dis- 

1  Chand.  (Wis.)  136;  Hankin  v.  Rankin,  9  posed  of,  and  upon  proof  oy  another  witness 

Ired.  156;  Woods  v.   Ridley,  27  Miss.  119.  at  a  different  time,  that  the  testator  made  the 

Thus  it  has  been  held  that* it  must  be  made  same  declaration  to  him.    The  requisite  num- 

when  the  testator  is  in  such  extremity  of  his  her  of  witnesses  must  be  present  at  the  same 

last  sickness  that  there  is  no  time  or  oppor-  time;  and  the  rogatio  testium  munt  also  be  at 

tnnity  to  make  a  written  will.    Inre  lar-  that  time.     YamalPs  Will,  4  Rawle,   64; 

nail,  4  Rawle,  46;  Prince  v.  Hazleton.  20  Weeden  9.  Bartlett,  6  Munf.  123;  Tally  v. 

Johns.  502;  Boyer  v.   Frick.  4  Watts  &  S.  Butterworth,  10  Yerg.  5()1.     Further  as  to 

357;  Werkheiser  v.  Werkheiser,  6  Watts  &  rogation,    Dockum    o.   Robinson,  26  N.  H. 

S.  184;  Reese  v.  Hawthorn,   10  Gratt.  548;  372  ;    Sampson    v.  Browning,  22  Ga.   293; 

Hans  9.  Palmer,  21  Penn.  St.  296.    A  nun-  Amett  v,  Amett,  27  111.  247;  Gwin  v,  Wright, 

cupative  will  maide  by  a  consumptive  person,  8  Humph.  639. 

nine  days  before  her  death,  was  held  not  Where  a  nuncupative  will  was  not  made  at 

to  be  valid,  in  YamalPs  Will,  4  Rawle,  46.  the  "habitation"  of  the  deceased,  nor  where 

See  also  Carroll  9.  Bonham,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  625.  he  had  resided  for  '*ten  "  days  next  preced- 

8o  where  it  was  made  the  day  before  death,  ing,  but  was  authenticated  as  the  law  re> 

O'Neill  V.  Smith,  33  Md.  569*.    If  nnncupit-  quired,  it  was  held  in  Virginia  that  it  ought 

tive  wills  can  be  admitted  at  all  in  the  case  to  be  deemed  good,  notwithstanding  the  de- 

of  chronic  disorders,  which  make  silent  and  ceased  was  very  unwell  when  he  leit  home, 

slow  but  sure  and  fatal  approaches,  it  is  only  if  afterwards  lie  became  more  dangerously 

in  the  veiy  last  stage  and  extremity  of  them,  ill,  and  died  at  the  place  where  the  will  was 

Prince  V,   Hazleton,  20  Johns.  502.     And  made.    Marks  v.  Bryant,  4  Hen.  &  M.  91. 

by   the    better   view  the  words  "last  sick-  The  Virginia  statute  differs  slightlv  in  the 

nesB  "  are  not  to  be  construed  as  having  no  wording  from  tliat  of  Car.  2.    The  Virginia 

regard  to  the  duration  of  the  illness.     The  act  excepts  cases  "  where   the  deceased  is 

law,  it  is  considered,   contemplates  sudden  titken  ncK  /ram  home  and  dies,*'  &c.    The 

and  severe  illness  just  before  death.    Carroll  statute  of  Car.  2  excepts  cases  where  he  is 

V.  Bonham,  42  N.J.  Eq.  625.    In  a  note  to  **  turpriud  or  taken  sick,"  &c.    In  the  act 

this  case  the  reporter  refers  to  several  cases  of  Virginia  (1  Rev.  Code,  c.  104),  respecting 

contra,  holding  that  if  the  ntmcupative  is  nuncupative  wills,  the  word   "  habitation  " 

made  at  any  time  during  the  last  illness  it  is  means  dwelling-house.    Nowlin  v.  Scott,  10 

enough,  though  the  testator  might  have  re-  Gratt.  64.     See  further  as  to  nuncupative 

dnced  it  to  writing  afterwards.     Nolan  v.  wills.   Rouse  v.  Morris,  17  Serg.  &  R.  831; 

Gardner,  7  Heisk.  215;  Sampson  «.  Brown  <  Porter's    Appeal,   10  Barr,   254;    Ridley  v. 

ing,  22  6a.  293;  Pager.  Page,  2  Rob.  (Va.)  Coleman,    1  Sneed,  616;   Ellington  v.    Dil- 

424:  Harrington  v.  Steers,  82  111.  50;  John-  lard,  42  Ga.  361;  O'Neill  v.  O'Neill,  33  Md. 

ston  9.  GUsscock,  2  Ala.  218.  569;    Reese  9.    Hawthorn.    10   Gratt.   548; 

It  must  strictly  appear  that   the  testator  Morgan  9.  Stevens,  78  111.  287;  Watts  9. 

speciallv  called  upon  the  witnesses  to  bear  Holland,  56  Texas,  54;  Jones  9.  Norton,  10 

witness*  to  the  act.     Bennett  9.  Jackson,  2  T^xas,  120;  Sadler  9.  Sadler,  60  Miss.  251; 

Phillim.  190;  Winn  9.  Bob,  8  Leigh,   140;  Burch  9.  Stovall,  27  Miss.  725;  Bundnck  9. 

Haus  9.  Palmer,  21  Penn.  St.  296  j  Taylor's  Haygood,  106  N.  C.  468 ;  In  re  Hayeood,  101 

Appeal,  47  Penn.  St.  31.    But  see  Ba&er  9.  N.  G.  574;  Campbell  9.  Campbell,  21  Mich. 
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zn.  —  Signattire  by  Testator.  —  Examining  the  requirements  com- 
mon to  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  the  Wills  Act  in  their  order,  the 

next  condition  prescribed  for  the  validity  of  a  will  is 
^edl"'^'^*     that  it  should  be  signed,  which   suggests  the   inquiry, 

what  amounts  to  a  "  signing "  by  the  testator  ?  It 
has  been  decided  that  a  mark  is  sufficient,^  and  that,  notwith- 
standing the  testator  is  able  ro   write  (o),'    and  though  his  name 

(o)  Taylor  v.  Dening,  3  Ncv.  &  P.  228;  <.  c.  nom.  Baker  v.  Dening,  8  Ad.  &  Ell.  94. 


438;  Mulligan  v.  Leonard,  46  Iowa.  692; 
Ashworth  v.  Carlton,  12  Ohio  St.  381 ;  Dorsev 
V.  Sbeppard,  12  Gill  &  J.  192;  Kelly  v. 
Kelly,  9  B.  Mon.  553.  A4  to  what  Louisiana 
law  requires,  see  Miller  v.  Shumaker,  42  La. 
An.  398;  Pfarr  o.  Belmont,  39  La.  Au.  294; 
Succession  of  Dauterive,  id.  1092;  Succewion 
of  DorrieA,  37  La.  Ao.  833;  Woode  v.  Roane, 
3b  La.  An.  805:  Starrs  v.  Mason,  32  La.  An. 
8;  Landry  v.  Tomatis,  id.  113.  Real  estate 
may  be  given  by  nuncupative  will.  Watts  v, 
Holland,  supra. 

In  order  to  the  validity  of  a  nuncupative 
will,  the  statute  of  New  Hampshire  requires 
that  three  witnesses  present  must  be  requested 
to  bear  witness  to  the  will  of  the  testator. 
The  words  must  be  spoken  by  the  testator, 
with  the  intention  thereby  to  make  a  final 
disposition  of  his  property.  And  therefore 
verbal  directions  and  mstfuctions  for  draw- 
ing up  a  written  will,  although  spoken 
in  the  presence  of  the  proper  number  of 
witnesses  required  to  bear  witness  thereto, 
and  reduced  to  writing,  and  offered  for  pro- 
bate according  to  the  statute,  do  not,  in  that 
state,  constitute  a  nuncupative  will.  Dockum 
V.  Robinson,  6  Post.  372.  So  in  Vii^ginia,  it 
must  appear  that  the  deceased,  at  the  time  he 
spoke  tiie  alleged  testamentary  words,  had 
tne  present  intention  to  make  his  will,  and 
spoke  the  words  with  such  Intention.  Winn 
V.  Bob,  3  Leigh,  140.  See  also  Gibson  v, 
Gibson,  Walker,  364;  Reese  v.  Hawthorn, 
10  Gratt.  548.  But  it  has  been  held,  in  some 
courts  that  a  paper  not  completed  as  a  writ- 
ten will  mav  be  established  as  a  nuncupa- 
tive will,  where  its  completion  is  prevented 
by  the  act  of  God.  Mason  v.  Dun  man,  1 
Munf.  456;  Offut  v.  Offut,  3  B.  Mon.  162; 
Boofter  o.  Rogers,  9  Gill,  44;  Friersoa  v. 
Beale,  7  Ga.  438;  Parkison  v.  Parkison,  12 
Smed.  &  M.  673;  Aurand  v.  Wilt,  9  Barr, 
54.  See.  however,  Tabler  v.  Tabler,  62  Md. 
601;  Dockum  v,  Robinson,  26  N.  H.  372, 
snpra;  In  re  Hebden,  20  N.  J.  £q.  473;  Por- 
ter's Appeal,  10  Barr,  254.  By  the  weight  of 
authority  and  of  principle,  there  must  be  a  pur- 
pose to  make  an  oral  will  in  order  to  establish 
a  nuncupation.  As  to  what  amounts  to  the 
animus  testandi  in  the  case  ofa  nuncupative 
will,  see  Broach  v.  Sing,  57  Miss.  115.  A  writ- 
ten will  cannot  be  parUy  revoked  by  a  nuncu- 
pative codicil.  Brook  v,  Chsppell,  35  Wis.  405. 

It  should  be  noticed  that  there  are  in  some 
states,  tA  there  were  under  the  original 
English  statutes,  two  kinds  of  nuncupation; 
ooe  general  and  one  special,  the  latter  by 


soldiers  in  military  service  or  by  mariners  at 
sea.  And  there  are  certain  important  distinc- 
tions between  the  two,  as  e.g.  in  regard  to 
last  sickness,  having  nothing  to  do  with  the 
nuncupations  of  soldiers  and  seamen. 

In  reference  to  wills  <»f  seamen  and  those 
in  actual  military  service,  see  Florance  «. 
Fiorance,  2  Lee,' 87;  Zacharias  v.  Collis,  3 
Phillini.  176;  Uamsa}  v.  Calcot,  2  Lee,  322; 
Euston  V.  Seymour,*  2  Curteis,  339;  In  re 
Hayes,  id.  838;  In  re  Donaldson,  id.  386; 
Master  v.  Stone,  2  Lee,  339^  Warren  v.  Hard- 
ing, 2  R.  I.  133.  A  nuncupative  will  may  be 
made  by  the  captain  of  a  coaster,  while  on  a 
voyage,  and  at  anchor  in  the  mouth  of  a 
bay,  and  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows. 
Hubbard  v.  Hubbard,  4  Seld.  196.  A  man- 
ner at  sea,  being  of  sound  mind  and  memory, 
and  under  no  restraint,  during  his  last  sick- 
ness and  within  au  hour  of  his  death,  was 
inquired  of  as  to  what  disposition  he  wished 
to  make  of  his  property.  He  replied  by  de* 
daring,  in  the  presence  of  four  witnesses, 
that  he  wanted  his  wife  to  have  all  her  per- 
sonal property,  and  this  was  allowed  as  a  good 
nuncupative  will.  Hubbard  r.  Hubbard,  12. 
Barb.  148.  And  in  such  case  it  is  not  nec«>s- 
sarv  that  he  should  name  an  executor.  Hub- 
baixl  V.  Hubbard,  4  Seld.  196. 

1  Hailevv.  Bailev.  35  Ala.  087:  Guthrie  o. 
Price,  23  "Ark.  396;"  Smith  v.  IkAbv,  4  Harr. 
(Del.)  350:  St  Uuis  Hospital  v.  Williams,  19 
Mo.  609;  St.  Louis  Hospital  v.  Wegman,  21 
Mo.  17;  Long  v.  Zook,  13  Penn.  St.  400; 
In  re  Flannerv,  24  Penn.  St.  502;  Barford  v. 
Barford,  29  Venn.  St.  221;  Hanswyck  v. 
Wiese,  44  Barb.  494.  See  also  infra,  in  the 
note  concerning  the  testator's  signature,  and 
compare  Main  r.  Ryder,  84  Penn.  St.  217:  St. 
Ix>uis  Hospital  €.'  Williams,  19  Mo.  609; 
Northcutt  V.  Northcutt,  20  Mo.  266;  Green- 
nugh  V.  Greenough,  11  Penn.  St.  489;  Mc- 
Carty  v.  Hoffman,  23  Penn.  St.  507;  Rosser 
V.  Franklin,  6  Gratt.  1. 

2  Jackson  v.  Van  Dusen,  5  Johns.  144; 
In  re  Field,  3  Curteis,  752;  Smith  v.  Dolby, 
4  Harrington,  350;  Ray  v.  Hill,  3  StroWh. 
297 ;  St.  Louis  Hospiuf  v.  Williams,  19  Mo. 
609 ;  St.  Louis  Hospital  v.  Wegman,  21  Mo. 
17.  Where  a  paper  was  produced  by  the 
testator  with  his  name  already  subscriljed  in 
the  handwritine  of  another,  to  which  he 
affixed  his  mark  In  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
nesses, and  acknowledged  it  to  be  his  last 
will  and  testament,  it  was  held  a  sufficient 
subscription  and  publication  of  the  will,  in 
KentucKy.     Upchurch  o.   Upchurch,  16  B. 
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does  not  appear  on  the  faoe  of  the  will  (p),    A  mark  Mark,  s  snffl- 
being  sofficienty  of  course  the  initials  of  the  testator's   ^^^^  signing 
name  would  also  suffice  (q),  ^    And  it  would  be  immaterial  that  he 
signed  by  a  wrong '  or  assumed  name  (since  that  name 
would  be  taken  as  a  mark  (r)  ),  or  that  against  the  mark   wrong'name. 
was  written  a  wrong  name  («),  and  that  the  testator  was 
also  wrongly  named  in  the  body  of  the  will  (t),  or  that  his  hand  was 
guided  in  making  the  mark  (u).    But  where  two  sisters  made  mutual 
wills  in  favor  of  each  other,  the  words  mutatis  mutandis  being  pre- 
cisely the  same,  and  by  mistake  each  signed  the  will  of 
the  other,  both  signatures  were  held  invalid,  neither      ""«'' 
sister  having  in  fact  executed  her  own  will,  but  merely  a  paper, 
which,  if  it  was  a  will,  gave  all  her  property  to  herself,  and  was 
therefore  void  (t;) ;  and  even  if  the  gift  had  been  to  a  third  person, 
evidence  would  have  been  admitted  to  show  that  the  paper,  though 
executed  by  the  testatrix  with  due  formality,  was  not  in  fact  her 
will  (w)y  though  such  evidence  could  not  have  been  used 
*  to  give  effect  to  the  gift  to  the  sister.      The  mere  fact  of  [♦SO] 
signing  a  paper  with  due  formality  as  a  will,  does  not,  there- 
fore, per  se  show  that  the  paper  was  the  testator's  will. 
Sealing  *  alone  will  not  as  a  general  rule  satisfy  the  statutory  re- 

(p)  Ke  Brvoe,  9  Curt.  886. 

(q)  Re  Savory,  15  Jnr.  1042. 

(r)  Re  Redding,  2  Rob.  339,  14  Jur.  1052;  Re  Glover,  11  Jar.  1022,  6  No.  Cas.  553;  and 
lee  the  corresponding  cases  aa  to  sif^nature  of  a  witness,  post,  p.  85. 

(«)  Re  Clarke,  27  L  J.,  Prob.  18,  4  Jiir.,  N.  8.  243, 1  Sw.  &  Tr.  22. 

(0  Re  Dowse,  31  L.  J-,  Prob.  172. 

(«)  Wilson  r.  Beddard,  12  Sim.  28. 

(v)  Anon.,  14  Jar.  402:  Re  Hunt.  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  260. 

(w)  See  Hippeslev  r.  Homer,  T.  &  R.  48,  n.;  Trimleston  a  D' Alton,  1  D.  &  CI.  85,  noticed 
in  Chap.  XIII;  Re  ^airburn,  4  No.  Cas.  478. 


Mon.  102.  See  In  re  Flannery,  24  Penn.  St. 
502.  But  «ee  St.  Louis  Hofipital  v.  Williams, 
19  Mo.  609;  St.  Louis  Hospital  v,  Wegman, 
21  Mo.  17;  Northcutt  v.  Northcntt,  20  Mo. 
266;  Will  of  Comelins,  14  Ark.  675.  A  will 
signed  by  a  mark,  without  the  name  of  the 
deceased*  appearing  in  it,  is  held  sufflcieutly 
aijp^ned  under  the  SUt.  1  Vict.  c.  26,  §  9,  the 
will  being  identified  aliunde.  In  re  Bryce,  2 
Curteis,  325. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  had  been  held  that  the 
will  must  be  signed  with  the  testator's  own 
name,  either  by  himself  or  by  some  person  in 
bis  presence  and  by  his  express  airection. 
His  mark  was  thought  insufficient.  Purdon*s 
Dig.  071;  Assay  v.  Hoover.  7  Penn.  Law 
Jour.  21;  Cavett's  Appeal,  8  Watts  &  S.  21; 
Greenough  v.  Greenough,  11  Penn.  St.  489. 
This,  however,  was  doubted  in  Vernon  v. 
Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  218.  Under  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Act  of  1848,  signing  by  mark  merelv*  is 
Bofficient.  Long  «.  Zook,  13  Penn.  St  400; 
Barford  v.  Burford,  29  Penn.  St.  221;  Main 
v«  Ryder,  84  Penn.  St.  217.  In  Vernon  v. 
Kirk,  sapra,  it  was  decided  that  it  was  a 
sufficient  execution  of  a  will,  where  the  testa- 
tilz  having  requested  another  to  sign  a  paper 


as  her  will,  he  complied  by  Bigning  **  E.  N., 
for  R  D.,  at  her  request."  When  the  signa- 
ture of  a  testator  is  effected  by  another  per- 
son guiding  his  hand  with  his  consent,  and  he 
afterwards  acknowledges  it,  this  is,  in  point 
of  law,  the  act  of  the  testator.  Stevens  v. 
Van  Cleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  262;  Vandruff  o. 
Rinehnrt,  29  Penn.  St.  232. 

1  See  Knox*s  Estate,  131  Penn.  SL  220, 
where  only  the  first  name  of  the  testator  was 
signed. 

s  Lr>ng  9.  Zook,  13  Penn.  St.  400. 

B  A  will  i.s  valid  without  being  sealed, 
unless  a  seal  is  required  bv  statute.  Piatt  r. 
>PCullough,  1  M'Lean,  70;  Avery  v.  Pixlev, 
4  Mass.  460,  462;  Htght  v.  Wilson,  1  Dall. 
94;  Arndt  v.  Amdt,  1  Serg.  &  R.  256;  Doe 
V.  Pattison,  2  Blackf.  355^  Williams  v.  Bur- 
nett, Wright,  53.  A  seal  is  not  unfr^uentlv 
annexed  to  a  will  where  not  required ;  and  ff 
the  testator,  considering  the  seal  an  essential 
part  of  the  execution,  snould  tear  it  off  with 
the  express  design  thereby  to  revoke  the  will, 
this  act,  as  evidence  of  revocation,  would  be 
vital.  Avei7  v,  Pixley,  4  Mass.  460,  462. 
As  to  what  IS  sufficient  sealing,  see  PuUock; 
«.  GlasMll,  2  Gratt.  439. 
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quirement  that  a  will  must  be  signed  by  the  testator  (a;).    But  it  is 

conceived  that  a  distinctive  seal,  if  shown  to  have  been 
RufficiStr"  impressed  by  the  testator  with  the  design  of  authenticat- 
ing the  instrument,  would  be  as  good  as  a  signature 
by  mark.  And,  accordingly,  in  an  Irish  case  (y),  a  seal  with  the 
testator's  initials  engraved  thereon,  impressed  animo  testandi,  was 
held  to  be  a  sufficient  signature. 

Both  statutes  expressly  permit  the  testator's  signature  to  be  made 
by  some  other  person  by  his  direction.^    That  other  person  may,  it 

seems,  be  one  of  the  witnesses  (z\^  and  it  is  immaterial 
^*  oth^**?  ^^  *^*^  ^®  signed  his  own  name  instead  of  the  name  of  the 
testator.  testator  (a).    And  where  the  testator  directed  a  person 

to  sign  the  will  for  him,  which  that  person  did  by  writ- 
ing at  the  foot,  "  this  will  was  read  and  approved  by  C.  F.  B.,  by 
C.  C.  in  the  presence  of  &c., "  and  then  followed  the  signatures  of  the 
witnesses,  the  will  was  held  good  {h).  And  on  the  ground  that  what- 
ever would  be  good  as  a  signature,  if  made  by  the  testator,  must  be 
equally  good  if  made  by  his  direction,  an  impression  of  his  name 
stamped  by  his  direction  was  held  good,  as  a  mark  would  also  have 
been  (c)* 

One  signature,  of  course,  is  sufficient,  though  the  will  be  contained 
in  several  sheets  of  paper,^  and  it  will  generally  be  presumed  that 
all  the  sheets  were  put  together  in  the  same  order  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cution as  at  the  testator's  death  {d)  ;  and  that  any  apparent  alteration 

{x)  Smith  V.  Evans,  1  Wils.  313;  Grayson  v.  Atkinson,  2  Yes.  469;  Wright  v.  Wakeford, 
17  Yes.  456. 
(tf)  R«  Emerson,  9  L.  R..  Ir.  443. 
(e)  Re  Bayley,  1  Curt  914 ;  Smith  o.  Harris,  1  Rob.  862. 
(a)  Re  Clark,  2  Curt.  329. 
'    Re  Blair,  6  No.  Cas.  528. 

Jenkyns  v.  Gaisford,  3  Sw.  &  TV.  93. 

Marsh  o.  Marsh,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  528,  30  L.  J.,  Prob.  77.    And  see  Bond  0.  Seawell,  3 
Burr.  1775. 

1  Riley  v.  Riley,  36  Ala.  496;  Abraham  v.  in  sijrning.    Yines  v.  Clingfott,  21  Ark.  809; 

Wilkins,  17  Ark.'  292;  Yines  v.  Clingfost,  21  Fritz  v.  Turner,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  515;  McMechen 

Ark.  309;  YandruflF  v,  Rinehart,  29  Penn.  St.  v.  McMechen,  17  W.  Ya.  683.    Nor  Is  it  ne- 

232.    The  signing  may  be  bv  the  hand  of  a  cesrary  to  prove  a  request  by  the  testator  if 

subscrihing  witnesfi.  *  lb.     %ut   see    In    re  he  was  weak.    McMechen  v.  McMechen.     In 

McElwaine,  3  C.  E.  Green,  499.    And  see,  New  Jersey  another  cannot  sign  for  the  tes- 

as   to  when   such  signing  is   permitted  in  tator.     Fritz  v.  Turner,   supra;  In  re  Mc-> 

Pennsylvania,  Greenough  v.  Greenongh,  11  Elwaine,  3  C  £.  Green.  499. 

Penn.  St.  489;  Main  o.  Ryder,  84  Penn.  St.  «  Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  Com^t.  140;  Wikoflrs 

217.    Further,  Yemon  v.  Kirk,  30  Penn.  St.  Appeal,  15  Penn.  St.  281;  Ginder  v.  Famum, 

218;  Armstrong  o.  Armstrong,  29  Ala.  538;  10  Barr,  98;  Martin  v.  Hamlin,  4  Strobh. 

Abraham  v.  Wilkins,  17  Ark.  292 ;  In  re  Jen-  188;  Jones  v.  Habersham,  03  Ga.  146.    When 

kins,  43  Wis.  610;  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  27  a  will  is  written  on  several  sheets  of  paper, 

Mo.  288.  fastened  together  by  a  strinjp;,  proof  by  two 

^  In  Missouri,  such  person  must  be  a  wit-  witnesses,  ot  the  signature  ot  the  testa'tor  at 

ness.     And  he  should  add  that  he  wrote  the  the  end  thereof  is  sufficient,  under  the  Penn- 

testator's  name  by  his  reouest.     St.  Louis  sylvan ia  Act  of  Assembly;  and  the  question 

Hospital  V.  Wegman,  21  Mo.  17;  St.  Louis  whether  all  the  sheets  were  attached  at  the 

Hospital  0.  Wilnams,  19  Mo.  609;  Simpson  time  of  signature,  or  whether  there  had  been 

V,  Simpson,  27  Mo.  288.    The  same  is  true  a  subsequent  fraudulent  addition  to  the  in- 

in  Arkansas.    Digest,  1874,  ch.  135,  p.  1012.  strument,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

Compare  Pool  t.  Buffnm,  3  Oreg.  438.  Ginder  v.  Famum,  supra. 

s  Another  may  steady  the  testator's  hand 
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in  their  order  and  paging  was  made  before  execution  (e). 

The  signature  may  also  be  on  a  piece  of  paper  stuck  ofMvS?'"^ 

or  tied  on  at  the  end  of  the  will,  and  containing  noth-  «!»««*•  »"®* 

ing  but  the  signature  and  attestation  (/) ;  but  in  such 

case  the  fact  of  the  piece  of  paper  having  been  so  attached  before 

execution  must  be  proved  (g).     Where  the  testimonium  at  the 

end  referred  *  to  the  preceding  sides  of  the  sheet  of  letter  [*81] 

paper  as  being  subscribed  by  the  testator,  the  fact  of  those 

sides  not  being  so  signed  was  held  not  to  affect  the  validity  of  the 

will,  as  the  testator  evidently  intended  the  signing  and  sealing  of  the 

last  side  to  apply  to  the  whole  (A).    But  the  signature  must  have 

been  made  with  the  design  of  authenticating  the  instrument ;  for  it 

should  seem  that  if  the  testator  contemplated  a  further  signature 

which  he  never  made,  the  will  must  be  considered  as  unsigned  (t). 

IV.  —  Pofldtioii  of  Testator's  Bignatiire.^  —  The  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
as  amended,  has  introduced  a  condition  in  this  respect  not  formerly 
essential  to  the  validity  of  a  will,  namely,  that  the  sig- 
nature of  the  testator  must  be  somewhere  near  the  end  ?[?Ji*i??KP" 

quinng  ue 

of  the  instrument,  and  so  as  not  to  be  immediately  over,  signature  to  b^ 
or  preceding  any  of  the  dispositive  parts  of  the  instru-  Jn^^®'^*^' 
ment,  but  it  need  not  immediately  follow  or  be  under 
any  of  the  dispositive  parts ;  whereas  formerly  the  signature  might 
be  in  any  part  of  the  instrument.  The  provision  in  the  original  en- 
actment requiring  the  signature  of  the  testator  to  be  at  the  "  foot  or 
end ''  of  the  will  (which  was  evidently  intended  only  to  do  away  with 
the  former  rule  that  the  name  of  tibe  testator  written  in  the  com- 
mencement, thus :  —  ^'  I,  A.  B.,  do  make,  &c.,"  was  a  sufficient  sig- 
nature), seems  at  first  to  have  answered  the  purpose  intended; 
subsequently,  however,  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  words  "  foot  or  end ''  were  to  be  construed  strictly,  and 
that  if  the  signature  did  not  immediately  follow  under  the  dispositive 
part  of  the  will,  and  in  such  a  manner  that  nothing  could  be  written 
between  the  signature  and  the  last  words,  the  will  was  not  properly 
executed  (j).  To  obviate  the  inconveniences  arising  from  these 
decisions,  it  was  enacted  by  stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c  24 :  — 

(e)  Bees  v.  Bees,  L.  B.,  8  P.  &  D.  84.  As  to  the  presamption  regarding  other  alterations, 
see  post,  Chap.  VII.,  s.  5,  p.  117. 

<f)  Cooke  V.  Lsmbert,  82  L.  J.,  Prob.  98;  Be  Horeford,  L.  B.,  8  P.  &  D.  211. 

Qf)  Be  West,  32  L.  J.,  Prob.  182.  In  considering  whether  or  not  several  pieces  of  paper 
constitute  the  will,  declarations  made  b^  the  testator  both  before  and  after  execution  are 
admissible  to  show  that  it  was  his  intention  to  make  dispositions  in  conformitj  with  those 
which  are  found  upon  the  several  sheets  of  paper,  Grould  v.  Lakes,  L.  B.,  6  P.  D.  1. 

(h)  Winsor  v.  Pratt,  5  J.  B.  Moo.  484,  2  Br.  &  B.  650. 

(»)  See  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  4  Yes.  197  n. :  Ck>les  v.  Trecothick,  9  Yes.  249 ;  Walker  v.  Walker, 
1  Mer.  603;  Sweetland  v,  Sweetland,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  9. 

(J)  See  the  decisions  on  this  point  collected  and  observed  upon,  Sugd.  B.  P.  Statatee. 

1  See  note  infra,  p.  86. 
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'^  1.  That  where  by  an  act  of  1  Vict  (c.  26),  it  is  enacted  that 
—repealed  by  1^0  Will  shall  be  valid  unless  it  shall  be  signed  at  the 
J^24^^^**^      foot  or   end  thereof  by  the  testator  or  by  some  other 

person  in  his  presence  and  by  his  direction,  every  will 
[*82]  shall  so  far  only  as  regards  the  *  position  of  the  signature 

of  the  testator,  or  of  the  person  signing  for  him  as  aforesaid, 
be  deemed  to  be  valid  within  the  said  enactment,  as  explained  by  this 
act,  if  the  signature  shall  be  so  placed  at  {k),  or  after,  or  following, 
or  under,  or  beside,  or  opposite  to  (I)  the  end  of  the  will,  that  it  shall 
be  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will  that  the  testator  intended  to  give 
effect,  by  such  his  signature,  to  the  writing  signed  as  his  will  (m), 
and  that  no  such  will  shall  be  affected  by  the  circumstance  that  the 
signature  shall  not  follow  or  be  immediately  (n)  after  the  foot  or  end 
of  the  will,  or  by  the  circumstance  that  a  blank  space  sliall  intervene 
between  the  concluding  word  of  the  will  and  the  signature,  or  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  signature  shall  be  placed  among  the  words  of 
the  testimonium  clause  (o),  or  of  the  clause  of  attestation  (^),  either 
with  or  without  a  blank  space  intervening,  or  shall  follow,  or  be 
after,  or  under,  or  beside,  the  names  (q)  or  one  of  the  names  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses,  or  by  the  circumstance  that  the  signature  shall 
be  on  a  side  or  page  or  other  portion  of  the  paper  or  papers  contain- 
ing the  will,  whereon  no  clause  or  paragraph  or  disposing  part  of  the 
will  shall  be  written  above  the  signature  (r),  or  by  the  circumstance 
that  there  shall  appear  to  be  suf&cient  space  (s)  on  or  at  the  bottom 
of  the  preceding  side  or  page,  or  other  portion  of  the  same  paper,  on 
which  the  will  is  written,  to  contain  the  signature,  and  the  enumera- 
tion of  the  above  circumstances  shall  not  restrict  the  generality  of 

the  above  enactment ;  but  no  signature  under  the  said  act  or 
[•83]  this  act  shall  be  operative  to  give  effect  to  any  *  disposition 

or  direction  which  is  underneath,  or  which  follows  it  (t)  ;  nos 

(10  Re  Woodley,  33  L.  J.  Prob.  154. 

(I)  Be  Williamsi,  L.  £.,  1  P.  &  D.  4,  and  cases  there  cited;  Be  Ainsworth,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &; 
D.  151. 

(m)  Re  Hammond,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  90,  32  L.  J.  Prob.  200.  In  Trott  v.  Trott,  89  L.  J  Prob. 
166,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  760,  the  testator's  name,  occurring  as  the  last  words  of  a  holomph  will, 
was  held  a  sufficient  signature.  In  Sweetland  v.  Sweetland,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  9,  34  L.  J.  Prob.  42, 
the  first  five  sheets  were  signed  and  attested,  but  not  the  sixth  and  last,  and  the  whole  was  re- 
jected.   See  also  Marf^ry  v.  Robinson,  L.  R.,  12  P.  D.  8 ;  Re  Hughes^  id.  107. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  quo  animo  the  testator  signed  his  name,  Dunn  v.  Dunn, 
L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  277. 

(ii)  Page  V.  Donovan,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  220,  where  the  signature  was  at  the  end  of  a  notarial 
certificate,  immediately  following  the  will,  and  detailing  the  cireumstances  under  which  it  was 
made,  and  it  was  held  good. 

(o)  Re  Mann,  28  L.  J.  Prob.  19 ;  Re  Dinmore,  2  Rob.  641. 

(p )  Re  Walker,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  354,  31  L.  J.  Prob.  62;  Re  Huckvale,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  375; 
Re  Casmore,  id.  653 ;  Re  Peam,  1  P.  D.  70. 

(q)  Re  Jones,  34  L.  J.  Prob.  41;  Re  Puddephatt,  L  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  97;  Re  Horsford,  L.  R., 
8  P.  &  D.  211. 

(r)  Re  Horsford.  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  211;  Re  Williams,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  4.  If,  however,  at 
the  time  of  execution  the  paper  is  so  folded  that  no  writing  is  visible,  it  must  be  proved  that 
the  will  was  written  before  the  testator  signed,  Re  Hammond,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  90,  32  L.  J. 
Prob.  200. 

(f)  Re  Williams,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  4;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  id.  209;  Re  Aroher,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  252. 

(0  Re  Dallow,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  189;  Re  Woods,  id.  556  (in  which  the  appointment  of  ex* 
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shall  it  give  effect  to  any  diepoBition  or  direction  inserted  after  the 
signature  shall  be  made  (u). 

^'2.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  extend  and  be  applied  to 
every  will  already  made,  where  administration  or  probate  has  not 
already  been  granted  or  ordered  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
in  consequence  of  the  defective  execution  of  such  will,  or  where 
the  property,  not  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts,  has  not  been  possessed  or  enjoyed  by  some  person  or  per- 
sons claiming  to  be  entitled  thereto,  in  consequence  of  the  defective 
execution  of  such  will,  or  the  right  thereto  shaU  not  have  been 
decided  to  be  in  some  other  person  or  persons  than  the  persons 
claiming  under  the  will,  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in 
consequence  of  the  defective  execution  of  such  will." 

The  wording  of  this  statute  may  perhaps  seem  needlessly  particu- 
lar to  the  reader  who  has  not  consulted  the  decisions  which  led  to 
its  enactment ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  treat  of  those  decisions  here, 
since  the  2nd  section  of  the  statute  renders  it  impossible  that  the 
validity  of  any  will  should  now  be  determined  by  them. 

V.  —  Acknowledgment  of  Testator's  Signature.  —  The  statute  1 
Yict  c.  26,  placed  the  law  with  regard  to  the  acknowledgment  of 
wills  on  a  new  footing.  The  signature  of  the  testator  is  to  be 
''made"  or  ''acknowledged"  (the  "signature,"  and  not,  as  formerly, 
the  "will,"  being  the  subject  of  acknowledgment)  in  the  sim- 
ultaneous presence  of  the  witnesses  («),*  whereas  formerly  *  the  [*84J 
signature  might  be  "  made  "  before  one,  and  the  will  acknowl- 
edged before  the  rest,  or  acknowledged  before  all  the  witnesses  sepa- 
rately, without  any  of  them  having  seen  the  signature. 

As  to  this  point,  the  following  decisions  have  been  made  with 
regard  to  acknowledgment:  — 

(a)  The  signature  to  be  acknowledged  may  be  made  by  the  testa- 
tor, or  by  another  for  him  (j/), 

ecutore  followed  the  sif^ature).  Bat  in  a  few  cases  the  Court  has  been  satisfied  by  the  mode 
of  writing  or  by  the  context  that  a  part  which  physically  followed  the  si^ature  belonged 

Eroperly  to  that  which  preceded  it  As  where  a  sentence,  which  want  of  space  prevented 
eing  completed  at  the  oottom  of  apage,  was  continued,  with  an  asterisk  of  reference,  on  a 
previous  page,  or  at  the  back,  Re  Kjmpton,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  427,  33  L.  J.  Prob.  153 ;  Re  Birt,  L. 
R.,  2  P.  &  D.  214;  and  see  Re  Wilkinson,  L.  R.,  6  P.  D.  100  (alteration).  So  where  the  will 
was  written  on  the  first  and  third  sides,  which  it  filled,  and  the  signature  was  written  cross- 
ways  on  the  second.  Re  Coombs,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  302.  And  where,  a  lithographed  form 
occupying  the  first  page,  the  will  was  written  on  and  filled  the  second  and  thira,  but  was 
signed  in  the  form,  this  was  held  good,  Re  Wotton,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  159.  In  all  these  cases 
it  was  proved  that  the  part  in  question  was  written  before  execution.  This  proof  failed  in 
Re  White,  30  L.  J.  Prob.  55,  and  the  part  was  rejected. 

(v)  Re  Arthur,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  273. 

{X)  Moore  v.  King,  3  Curt.  243,  2  No.  Cas.  45,  7  Jur.  205.  As  to  what  is  the  "  presence** 
of  the  witnesses,  see  Smith  v.  Smith,  L.  B.,  1  P.  &  D.  143;  and  the  fiases,  supra,  oa  th« 
'*  presence  "  of  the  testator. 

(y)  Re  Regan,  1  Curt.  908. 

1  So  more  generally  in  this  country;  the  Stirling  v.   Stirling,  64  Md.  188;  Chase  «. 

testator  may  either  sign  or  acknowledge  in  Kittredge,  11  Alien,  49;  Welch  9.  Adams,  68 

the  presence  of  the  attesting  witnesses;  he  N.  H.  344.    But  contra  in  some  states.    See 

need  not  sign  in  their  presence.    See  e.  g,  infra,  p.  85,  note. 


112 


EXECUTION   AND   ATTESTATION  OP  WILLS.  [CH.  VL 


(b)  A  testator,  whether  speechless  or  not,  may  acknowledge  his 
signature  by  gestures  (z). 

(c)  There  is  no  sufficient  acknowledgment  unless  the  witnesses 
either  saw  or  might  have  seen  the  signature  (a),  not  even  though 
the  testator  should  expressly  declare  that  the  paper  to  be  attested 
by  them  is  his  will  (b). 

(d)  When  the  witnesses  either  saw  or  might  have  seen  the  signa- 
ture, an  express  acknowledgment  of  the  signature  itself  is  not  neces- 
sary, a  mere  statement  that  the  paper  is  his  will  (e),  or  a  direction 
to  them  to  put  their  names  under  his  (e£),  or  even  a  request  by  the 
testator  (e),  or  by  some  person  in  his  presence  (/),  to  sign  the 
paper,  is  sufficient. 

(e)  When  the  signature  is  seen  or  expressly  acknowledged  it  is 
not  material  that  the  witnesses  are  not  told  that  the  instrument  is 
a  will  (g),  or  are  deceived  into  thinking  that  it  is  a  deed  (A).^ 

(s)  Re  Davies,  2  Rob.  837;  and  see  Parker  v.  Parker,  Milw.  Ir.  Eccl.  Rep.  545. 

(a)  Re  HarrisoD,  2  Curt.  863;  Ilott  v.  Genge,  3  Curt.  160,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  265,  8  Jar.  323; 
Re  Swinford,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  631;  and  see  Faulds  v.  Jackson,  6  No.  Cas.  Supp.  1. 

ib)  Hudson  r.  Parker,  1  Rob.  14,  8  Jur.  786;  Shaw  v,  Neville,  1  Jur.,  N.  S.,  408;  Re 
Goostun,  Blake  v.  Blake,  7  P.  D.  102;  Beckett  v.  Howe,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  1,  contra,  miut  be 
regarded  as  overruled. 

(c)  Re  Davis,  3  Curt.  748:  Re  Ashmore,  id.  756,  7  Jur.  1045;  Gwillim  v.  Gwillim,  3  Sw.  & 
Tr.  200,  29  L.  J.  Prob.  31;  Re  Huckvale,  L.  R..  1  P.  &  D.  375. 

(ef)  Re  Philpot,  8  No.  Cas.  2;  Gaze  v.  Gaze,  3  Curt.  451,  7  Jur.  803;  and  see  other  cases 
mentioned  by  Lord  St.  Leonardo,  R.  P.  Stat.  p.  338  et  seq.  (who  seems  to  think  that  some  of 
the  decisions  above  cited  are  conflictinj;^,  or  the  earlier  ones  overruled  bj  the  latter  ones),  and 
by  Wms.  Exors.,  Pt.  I.,  Bk.  11.,  Ch.  II.,  i.  2. 

(e)  Keigwin  o.  Keigwin,  3  Curt.  607,  7  Jur.  840;  Wright  v.  Sanderson,  0  P.  D.  149;  Dain- 
tree  v.  Butcher,  13  P.  D.  102. 

(/)  Re  Bosanquet,  2  Rob.  577;  Faulds  v.  Jackson,  6  No.  Cas.  Sup.  1;  Re  Jones,  1  Deane, 
3, 1  Jur.  N.  S.  1096;  Inglesant  v.  Inglesant,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  172;  Re  Bishop,  30  W.  R.  567. 
But  see  Morritt  v,  DougTasj  3  P.  D.  1.  Where  the  evidence  failed  to  convince  the  Court  that 
the  testator  was  aware  of  tne  request  of  the  third  party. 

(a)  Keigwin  v.  Keigwin,  sup. ;  Faulds  v.  Jackson,  6  No.  Cas.  Sup.  1. 

(A)  Su^.  R.  P.  Sut.  p.  340;  but  see  the  observations  of  Sir  H.  J.  Fust,  on  Willis  o.  Lowe, 
5  No.  Cas.  432. 


1  Publication,  the  act,  that  is,  of  declaring 
the  instrument  to  be  the  last  will  of  the  testa- 
tor, is,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  unnecessary 
in  this  countiy  as  well  as  in  England.  That 
is,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  the  absence  of  stat- 
tute,  that  the  witness  should  know  that  he  is 
attesting  a  will.  Dewey  v.  Dewey,  1  Met 
349:  Hogan  v.  Grosvenor.  10  Met.  54;  Osbom 
V.  Cfook,  11  Cush.  532;  Tilden  v.  Tilden,  13 
Gray,  110;  Adams  o.  Field,  21  Yt  256;  Denn 
«.  Dean,  27  Yt.  746;  Watson  v.  Pipes,  82 
Miss.  451;  Yerdier  v.  Yerdier,  8  Rich.  135; 
Hu£E  V,  Huff,  41  Ga.  696;  Flood  r.  Pragoff, 
79  Ky.  607;  Canada's  Appeal,  47  Conn.  450; 
Allen  V.  Griffin,  69  Wis.  529.  See  Beane  v. 
Terby,  12  Gratt.  239;  Cilley  v.  Cilley,  34  Me. 
162-  But,  on  the  other  hand,  when  the  testa- 
tor has  not  signed  the  will  in  the  presence  of 
the  attesting  witnesses  (as  to  whicn  see  infra), 
it  is  probablv  nniversall}*  necessary  for  him 
to  acknowledge  his  signature  bv  word  or  act. 
In  New  York,  publication  and  acknowledge 
ment  are  both  made  necessary  by  statute. 
Each  must  be  distinctly  proved ;  neither  alone 


is  deemed  to  prove  the  other.  Thus,  the 
publication  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  acknowledgment.  Baskin  r.  Baskin, 
36  N.  Y.  416;  Lewis  r.  Lewis.  11  N.  Y.  220. 
Direct  acknowledgment  of  the  signature  in 
words  is  not  necessary ;  but  when  there  is  no 
direct  acknowledgment,  the  circumstances 
must  unmistakably,  or  at  least  clearly,  imply 
such  an  act.  Id.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
is  no  prescribed  form  of  publication.  Any 
communication  of  the  tei^tator  to  the  witnesses, 
whereby  he  makes  known  to  them  that  he  in- 
tends the  instrument  to  take  effect  as  his  will, 
will  satisfy  the  requirement.  Coffin  r.  Coffin, 
23  N.  Y.  9;  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  1  Kern.  226; 
Brinckerhoff  v.  Remsen,  8  Paige,  488;  s.  c. 
26  Wend.  325;  Elkinton  v.  Brick,  44  N.  J. 
E^.  154.  Accordingly,  where  one  of  the 
witnesses,  in  the  presence  of  the  other,  asked 
the  testator  if  he  wished  the  witness  to  sign 
or  witness  the  paper  as  his  will,  and  received 
an  affirmative  answer,  this  was  held  to  be  a 
good  publication.  Coffin  r.  Coffin,  supra. 
See  Tarrant  v.  Ware,  25  N.  Y.  425.    But 
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(f)    It  is  of  course  sufficient,  on  a  re-execution,  merely  to  acknowl- 
edge the  signature  made  on  a  former  execution  (i). 

*  It  follows  from  what  has  been  above  stated  that  the  will  [*85] 
must  be  signed  by  or  for  the  testator,  and  his  signature  must 
be  acknowledged  before  either  of  the  witnesses  signs  {k)A    The 
signature  must  be  made  or  acknowledged  in  the  pres-   simultaneous 
ence  of  the  witnesses  simultaneously,  and  not  at  differ-  presence  of 
ent  times  (I),  and  they  must  themselves  subscribe  their   '^*'^®"®'- 
names  in  the  presence  of  the  testator,  though  not  necessarily  in  the 
presence  of  each  other  (m).* 

(t)  Re  Dewell,  17  Jar.  1130. 

(k)  Re  OldiuK,  2  Curt.  865;  Re  Bvrd,  8  Curt.  117;  Cooper  v.  Bockett,  id.  648;  Charlton 
V.  Hindmarsb,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  433,  8  If .  L.  Ca.  160.  See  also  Re  Summers.  7  No.  Cas.  562.  14 
Jur.  791y  2  Rob.  295,  where  however  the  testator  acknowledged  the  will  nf  anything)  and  not 
his  signature.  As  to  what  is  sufficient  evidence  that  the  testator  signed  oefore  the  witnesses 
in  cases  where  there  is  no  direct  proof  that  they  saw  the  testator's  signature,  see  Cooper  v. 
Bockett,  sup.;  Gwillim  v.  Gwillim,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  200,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  31;  Pearson  v.  Pearson, 
L.  R,  2  P.  &  D.  451;  Fischer  v.  Popham,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  246 ;  Wright  v,  Sanderson,  9  P. 
D.  149. 

(0  Re  Allen,  2  Curt.  881;  Re  Simmonds,  8  id.  79;  Moore  v.  King,  id.  243,  2  No.  Cas.  46, 
7  Jur.  205. 

(m)  Fauldsv.  Jackson,  6  Ko.  Cas.  Sap.  1,  Sugd.  R.  P.  S.  342;  The  dictnm  contra  in 
Casement  v.  Fulton,  5  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  140,  has  not  been  followed.  Re  Webb,  1  Deane,  1,  1 
Jur.  N.  S.  1096.    See  also  British  Museum  v.  White,  3  M.  &  Pay.  669,  6  Bing.  810. 


some  act  or  declaration  should  be  shown 
whereby  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution, indicated  the  instrument  to  be  his  last 
will,  and  desired  the  witnesses  to  sign  it  as 
such.  Baglej  «.  Blackman,  2  Lans.  41 ; 
Hunt  V,  Mooftrie.  8  Bradf.  322;  Tunison  v. 
Tunuon,  4  Bradf.  138;  Seguine  v.  Seguine, 
2  Barb.  885;  Rutherford  v.  Rutherford,  I  Den. 
33;  Brown  «.  De  Selding,  4  Sandf.  10. 

The  mere  knowledge  of  the  witnesses  con- 
cerning the  nature  ot  the  instrument  does  not 
satisfy  the  statute.  Gilbert  v.  Knox,  52  N. 
Y.  125;  Mooltrie  v.  Hunt,  3  Bradf.  322;  f.  c. 
26  Barb.  252,  and  reversed,  23  N.  Y.  394. 
Reading  the  will  before  the  testator  and  the 
witnesses,  followed  by  all  signing  Rt  the  time, 
is  enough.  Moore  v'  Moore,  2  Bradf.  261. 
The  act  or  declaration  need  not  proceed  di- 
rectly from  the  testator,  however;  it  is  enough 
if  the  publication  is  by  another  on  his  behalf 
and  authority,  as  by  the  scrivener.  Gilbert 
r.  Knox,  supra;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Lans.  266; 
Peck  V,  Gary,  27  N.  Y.  9;  Elkinton  «.  Brick, 
44  K.  J.  £^.  154.  But  the  agency  of  the 
person  so  acting  should  clearly  appear.  Peck 
V.  Gary.  And  the  publication,  as  well  as  the 
acknowledgment,  snould  be  made  before  all 
the  witnesses.  Seymour  v.  Van  Wyck,  9 
Seld.  120;  Tyler  o.  Mapes,  19  Barb.  448. 
The  testator's  assent  merely  is  doubtless 
sufficiently  signified  by  his  signature.  Beall 
V,  Mann,*  5  Ga.  456.  Further,  what  con- 
stitutes publication,  see  Elkinton  v.  Brick, 
44  N.  J.  £q.  154;  Lmllow  v.  Ludlow,  86  K. 
J.  Eq.  597;  f.  e.  86  N.  J.  Eo.  480;  Tumure 
9.  Tumure,  85  K.  J.  Eq.  4^7;  In  re  McEl- 
waine,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  499;  Mundy  v.  Mnndy, 
2  McCart.  290;  In  re  Booth,  m  N.  Y.  109 
(an  important  case);  lore  Hani,  110  N.  Y. 
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278;  In  re  Beckett,  103  N.  Y.  167;  In  re  Phil- 
lips, 98  N.  Y.  267;  Lane  v.  Lane,  95  N.  Y. 
494;  Linton's  Appeal,  104  Penn.  St.  228; 
Dennv  v.  Pinney,  60  Vt.  624.  A  holograph  in 
New  York  must  be  publislied.   In  re  Beckett. 

1  Secus  in  Mar%*iand.  Moale  «.  Cutting, 
59  Md.  510. 

3  Unless  statute  otherwise  reejuire,  the  tes- 
tator's name,  intended  for  his  signature,  may 
be  in  any  part  of  the  will.  Armstrong  v, 
Armstrong,  29  Ala.  538 ;  Seldon  o.  Coalter,  2 
Ya.  Cas.  553;  Adams  v.  Field.  21  Vt.  256. 
Contra,  Warwick  v. Warwick,  86  Va.  596.  But 
intent  that  the  signature  out  of  place  shall  be 
an  execution  must  be  f>hown.  In  re  Booth, 
127  N.  Y.  109  (citing  Merritt  v.  Clason.  12 
Johns.  102;  s,  c.  Clason  v.  Bailey,  14  Jonns. 
484;  People  v.  Murray,  5  Hill,  468:  Caton  v. 
Caton,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  1127).  In  Kentucky,  the 
testator's  name  may  be  in  any  part  of  the 
will,  if  the  same  be 'signed  by  him  or  by  an* 
other,  and  acknowledged  by*  him  as  his  sig- 
nature. In  re  Miles,  4  Dana,  1.  See  Allen  v, 
Everett,  12  B.  Mon.  371.  A  paper  not  signed 
at  the  bottom,  but  having  the  testator's  name 
at  the  top,  having  a  seal  attached,  and  mani- 
festing much  deliberation  and  foresight  in 
the  disposition  of  the  testator's  property,  was 
held  to  be  a  good  will  of  personalty,  in  watts 
V.  Public  Admr.,  4  Wend.  168. 

The  statutes  of  New  York  and  of  other 
states  now  reouire  the  signatures  of  the  tes- 
tator and  of  the  witnesses  to  be  at  the  end  of 
the  will,  both  of  real  and  of  personal  estate. 
Watts  V,  Public  Admr.,  supra;  Lewis  r.  Lewis, 
13  Barb.  17;  McDonough  v,  Loughlin,  20 
Barb.  238;  In  re  Conway,  124  N.  Y.  455; 
Younger  v.  Duffie,  94  K.  Y,  534;  In  re  Hew- 
itt, 91  N.  Y.  261;  In  re  O'NeU,  id.  517;  Sia- 
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ten  of  Charitv  o.  Kelly,  67  N.  T.  407 ;  Wine-  9  Green,  Ch,  695;  Mickle  v.  Matlack^  Harr. 
land's  Appeal,  118  Penn.  St.  37;  Baker's  Ap-  86.  And  in  Arkansas.  Abraham  v.  Wilkini, 
peal,  107  Penn.  St.  381.  What  constitutes  17'  Ark.  999.  And  in  wills  of  personalty  in 
the  end  of  the  will,  see  the  same  cases;  also  Alabama.  Ex  parte  Henry,  94  Ala.  €38. 
Hallowell  v.  Hallowell,  88  Ind.  251 ;  Flood  «.  The  acknowledgment  need  not  be  made  in 
Pragoff,  70  Ky.  607.  Substantial  compliance  language.  Allison  v.  Allison,  46111.61.  See 
with  the  statute  in  regard  to  execution  is  Fowler  v.  Stagner.  55  Texas,  393.  What 
enough.  In  re  Yoorbis,  125  N.  T.  765  (citing  constitutes  acknowledgment,  see  In  re  Hunt, 
Gilbert  v,  Knox,  52  N.  Y.  125;  In  re  Gottrell,  110  N.  Y.  278;  In  re  Mackar,  id.  611;  In  re 
95  N.  Y.  329;  In  re  Higgins,  94  N.  Y.  Phillips^  98  N.  Y.  267;  Mitchell  v.  Mitchell, 
554);  Strieker  v.  Groves,  5  Whart.  386.  77  N.  Y.  596.  The  testator's  signature  must 
It  has  generallv  been  held  that  in  order  to  be  seen  by  the  witnesses  where  the  testator 
the  validity  of  a  will  not  subscribed  at  the  acknowledges  his  signature.  In  re  Mackav, 
conclusion  or  foot  of  the  instrument  (where  supra,  overruling  a  dictum  of  Davies,  C.  J», 
the  statute  does  not  prescribe  that  the  signa-  in  Willis  v,  Mott,  36  N.  Y.  486,  491,  and 
tnre  shall  be  at  the  end  of  the  will),  but  the  following  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  11  N.  Y.  220. 
testator's  name  appears  at  the  commencement  But  acknowledgment  by  the  testator  may 
or  in  the  bod^  of  the  will,  the  will  must  be  in  precede  his  signature  presently  made.  Jack- 
the  handwriting  of  the  testator,  and  he  must  son  v.  Jackson,  39  N.  i .  153. 
have  intended  the  signature,  wherever  in-  Where  a  testator,  in  the  interval  between 
sorted,  to  be  the  authentication  of  the  instni-  the  attestation  of  the  first  and  second  witneM 
ment,  and  have  contemplated  no  further  to  his  will,  inserted  some  immaterial  words, 
signing.  Catlett  v.  Catlett,  55  Mo.  330.  See  and  then  acknowledged  the  execution  of  the 
Waller  v.  Waller,  1  Gratt.  454.  If  the  will  will  in  the  presence  of  both  witnesses,  it  was 
close  with  the  words,  ^^  In  witness  whereof  I  held  to  be  a  valid  execution,  in  Bateman  v* 
have  hereunto  set  my  hand,*'  or  words  to  that  Mariner,  1  Murph.  176. 
effect,  a  subscription  is  clearly  intended,  and  The  acknowledgment  of  a  will  may,  it  is 
without  it  the  instrument,  as  a  will,  is  in-  said,  be  made  by  the  testator,  without  having 
complete.  Catlett «.  Catlett,  supra.  The  in-  the  si^ature  before  him,  (if  the  witnesses  see 
tention  to  sign  again  mav,  perhaps,  be  shown  the  signature?).  Elbeck  «.  Granberrv,  9 
by  parol  evidence.  Waller  v.  Waller,  1  Gratt  Hayw.  932.  In  Welch  v,  Welch,  2  f.  B. 
454;  Right  v.  Price,  1  Doufipl.  241 ;  Ramsey  v.  Mon.  83,  it  was  held  that  to  prove  a  will  de- 
Ramsey,  13  Gratt.  664.  Signature  to  a  will  vising  lands,  evidence  by  one  subscribing  wit- 
may  be  made  bv  mark  even  under  the  stat-  ness  that  he  signed  the  testatrix's  name  and 
ute.  Chase  v.  Kittredge,  11  Allen,  49;  Baker  subscribed  his  own  as  witness  at  her  request, 
V.  Dening,  8  Ad.  &  E.  94;  Spragne  v.  Luther,  and  in  the  presence  of  her  and  another  sub- 
8  R.  I.  &2:  Guthrie  v.  Price,  23  Ark.  396;  scribing  witness,  and  evidence  by  the  other 
In  re  Cornelius,  14  Ark.  675;  In  re  Cozzens,  subscribing  witness,  that  he  heard  her  ao- 
61  Penn.  St.  196;  Higgins  «.  Carlton,  28  Md.  knowledge  it,  and  subscribed  it  as  a  witness 
115.  And  where  the  testator  holds  the  pen  at  her  reouest,  and  in  her  presence,  was  snf* 
while  another  guides  it,  the  signature  is  good,  ficicnt  Kash  v,  Pamel,  2  Harrington,  448. 
and  the  latter  need  not,  in  the  absence  of  See  Smith  v.  Jones,  6  Itand.  33;  Dudlevs  v. 
statute,  attest  i(.  Vines  r.  Clingfost,  21  Ark.  Dudlevs.  3  Leigh,  436;  Biirwell  v.  Corbin,  1 
309;  McMechen  «.  McMechen,  17  W.  Va.  Rand.*131,  468;  Beaner.Yerby,  12  Gratt.  239; 
68:i;  Fritz  v.  Turner,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  615.  Green  v.  Crain,  12  Gratt,  252.  A  will  sub- 
As  for  a  sign  in{i[  actually  written,  the  testa-  scribed  by  three  attesting  witnesses,  at  the 
tor  may,  on  showing  the  same,  acknowledge  testator's  request,  and  in  his  presence,  he 
that  the  will  is  subscribed  by  him,  or  for  him  declaring  it  to  be  his  will,  is  well  attested, 
and  adopted  bv  him.  Sivters  of  Charity  v.  within  the  Gen.  S^at.  of  Mass.  c.  92.  §  6,  al- 
Kellv,  67  N.  Y.  409;  Hoysradt  e.  Kingman,  thoughneitherof  the  witnesses  saw  him  sign  it 
22  ^.  Y.  372;  Lewis  v,  Lewi*.  11  N.  Y.  220.  or  heard  him  acknowledge  his  signature  there- 
See  Baskin  v.  Baskin,  36  N.  Y.  416;  Willis  v,  to,  and  only  one  of  them  saw  the  testator's 
Mott,  36  N.  Y.  486.  Nor  need  the  testator  name  thereon.  Dewey  v,  Dewey,  1  Met.  349. 
sign  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  by  the  The  case  of  Hogan  v.  Grosvenor,  10  Met.  54, 
law  in  most  states.  Chase  v.  Kittredge,  was  in  substance  the  same  as  that  of  Dewev 
11  Allen,  49;  Ela  v.  Edwards,  16  Gray,  91;  v.  Dewey,  and  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  will 
Secliresto.  Edwards,  4  Met.  (Kv.)  163;  Reed  was  sustained.  See  Blake  r.  Knight,  3 
t?.  Watson,  27  Ind.  443;  Web6  r.  Fleming,  Curteis,  547. 

80  Ga.  808;  Stirling  v.  Stirling,  64  Md.  138 ;  The  statutes  under  which  these  latter  cases 

Etchison  0.  Etchison,  53  Md.  348;  Cravens  V.  were  decided  do  not  provide  in  terms  for 

Faulconer,  28Mo.  19;  Parramorer.  Taylor,ll  the  making  of  such  acknowledgment.    But 

Gratt.  220;  Rosser  t^.  Franklin,  6  Gratt.  1;  the  statutes  of  New  York  and  of  other  states 

Crowlevv.  Crowley,  80111.469;  Yoe  v.  Mc-  expressly  provide  for  the  acknowledgment 

Cord,  ii  III.  33 ;  Welch  «.  Adams,  63  N.  H.  by  the  testator  of  his  signature  in  the  pres- 

344;  Adams  V.  Field,  21  Vt.  256;  Roberts  v.  ence  of  the  witnesses.    See  Lewis  r.  Lewis, 

Welch,  46  Vt.  164.    Contra  in  New  Jersey.  13  Barb.  17 ;  Jauncev  r.  Thome,  2  Barb.  Ch. 

Den  0.  Milton,  7  Halst.  70;  Combs  «.  Jolly,  40.    So^  also,  Sut.  1  Vict.  c.  96,  §  9,  pro- 
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law,    18,    that  the  will  be  "attested  and  subscribed"  whatasuffi- 
by  the  witnesses.    A  mark  has  been  decided  to  be  a  cient  signature 
sufficient  subscription  (»),^  but  it  is  never  advisable,   nwaw-^'*" 
where  it  can  be  avoided  (and,    now  that  the  art  of 
writing  is  so  common,  seldom  necessary),  to  employ  ■~*™"  » 

(»)  HarriBon  v.  HarriBon,  8  Ves.  185 ;  Addv  «.  Grbc,  id.  504 ;   Re  Amies,  2  Rob.  116, 7  No. 
Cas.  S74;  Ke  Aehmore,  8  Cint.  756. 


videe  that  the  signature  of  the  testator  shall 
be  made  or  acknowledged  by  the  testator  in 
the  presence  of  the  wimesses.  In  In  re  Raw- 
lins, 2  Cnrteis,  326,  the  deceased  signed  her 
will  not  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and 
sabseqaentlv  prodaced  tier  will  before  two 
witnesses,  and  said  to  them,  ^*  ^ign  yoar 
names  to  this  paper."  This  was  held  not  to 
be  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  of  her  sig- 
nature under  the  above  section  of  1  Vict.  e. 
26.    See  In  re  Warden,  2  Curteis,  884. 

Under  the  same  section  of  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
|m>bate  was  refused  of  a  paper  produced  by 
the  deceased  to  three  witnesses  who  subscribe 
their  names  thereto,  two  of  the  witnesses  not 
ieeitt|^  thesiipatore  to  the  paper,  nor  knowing 
that  It  was  signed,  the  thira  witness  deposing 
that  she  saw  the  signature  of  the  deceased.  In 
re  Harrison,  2  Curteis,  863.  But  see  Bennett 
V,  Sharp,  33  £ng.  L.  &  E(^.  618.  In  another 
case,  which  was  much  considered,  it  i^ppeared 
that  the  deceased  requested  two  persons,  pres- 
ent at  the  same  time.  *^to  sign  a  papier  for 
him,"  which  ther  did  in  hU  presence.  The 
paper  was  so  folded,  that  the  witnesses  did 
not  see  any  writing  whatever  on  it;  and  the 
deceased  did  not  state  what  was  the  nature  of 
the  paper  in  question.  On  the  death  of  the 
decea!«ed  it  was  found  to  be  bis  intended  will. 
The  will  was  refused  probate,  because  the 
Stat  1  Vict.  c.  26,  §  9,  had  not  been  complied 
with.  Ilott  V,  Genge,  3  Curteis,  160 ;  Jackson 
0.  Jackson,  cited  ibid.  See  Gaze  v.  Gaze,  3 
Curteis,  451;  Shaw  9.  Neville,  33  Eng.  L. 
&  £q.  615;  Lewis  v,  Lewis,  1  Kern.  220. 
Still,  under  this  statute  it  has  been  held  that 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  should  say, 
in  express  terms,  '*That  is  my  signature;" 
it  is  sufficient  if  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
signature  was  existent  on  the  will  when  it 
was  produced  to  the  witnesses,  and  whs  seen 
by  the  witnesses  when  they  subscribed  the 
will.  Blake  v.  Knight^  3  Curteis,  547 ;  Keigwin 
V.  Keigwin,  id.  607;  In  re  Ashmore,  id.  756. 

In  New  Jersey,  however,  by  construction 
of  the  statute  (1714)  in  that  state  for  devising 
real  estate,  which  required  that  the  testator 
should  sign  his  name  m  the  presence  of  the 
witnesses,  it  has  been  held  that  no  mere  ac- 
knowledgment by  the  testator,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  witn^^es,  of  his  signing  the  will, 
is  sufficient.  Mickle  «.  Matlack,  2  Harrison, 
86,  Homblower,  C.  J.,  dissenting;  Den  v, 
Milton,  7  Halst.  70;  Combs  v,  Jolly,  2  Green, 
Ch.  625.  A  will  is  not  regarded  as  properly 
executed  in  New  York,  where  neither  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  saw  the  deceased  sub- 
scribe his  name  thereto,  and  neither  heard 
him  acknowledge  the  signature  to  be  his,  or 
heard  him  say  wliat  the  paper  wa?.    Lewis 


V,  Lewis,  IX  Barb.  17.  See  further  Shaw  v. 
Neville,  33  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  615;  Hall  v.  Hall, 
37  Pick.  373,  379,   380;   Dewev  v.  Dewey, 

1  Met.  349;  Smith  v.  Jones,  h  Rand.  33; 
Dudlevsv.  Dudlevs,  8  Leigh,  436;  Small  v. 
Small,  4  Greenl.  ^20:  Eelbeck  v,  Granben*}*, 

2  Hayw.  232;  Burweli  r.  Corbin,  1  Rand.  131, 
468; 'Ro89>er  9.  Franklin,  6  Gratt.  1;  Denton 
V.  Franklin,  9  B.  Mou.  28;  Jauncev  v.  Thome, 
2  Barb.  Ch.  40. 

1  Davies  v.  Davies,  9  Q.  B.  648  {White  v. 
British  Museum,  6  Ring.  310;  Wright  v. 
Wrig^lit,  7  Ring.  457;  Warren  v.  Postle- 
thwaite,  9  Jur.  721;  In  re  Maddock,  L.  R.  3 
P.  &  D.  169;  Davis  v.  Semroes,  51  Ark.  48; 
Osbom  V.  Cook,  11  Cush.  532;  Small  v. 
Small,  4  Greenl.  220;  Lord  v.  Lord,  58  N.  H. 
7;  Jackson  v.  Van  Dusen,  6  Johns.  144; 
Chaffee  v.  Baptist  Miss.  Con.,  10  Paige,  85 
(although  the  New  York  statute  requires 
that  each  witness  shall  subscribe  his  name) ; 
Adams  v.  Chaplin,  1  Hill,  Ch.  266;  Pridgen 
V.  Pridgen,  13  Ired.  259;  Den  v,  Milton,  7 
Halst.  70.  It  mustj  however,  be  proved  to  be 
the  mark  of  the  witness.  Collins  r.  Nicols, 
1  Harr.  &  J  399.  Probate  has  been  granted 
of  a  codicil  which  had  been  produced  by  the 
testatrix,  all  in  her  own  handwriting,  and'with 
her  signature  thereto  made,  to  two  witnesses 
present  at  the  same  time,  who  at  her  request 
made,their  marks  thereto,  although  the  testa- 
trix wrote  the  names  of  the  witnesses  opposite 
their  respective  marks,  and,  by  mistake,  gave 
a  wrong  surname  to  one  of  them.  In  re  Ash- 
more,  3  Curteis,  756.  See  2  Greenl.  Ev. 
§  677;  Baker  v.  Dening,  8  Q.  B.  94;  Harrison 
V.  Elvin,  3  Q.  B.  117;  Doe  r.  Davi^,  11  Jur. 
182  :  Wi^n  v.  Rowland,  21  Eng.  L.&  Eq.  132. 
In  Virginia  it  is  held  that  one  witness  may 
si|2^n  the  name  of  another  witness,  the  latter 
being  present  and  requesting  it.  Jesse  r. 
Parker,  6  Gratt.  57.  So  in  Kentuckv.  Up- 
church  V.  Upchuroh,  16  B.  Mon.  102.  The 
contrary  was  decided  in  Horton  v.  Johnson, 
18  Ga.'396,  unless  the  witness,  unable  to 
wri?e,  mnkes  his  mark.  The  validity  of  the 
attestation  depends  upon  the  signing  of  the 
name  by  the  authority  of  the  witness,  and  in 
his  presence,  and  not  (according  to  the  rule 
laid  down  in  !«everal  ot  the  states)  upon  the 
fact  of  his  making  a  mark  or  doing  any  other 
manual  act  in  connection  with  the  signature. 
Lord  V,  Lord,  58  N.  H.  7;  Jesse  t^.  Parker, 
6  Gratt.  57 ;  Upchurch  v.  Upchurch,  16  B. 
Mon.  102.  But  the  rule  is  otherwise  in  some 
of  the  courts.  Id.  The  act  must,  of  course, 
be  animo  testandi.  Id.;  In  re  Maddock, 
L.  R.  3  P.  &  D.  169;  In  re  Duggins,  39  L.  J. 
P.  &  M.  24. 

By  the  common  law,  wills  of  personalty 
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—  initials ; 


—  sealing ; 

—  guiding  the 
hand. 

Difference  be- 


marksmen  as  witnesses.  The  initials  of  the  witnesses  also  amount 
to  a  sufficient  subscription,  if  placed  for  their  signatureSi 
as  attesting  the  execution  (o);  but  not  if  they  are 
placed  in  the  margin  opposite  to,  and  apparently  for  the  purpose 
only  of  identifying  alterations  {p),  A  witness  need  not  sign  his 
own  name,  if  the  name  actually  subscribed  be  intended  to  represent 
his  name  (q) ;  or  a  description  (without  any  name)  is  sufficient,  if 
—wrong  intended  to  identify  him  as  witness  (r).    But  if  a  wrong 

name;  name  be  signed  with  the  intention  of  leaking  it  appear 

that  the  will  was  attested  by  the  person  to  whom  that  name  belongs, 
instead  of  the  actual  witness,  the  subscription  is  insufficient  ($). 
[*86]  *  Sealing  is  not  sufficient  (t).  If  the  witness  cannot  write, 
his  hand  may  be  guided  by  another  person  (u),^  or  an- 
other person  may  write  the  witness's  name  while  the 
witness  holds  the  top  of  the  pen  (a;);  in  fact,  there 
seems  to  be  no  distinction  in  these  respects  between  the 
words  "sign"  and  "subscribe;"  any  act,  therefore, 
ture  by  witness  which,  as  before  noticed,  would  be  a  good  signature  by 
and  by  testa-     ^l  testator,  would  be  a  good  signature  by  a  witness,  — 

with,  however,  these  exceptions,  that  the  subscription 
of  the  witness  is  required  to  be  made  in  the  presence  of  the  testator, 
and  must  not,  as  in  the  case  of  a. testator,  be  a  signature  made  by 
some  other  person  for  the  witness,  or  by  the  witness  himself  at  some 
other  time,  and  merely  acknowledged  by  him  in  the  presence  of  the 
testator  (y).* 

Where  the  will  has  been  once  attested  by  a  witness,  it  is  not 
sufficient  for  him,  on  a  re-execution,*  to  go  over  his  name  with  a  dry 

(o)  Re  Christian,  3  Rob.  110,  7  No.  Cas.  265. 

Ip  )  Re  Martin,  6  No-  Cas.  694, 1  Rob.  712;  Re  Cunningham,  1  Searle  &  S.  132,  29  L.  J., 
Ch.  71.    See  also  Re  Sheam,  50  L.  J.,  P.  D.  15. 

(q)  Re  Olliver,  2  Spinks.  57. 

(r)  Re  Sperling,  38  L.  J,  Prob.  25.  Whatever  is  written,  it  must  be  with  the  intention 
that  it  nhall  represent  the  writer's  name  or  otherwise  identify  him.  Re  Eynon,  L.  R.,  3  P. 
&  D.  93;  Re  Maddock.  id.  169. 

(»)  Pryor  v.  Prvor,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  114;  Re  Leverington,  11  P.  D.  80. 

(0  Re'Bvrd,  3*Curt.  117,  1  No.  Cas.  490.    But  see  ante,  p.  80. 

(u)  Harrison  «.  Elvin,  8  Q.  B.  117,  2  G.  &  Dav.  769;  Re.  Frith,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  8,  27  L.  J. 
Prob.  6,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  288. 

(x)  Re  Lewis,  31  L.  J.,  Prob.  153.  But  primft  facie  not  so  if  the  witness  can  write,  Re 
Kilcher,  6  No.  Cas.  15. 

(«)  Moore  v.  King,  3  Curt  243.  2  No.  Cas.  45,  7  Jur.  205;  Re  Cope,  2  Rob.  835;  Re  White, 
2  No.  Cas.  461,  7  Jur.  1045;  Re  Mead,  1  No.  Cas.  456. 


did  not  need  to  be  witnessed ;  and  in  some  of 
the  states  still  a  will  not  well  attested  to  pass 
land  mav  be  .«ufficient  to  pass  movables. 
Davis  r.  "bavis,  6  I^a,  548.  See  Leathers  v. 
Greenacre,  53  Maine,  561 ;  Parker  9.  Brown, 
6  Gratt.  554;  High,  Appellant,  2  Doug. 
(Mich.)  515. 

1  I/)rd  V.  I-^rd,  58  N.  H.  7.  So  may  the 
testator's.  McMechen  «.  McMechen,  17  W. 
Va.  683;  Fritz  r.  Turner,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  515. 
One  whose  name  stands  apparently  as  a  wit- 
ness may  be  shown  to  have  intended  merely 


to  witness  a  prior  signature  by  mark.  Boone 
V.  Lewis,  103  N.  C.  40.  See  also  as  to  mis- 
take in  attestation.  Potts  v.  Feltoo,  70  Ind. 
166. 

>  Lord  «.  Lord,  supra ;  Chase  v.  Kittredge, 
11  Alleuj  49. 

s  An  mdorsement  on  a  will,  four  years 
after  execution,  whereby  the  testator*  now 
ratifies  the  contents,  is  not  a  re-execution. 
Hence  no  attestation  of  the  indorsement  will 
amount  to  an  attestation  of  the  will.  Patter- 
son V.  Ransom,  55  Ind.  402. 
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pen ;  he  must  do  some  act  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  ^^^^  be  an  act 
paper  (z) ;  otherwise  it  is  no  more  than  an  acknowledg-  apparent  on 
ment.  And  where  a  witness  to  a  former  execution,  on  ^®  ^^^» 
attesting  a  will  for  the  second  time,  did  not  again  write  her  name, 
but  after  her  name  written  on  the  first  execution,  wrote  the  name 
of  her  residence,  *'  Bristol,"  Sir  H.  J.  Fust  considered  that  to  be  no 
proof  of  the  attestation,  and  decided  that  the  will  was  not  properly 
re-executed  (a).  So  where  a  witness  to  a  former  execution,  on  at- 
testing a  re-execution  of  a  will,  wrote  the  day  of  the  moDth  against 
his  former  signature,  and  crossed  one  of  the  letters  in  it,  not  in- 
tending that  the  mark  made  by  crossing  the  letter  should  stand  for 
his  signature ;  but  supposing  that  the  addition  of  the  date  was  equiv- 
alent to  a  repetition  of  the  signature,  it  was  held  by  Sir  C.  Cresswell 
that  the  will  was  not  duly  re-executed  (b).  In  these  cases  the  at- 
testation was  insufficient,  because  there  was  no  proof  that  the  word 
^< Bristol"  in  the  one  case,  and  the  mark  across  the  letter  in  the 
other,  were  intended  to  represent  the  witness's  signature.  They 
were  nothing  more  than  acknowledgments  of  the  former  sig- 
natures. The  signature  must  be  such  as  *  is  descriptive  of  [*87] 
the  witness,  whether  by  a  mark,  or  by  initials,  or  by  _andde»crip- 
his  full  name  (c),  or  by  a  description  without  name  (d) ;  tive  of  the  wit- 
a  view  which  necessarily  denies  efficacy  as  a  signature  °^^' 
to  the  writing  of  the  date. 

The  signature  of  the  witnesses  may  be  placed  in  any  part  of  the 
will ;  ^  for  instance,  the  will  ending  on  the  first  side  of  a  sheet  of 

(9)    Plajne  v.  Scriven,  1  Rob.  779,  7  No.  Cas.  122, 13  Jar.  712;  Re  CanningluuDi  1  Searle 
&  S.  132,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  71;  Re  Haddock,  L.  B.,  3  P.  &  D.  169. 

(a)  Be  TrevanioD,  2  Rob.  811. 

(b)  Charlton  v.  Hindmarsh,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  433,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  160. 
(e)  Per  Lord  Chelmsford,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  171. 

(d)  Re  Sperling,  33  L.  J.,  Prob.  25. 

1  Attestation  most  in  some  states  be  made  Allen,  49;  Fowler  «.  Stagner,  65  Texas.  393 ; 

at  the  end  of  the  will  (ante,  p.  85,  note) ;  and  In  re  Cox,  1  Jones,  321.     But  in   Swift «. 

any  nnnecessary  or  unreasonable  blank  be-  Wiley,  1  B.  Mon.  117,  it  was  held  that  the 

tween  the  testator's  signature  and  the  attesta-  order  of  time  in  which  the  testator  and  wit- 

tion  will  be  fatal.   Soward  v.  Soward,  1  Duv.  nesses  subscribed  their  names  is  not  material* 

126.    In  some  states  the  Httestins  witnesses  See  Sechrest  v.  Edwards,  4  Met.  (Ky.)   163. 

mayaign  wt/Amas  well  as  theer>a  of  the  at*  So  in  Connecticut,  where  witnesses  called 

testation   clause.     Franks  v.  Chapman,  64  to  attest  the  execution  of  a  will  subscribed 

Texas,  159.    Further,  see  Hallowell  v.  Hallo-  their  names  as  witnesses   thereto,  and    the 

well,  88  Ind.  251.  The  addition  of  a  certificate  testator  afterwards  in    their  presence   duly 

of  acknowledgement  such  as  is  made  to  deeds,  executed  the  same,  all  of  whicn  was  done  nt 

though  superfluous,  is  good  so  far  as  the  one  time,  and  for  the  purpose  of  perfecting  it 

signature  of  the  officer  is  concerned  as  one  of  as  a  will,  the  will  was  held  to  be  legally  exe- 

the  witnesses  to  the  execution  of  the  will,  if  cuted.    O'Brien  v,  Galagher,  25  Conn.  229. 
the  other  formalities  required  of  him  as  a        It  is  not  necessary,  unless  statute  require, 

witness  were  performed.    Murray  v.  Murphy,  that  the  witnesses  should  subscribe  the  will 

39  Miss.  214.  in  each  other's  presence.    Moore  v.  Spier,  80 

Under  the  inresent  statute  in  England,  1  Ala.  129;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  106  Ind.  475; 

Vict,  c  26,  §  9,  it  is  held  not  to  be  sufficient  Welch   v,  Adams,   63   N.   H.  344;   Ela  v. 

att^jtofion  ifor  the  witnesses  to  sign  6eybye  the  Edwards,  16  Gray,  91;  Dewey  «.  Dewey,  1 

signature  of  the  testator  is  affixed.    Cooper  Met.  349;  Chase  v.  Kittredge,  12  Allen,  49, 

V.  Bockett,  3  Cnrteis,  648;  In  re  Olding,  2  52;  Gay  tor's  Appeal,  43  Conn.  81,  Blanchard 

Curteis,  865;  In  re  Byrd,  3  id.  117.    So  m  v.  Blanchard,  32  Vt.  62;  Willis  v.  Moot,  36 

some  of  our  states.    Chase  v.  Kittiedge,  11  N.  Y.  486;  Hoysradt  v.  Kingman,  22  N.  Y. 
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of  attestation 
to  several  dis- 
tinct 
a  wil 


ct  parts  of 
rillT 

latter  (A). 


— to  several 

testamentary 

papers; 


Position  of  wit  ^®^^  paper,  the  witnesses  may  sign  on  the  fourth 
ness^s  signa-  side  («) ;  and  the  will  ending  on  the  middle  of  the  third 
^^^^  side,  and  two  of  the  witnesses  signing  at  the  end,  and 

another  signing  in  a  vaoant  space  on  the  second  side  opposite  the 
other  two,  was  held  a  sufficient  attestation  by  three  witnesses  under 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  (/).  But  it  must  of  course  be  proved  that 
any  part  of  the  will  which  follows  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses 
was  written  before  they  signed  {g). 

A  will  'may  be  composed  of  several  clauses  written  at  distinct 
intervals,  and  one  memorandum  of  attestation  subscribed  to  the 
Applicability     ^^^  P^J^t  may  apply  to  the  whole,  including  as  well 

what  was  long  before  written  as  what  had  been  recently 
added,  though  the  antecedent  part  bears  a  different  date 
from,  and  is  complete  in  itself  independently  of  the 
And  the  same  general  doctrine  applies  to  a  will  whose 
contents  are  distributed  through  several  sheets  of  paper, 
which  would  be  adequately  attested  by  a  single  memo- 
randum, provided  all  the  detached  parts  were  present 
when  the  act  of  attestation  took  place;  and  which  fact  it  seems 
would  be  presumed,  unless  the  contrary  were  distinctly  proved  (i), 
as  would  also  that  of  the  attestation  being  intended  to  apply  to  the 
~  to  will  and  whole.  The  presumption  would  be  somewhat  less  strong^ 
codicil.  of  course,  when  each  of  the  several  papers  has  a  distinct 

independent  character,  as  where  one  is  a  will  and  the  other  a  codicil, 
or  where  they  consist  of  two  separate  codicils :  and  would  fail  al- 
together where  the  memorandum  does  not  follow  the  whole.  Thus 
where  will  and  codicil  were  on  different  sheets  found  pinned  to- 
gether, an  attestation  clause  written  on  the  back  of  the  will  was  not 
held  to  be  applicable  to  the  codicil  without  proof  that  it  was  so 
intended,  and  that  the  sheets  were  pinned  together  at  the  time  of 

(e)  Re  Chamney,  1  Rob.  757,  7  No.  Cas.  70;  Re  Braddock,  I  P.  D.  488. 
(/)  Roberts  v.  Phillips,  4  Ell.  &  Bl.  450, 24  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  171. 
(g)  Re  Jones,  1  No.  Cas.  396. 
(A)  Carlton  v.  Griffin,  1  Burr.  549. 
(0  Bond  V.  Seawell,  3  Burr.  1775. 

872;  Flinn  v.  Owen,  58  111.  Ill;  Webb  v. 
Fleming,  30  Qa.  808 ;  In  re  Smith,  52  Wis. 
543.  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  testator's 
signature  should  be  shown  to  the  witnesses 
at  the  time  of  the  acknowledgment  of  exe- 
cution. Willis  V.  Moot,  supra;  Dewey  v. 
Dewey,  supra;  Ela  v,  Edwards,  supra.  But 
it  should  be  within  their  sight.  Ante,  p.  85, 
note. 

The  witnesses  must  sign  at  the  request, 
actual  or  implied,  of  the  testator.  But  it  is 
no  objection  to  tiie  signature  of  witnesses 
under  the  laws  of  New  York  that  the  witp 
nesses  are  requested  to  si^  the  will  by  the 
draftsman,  the  testator  bemg  present,  and 
approving  the  act.  Gilbert  v.  Knox,  52  N. 
Y.  125;  Peck  v.  Gary,  27  N.  Y.  9;  Dyer  •. 


Dyer,  87  Ind.  13.  Ko  precise  form  of  words, 
addressed  to  each  of  the  witnesses  at  the  very 
time  of  the  attestation,  is  required.  Anv 
communication  importing  such  request,  ad- 
dressed to  one  of  the  witnesses  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  other,  which  by  a  just  interpreta- 
tion of  all  the  circumstances  is  intended  for 
both,  is  sufficient.  Goffin  v.  Goffin,  23  N. 
Y.  9.  The  request  may  be  implied  as  well  as 
expressed.  Brown  v.  DeSelding,  4  Sandf. 
10;  Nelson  v.  McGiffert,  3  Barb.  Gh.  158; 
Doe  V.  Roe,  2  Barb.  200 ;  Seguine  v.  Seguine, 
ib.  385;  Etchison  v.  Etchison,  53  Md.  348 
Cpiting  Higgins  v.  Garlton.  28  Md.  141). 
Further  as  to  what  b  meant  by  the  request  of 
the  testator  to  witness  and  suMcribe  the  will, 
see  Bandy  v.  McKnigbt,  48  Ind.  502. 
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subscription  (A;).  So  where  tbere  is  an  evident  intention 
that  each  paper  or  sheet  shall  be  separately  *  attested ;  as,  [*883 
where  a  testator  signed  five  sheets,  and  the  witnesses  sub- 
scribed the  first  four,  and  the  fifth  sheet  contained  an  attestation 
clause  only,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  witnesses 
attested  the  last  signature,  the  will  was  held  not  to  have  been  prop- 
erly executed  (/);  and  where  two  instruments  purporting  to  be  a 
will  and  codicil  were  written  on  different  pages  of  the  same  sheet 
of  paper,  and  both  were  signed  by  the  testatrix,  but  the  first  alone 
was  attested,  the  codicil  was  rejected  (m), 

A  will  written  in  duplicate  is  not  duly  executed  by  the  testator 
signing  one  copy,  and  tiie  witnesses  attesting  and  sub-  n    i-   4^    ^i 
scribing  the  other  {n). 

In  every  case  the  Court  must  be  satisfied  that  the  names  were 
written  animo  attestandi ;  and  their  position  may  for  this  purpose 
be  material ;  ^  where,  for  instance,  on  one  page  the  will  Animtu  Atte»* 
was  written,  signed  by  the  testator  and  subscribed  by  ^^<^* 
one  witness,  and  on  the  next  page  a  memorandum  or  inventory  of 
property  was  written,  to  which  three  names  were  subscribed,  it  was 
held  that  these  names  could  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  so  placed 
animo  attestandi  (0) :  though  it  would  not  necessarily  follow  that 
a  person  did  not  sign  as  a  witness  because  he  also  intended  his  sig- 
nature to  serve  another  purpose,  0.  ^.,  his  acceptance  of  the  executor- 
ship (p). 

Where  an  executed  will  was  altered,  and  the  witnesses  put  their 
initials  in  the  margin  opposite  the  alterations,  it  was  held  that  the 
will  was  not  properly  re-executed  (q).  But  this  decision  seems 
questionable,  for  the  initials  were  intended  to  represent  the  signa- 
tures, and  it  was  proved  (extrinsic  evidence  being  admissible  on  this 
question  (r))  that  they  were  written  with  the  intent  to  attest  the 
wilL 

▼H. -^  Snbsoriptlon  in  "Preaenoe"  of  Testator.  —  The  will,  it 
will  be  observed,  was  and  still  is  required  to  be  subscribed  by 
the  witnesses,  in  the  presence  of    the  testator.*     The  design  of 

ik)  Be  Sraddock,  1  P.  D.  433. 

(0  Ewens  v.  Franklin,  1  Deane,  7, 1  Jar.  N.  S.  1230;  Re  Dilkes,  L.  R.  8  P.  &  D.  164: 
Phipps  V.  Hale,  ib.  166. 

(m)  Re  Taylor,  2  Rob.  411 ;  and  see  per  Lord  Campbell,  24  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  175;  Re  Pearse,  L. 
R.  1  P.  &  D.  382. 

(n)  Be  Uatton,  6  P.  D.  904. 

(o)  Re  Wilson  L.  R..  I  P.  &  D.  269.    See  al«o  Donn  t.  Daan,  ib.  277. 

( p)  Griffiths  9.  Griffiths,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  300. 

(9)  Re  Martin,  6  No.  Cm,  694. 

(r)  Id. ;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  277. 

« 

1  See  Boone  «.  Lewis,  103  N.  C  40;  Potts  ^  Snider  v.  Barks,  84  Ala.  63;  Moora  v. 
V.  Felton,  70  Ind.  166;  Koale  «.  Cutting,  59  Spier,  80  Ala.  130;  Pawtucket  v.  Ballon,  15 
Md.  510.  R.  I.  58;  and  many  other  oasea.     See  note, 

infra,  p.  91. 


120  EXECUTION  AND  ATTESTATION  OP  WILLS.  [CH.  VI. 

"Presence**  the  legislature,  in  making  this  requisition,  evidently 
what  unoonts  was,  that  the  testator  might  have  ociilar  evidence  of  the 
^  i^*  identity  of  the  instrument  subscribed  by  the  witnesses ; 

[*89]  and  this  design  has  been  kept  ♦  in  view  by  the  courts  in  fix- 
ing the  signification  of  the  word  "presence."  To  constitute 
"presence/'  in  the  first  place,  it  was  (and,  of  course,  still  is)  essential 
that  the  testator  should  be  mentally  capable  of  recognizing  the  act 
which  is  being  performed  before  him ;  for,  if  this  power  be  wanting, 
his  mere  corporal  presence  would  not  suffice.  Thus,  if  a  testator, 
after  having  signed  and  published  his  will,  and  before  the  witnesses 
subscribe  their  names,  falls  into  a  state  of  insensibility  (whether 
permanent  or  temporary)  the  attestation  is  insufficient  («). 

And  the  testator  ought  not  merely  to  possess  the  mental  power 
of  recognizing,  but  be  actually  conscious  of,  the  transaction  in  which 
Menul  con-  *^®  witnesses  are  engaged ;  for  if  a  will  were  attested 
tciousness  e»-  in  a  secret  and  clandestine  manner,  without  the  knowl- 
^^  edge  of  the  testator,  the  fact  of  his  being  in  the  room 

in  which  it  was  done  would  not  avail  (t).  Nor,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  the  circumstance  of  the  testator  not  being  in  the  same  room 
invalidate  the  attestation,  if  it  took  place  within  his  view.  Thus, 
in  Shires  v.  Glasscock  (u),  where,  the  testator  being  in  extreme  ill- 
ness, the  witnesses  after  he  had  signed  his  will  withdrew  into  a  gal- 
lery, between  which  and  the  testator's  chamber  there  was  a  lobby 
with  glass  doors,  and  the  glass  broken  in  some  places :  in  this  gallery 
the  witnesses  subscribed  the  will.  It  was  proved  that  the  testator 
might  have  seen  from  his  bed,  through  the  lobby  and  the  broken 
glass  window,  the  table  in  the  gallery  where  the  witnesses  sub- 
scribed; and  this  was  adjudged  to  be  sufficient;  for  (it  was  observed) 
the  statute  required  attesting  in  his  presence  to  prevent  obtruding 
another  will  in  place  of  the  true  one ;  here  the  signing  was  within 

view  of  the  testator;  he  might  have  seen  it,  and  that 
the  testator  was  enough.  And  if  the  witnesses  subscribe  their 
might  have        names  in  the  same  room  where  the  testator  lies,  though 

Been 

the  curtain  of  the  bed  be  drawn  close,  it  is  a  good  sub- 
scribing, because  it  is  in  his  power  to  see  them,  and  what  is  done 
shall  be  construed  to  be  in  his  presence  (z). 
It  is  not  even  necessary  that  the  testator  should  be  in  the  same 

house  with  the  witnesses ;  for,  in  Casson  v.  Dade  (y), 
witnSJ^e«*need  where  a  feme  coverte,  having  power  to  make  a  writing 
not  be  in  same    [n  the  nature  of  a  will,  executed  the  instrument  in  her 

carriage  outside  her  attorney's  office,  the  witnesses  at- 
[♦90]  tending  her;  after  having  seen  *  the  execution,  they  returned 


iu) 


't)  Right «.  Price,  Dong.  241. 

'     See  Longford  v.  Eyre,  1  P.  W.  740;   Jenner  r.  Finch,  6  P.  D.  108. 
2  Salk.  68S,  cit.  Garth.  81.    See  also  Davy  v.  Smith,  8  Salk.  395. 
ix)  Newton  r.  Clarke,  2  Curt.  820. 
Cy)  1  a  C.  C.  90,  Dick.  586. 
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into  the  office  to  subeoribe  it;  and  it  was  sworn  by  a  person  in  the 
carriage  that  the  testatrix  might  have  seen  what  passed  through 
the  window  of  the  office;  Lord  Thurlow  was  of  opinion  that  the 
will  was  well  executed. 

Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  clear,  that  the  mere  contiguity  of 
the  places  occupied  by  the  testator  and  the  witnesses,  respectively 
will  not  suffice,  if  the  testator's  view  of  the  witnesses'  Mere  conU- 
proceedings  is  necessarily  obstructed.  Thus,  in  Eccles-  «f."»^y  not  suffl- 
ton  V.  Petty  (z),  where  the  witnesses  proved  that  the  tesutoVs  view 
testatrix  signed  the  will  in  her  bed-chamber,  and  they  ^  intermpud. 
subscribed  it  in  the  hall,  and  it  was  not  possible  from  her  chamber 
to  see  what  was  done  at  the  table  in  the  hall,  there  being  a  passage 
and  eight  or  ten  turning  stairs  between  those  places,  the  will  was 
held  not  to  be  duly  attested. 

And  it  was  not  enough,  that  in  another  part  of  the  same  room  the 
testator  might  have  perceived  the  witnesses,  if  in  his  actual  position 
he  could  not.^    And,  therefore,  in  Doe  d.  Wright  v. 
Manifold  (a),  where  the  testator  was  in  bed  in  a  room,   be  capable  of 
from  one  part  of  which  he  might,  by  inclining  his  head  **®^  *"  ^'? 
into  the  passage,  have  seen  the  witnesses  attest  the  will, 
but  not  in  the  situation  in  which  he  was,  the  attestation  was  decided 
not  to  be  good.  Lord  EUenborough  said:   '<In  favor  of  attestation 
it  is  presumed,  that  if  the  testator  might  see,  he  did  see ;  but  I  am 
afraid,  that  if  we  get  beyond  the  rule  which  requires  that  the  wit- 
nesses should  be  actually  within  reach  of  the  organs  of  sight,  we 
shall  be  giving  effect  to  an  attestation  out  of  the  devisor's  presence, 
as  to  which  the  rule  is,  that  where  the  devisor  cannot  by  possibility 
see  the  act  doing,  that  is  out  of  his  presence." 

If  the  testator  be  unable  to  move  without  assistance,  and  have 
^is  face  turned  from  the  witnesses,  so  that  it  is  out 
of  his  power  to  see  them,  if  he  so  wished,  the  attesta-  tor  fJunaWeto 
tion  will  be  insufficient  (b).    Where  the  testator  is  blind,   ™07«  without 
it  has  been  decided  that  the  position  of  the  witnesses  ^* 

must  be  such,  that  the  testator,  'if  he  had  had  his  eye-  ^''^®"  ^®  " 
sight,  might  have  been  able  to  see  them  sign  (o). 

Where  the  evidence  fails  to  show  in  what  part  of  the  room  the 
subscription  took  place,  it  would  be  presumed  that  the  most  con- 
venient was  the  actual  spot,  and  the  ordinary  position  of  a 
♦  table,  likely  to  have  been  used,  would  be  taken  into  consid-  [*91] 
eration  (d). 

(z)  Carth.  79,  Comb.  156, 1  Show.  89,  Ca.  t  Holt,  222  r  and  see  Re  Colmao,  3  Curt.  118; 
Re  EIluH,  2  Curt.  396;  Re  Newman,  1  Curt.  914. 

(a)  1  M.  &  Sel.  294;    Norton  o.  Bazet,  1  Deane,  259,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  1084;  Jenner  v.  Finch, 
L.  R.,  5  P.  D.  106. 

[b)  Tribe  v.  Tribe,  1  Rob.  775, 13  Jur.  793,  7  No.  Caa.  132. 
(<;)  Re  PiercY,  1  Rob.  278,  4  No.  Cas.  250. 

;  Wincfailsea  v,  Wauchope,  3  Rues.  444. 

1  See  Hamilton  v.  Fletcher,  64  Ga.  549. 
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It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  add»  that  the  nature  of  the  occasion  of 
the  witnesses'  absence,  whether  for  the  ease  or  at  the  solicitation  of 
the  testator  or  otherwise,  is  wholly  immaterial  (e).^ 

(e)  Broderick  v.  Broderick,  1  P.  W.  S39;  Mashall  v.  Temple,  2  Show.  2S8. 

^  *'  Presence*'  of  the  teatator  has  alwayii  taining  such  a  fact  as  the  presence  of  another 

been  treated  as  a  technical  expression;  but  — is  fully  at  my  service  in  regwt^  to  objects 

just  what  is  meant  by  it  is  not  quite  agreed,  within  its  own  natural  cognizance.    If  it  is 

'*  Presence  "   clearly  i»  not  equivalent    to  not  so  at  my  service,  I  may  have  the  benefit 

9iffht,  for  a  man  with  good  eyes  may  see  of  any  other  trustworthy  sense, 

what  is  going  on  across  the  street,  which  The  followinc^  cases  l>ear  upon  this  subject: 

certainly  would  not  be  in  his  presence.    A  Turner  v.  Cook,  36  Ind.  129;  McElfresh  v. 

blind  man  too  can  make  a  will;  and  so  no  Guard,  32  lud.  408;  Ambre  v.  Webhaar,  74 

doubt  can  a  man  whose  eyes  are  bandaged.  111.  109;  Chase  9.  Kittredge,  11  Allen,  49. 

The  presence  of  another  may  be  known,  then,  The  authorities  show  that  it  is  not  necessary 

by  other  senses  than  sight,  as  by  feeling,  and  tliat  the  attestation  should  take  place  in  the 

even  by  heanng  where  the  sense  of  hearing  same  room  in  which  the  testator  is,  so  long 

is  acute  and  accurate.    A  man  may  then  in  as  it  takes  place  within  hi»  view  in  case  be 

principle  have  his  sight,  and  yet  depend  upon  can  see,  or,  it  should  seem,  so  long  as  it  takes 

some  of  his  other  senses  in  regard  to  acts  place  directly  within  the  cognizance  of  his 

done  in  his  presence.    And  so,  not  without  other  senses  (no  closed  walh  intervening)  if 

some  conflict  of  authority,  it  has  been  held,  he  cannot  see  or  has  not  the  full  use  of  his 

Thus,  in  Riggs  v,  Kigg8,'l35  Mass.  238,  it  ap>  eyes.     This,  however,  is  as  far  as  the  better 

peared  that  the  testator  had  received  a  se-  authorities  ^o.     Chase  v.  Kittredge,  supra, 

vere  injury  and  was  lying  upon  a  bed  unable  That  is,  this  rule  would  not,  for  example, 

to  move.  '  His  sight  was  unimpaired,  but  he  make  an   accepted  acknowledgement  of  the 

could  only  look  upward  and  could  not  see  attestation  equivalent  to  an  attesting  in  the 

what  took  place  when  his  will  was  attested,  testator's  presence.    Beside^*  the  cases  just 

The  attestation  took  place  only  about  nine  cited,  see  reck  v.  Cary,  27  N.  Y.  31;  Jacluoa 

feet. from  him,  in  an  adjoining  room,  the  v.  Christman,  4  Wend.  28:2:  Duffie  v.  Corri- 

door  of  which  was  open,  and  the  act  was  in  don,  40  Ga.  122;  In  re  Downie^  62  Wis.  66; 

the  line  of  vision.    Nor,  for  the  same  reason,  Mickle  v,  Matlack,  2  HaiT.  (N.  J.)  86,  96^ 

could  he  see  what  took    place  some  days  116;  Ragland  v.  Huntington,  1  Ired.561;  In 

afterwards,  within  his  own  room,  some  four  re  Cox,  1  Jones,  321;  Swift  «.  Wilev,  1  B. 

feet  away,  when  a  codicil  to  his  will  was  Mon.  117;  Upchurch  v.  Upchurch,  16  b.  Mon. 

attested.*  The  attestation  in  each  case  was  102;  O'Brien  v.  Gallagher.  25  Conn.  229. 

held  to  have  been  made  in  his    presence.  But  some  authorities  go  the  length  of  treating 

But  some  of  the  authorities  appear  to  hold  such  an  acknowledgment  made  by  the  at- 

that  ability  to  see  the  proceedings,  in  the  case  testing  witnesses  to  the  testator  as  a  com- 

of  a  testator  having  nis  sightj   is  essentiaL  plitince  with  the  statute.    Cookie.  Winchester, 

If,  being  out  of  range  of  si^t  m  his  present  81  Mich.  581  (where  the  attestation  was  made 

position,  he  can  turn  or  move  so  as  to  see  near  by,  and  was  expressly  approved  bv  the 

without  an  effort  such  as  to  endanger  life,  testator);  Sturdivant  v.   Birchett,  10  Gratt. 

the  requirement,  so  far  as  abilitv  to  see  b  67;   Parramore    v.    Taylor,   11    Gratt,   220. 

oonoerned,  is  fulfilled;  but  if,   lor   lack  of  This  is  on  the  gnmnd  that  there  has  been  a 

strength,  he  can  get  in  a  position  to  see  the  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute.    See 

proceedings  onl}'  at  the  nsk  of  his  life,  the  also  Montgomery  v.  Perkins,  2  Met.  (Ky.) 

requirement  is  not  fulfilled.    Jones  v.  Tuck,  448.    But  that  is  not  sound.    To  be  in  the 

3  Jones,  202;  Graham  v,  Graham,  10  Ired.  presence  of  the  testator  requires  at  the  least 

219;  Maynard  r.  Vinton,  69  Mich.  139;  Aikin  that  the  witness  should  be  within  the  cogni- 

V.   Weckerlv,   19  Mich.  504.    This,  in  cer-  aanceof  his  senses:  and  acknowledfrmentmsv 

tain  cases,  is  practically  equivalent  to  taking  be  made  and  approved  of  what  happened  fnr 

from  a  man,  perfectlv 'competent,  it  may  be,  beyond.    On  tne  other  hand,  where  the  tes- 

to  make  a  will,  the  rfght  to  do  so.    Surely  a  tator,  by  changing  his  position,  supposing 

man  is  within  my  presence  if  I  can  reach  him,  ability  to  do  so,  can  see  persona  in  the  same 

or  if  being  in  the  same  room  with  him  I  can  room  with  him,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 

talk  with  nim  or  hear  his  movements,  though  they  are  in  his  presence;  that  has  never  been 

I  am  unable  to  turn  my  body  or  my  head  so  doubted.    See  e.  g.  Walker  v.  Walker,   07 

as  to  see  him.    It  should  l>e  enough  to  say  Miss.  629. 

that  when  I  have  ability  to  see  from  tlie  Acknowledgment  ia  enongh,  however, 
place  where  I  am,  by  turning  if  need  be,  under  a  statute  merely  requiring  that  the 
nothing  must  be  in  the  way  of  my  seeing  attesting  witness  '*sign  his  name  as  a  wit- 
what  is  going  on ;  if  in  such  a  case  my  vision  ness  .  .  .  at  the  request  of  the  testator.** 
is  cut  off,  what  I  cannot  see  is  not  in  my  Chase  v.  Kittredge,  11  Allen^9, 61 ;  Ruddon, 
presence.  Hamilton  v.  Fletcher,  64  Ga.  549.  v.  McDonald,  1  Bradf.  352 ;  Yaughan  v.  Bur- 
See  Walker  v.  Walker.  67  Miss.  629.  That  ford,  3  Bradf.  78;  Hoysradt  v.  Kingman,  22 
is  simply  because  the  cnief  sense  —  the  sense  N.  i.  372.  Attestation  in  the  same  room 
usually  and  naturally  relied  upon  for  asoer-  with  the  taaUtor  is  prima  facie  in  his  pres- 
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VUL  —  Attestation  Giaaaa  umeoeflsary.  —  A    form  of  attestation 
is  expressly  dispensed  with  by  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26.^    No  par- 
ticular form  of  words  was  essential  even  under  the  old 
law  to  constitute  an  attestation  (/).*    And  accordingly,   Shln*^'**'^ 
probate  has  been  granted  of  a  will  where  both  the  wit-   amned. 
nesses  deposed  that  the  requirements  of  the  act  had  not 
been  complied  with,  the  Court  being  satisfied  by  the  circumstances 
that  the  evidence  was  mistaken  {g) ;  and  in  another  case,  where  the 
witnesses  so  deposed,  but  not  positively,  their  evidence  was  allowed 
to  be  rebutted  by  that  of  another  person  present  at  the  execution, 
assisted  by  the  attestation  clause,   whence  it    appeared    that  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  had  been  complied  with  (A).*    Bat  where 
there  was  nothing  but  a  formal  attestation  clause  on  one  side,  and 
the  adverse  testimony  of  both  witnesses  on  the  other,  probate  waa 
refused  (i).     And  in  no  case  will  the  presumption  of  compliance 

(f)  As  to  the  evidence  of  doe  attestation,  nnder  the  old  law,  when  the  validity  o|  the 
will  was  called  in  question,  see  Hands  v.  James,  Comjn,  531;  Croft  v.  Pawlett,  2  Str.  1109; 
«.  e.,8  Vin.  Ab.  128,  pi.  4;  Brice  v.  Smith,  Willes,  1;  Rancliff  v.  Parkyns,  6  Dow,  302;  Doe 
«.  Davies,  9  Q.  B.  648;  Hitch  v.  Wells,  10  Beav.  84.  And  as  to  when 'due  execution  would 
have  been  presumed,  see  Hand»  v.  James ;  Croft  v.  Pawlett,  supra ;  Ke  Seagram,  3  Ko.  Cas. 
436;  Re  Mustow,  4  No.  Cas.  289;  Re  Johnson,  2  Cnrt.  341;  Ke  Luffman,  5  No.  Cas.  183; 
Be  Dickson,  6  ib.  278;  Trott  v.  Trott,  29  L.  J.  Prob.  156, 6  Jur.  N.  S.  760. 

{g)  Leach  v.  Bates,  6  No.  Cas.  699.  A  fortiori,  where  the  adverse  evidence  of  one  wit- 
ness is  opposed  by  the  affidavit  of  the  other,  deceased,  witness,  Wright  v.  Rogers.  L.  R.,  1 
P.  &  D.  678.  So,  where  the  witnesses  had  no  precise  recollection  of  what  occurred,  Wright 
V.  Sanderson,  9  P.  D.  149;  Woodhouae  v.  Balfour,  13  P.  D.  2;  Re  Colyer,  14  P.  D.  48. 

(A)  Bavlis  9.  Sayer,  3  No.  Cas.  22;  see  also  Gove  v.  Gawen,  3  Curt.  151;  Blake  v.  Kniffht, 
ib.  547;  t^ennant  «.  Kingscote,  ib.  642;  Ke  Hare,  ib.  54;  Cooper  v.  Bockett,  ib.  648,  2  No. 
Cas.  391,  10  Jur.  931;  Brenchlev  v.  Still,  2  Kob.  162;  Chambers  v.  Queen's  Proctor,  2  Curt. 
423;  Keating  «.  Brooks,  4  No.  Cas.  253;  Re  Noves,  ib.  284;  Bargovne  v.  Showier,  1  Rob. 
5;  Thomson  v.  Hull,  16  Jur.  1144,  2  Rob.  426;  Re  Attridge,  6  I^o.  Cas.  597;  Bennett  v. 
Sharp,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  456;  Foot  «.  Stanton,  1  Deane,  191,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  380;  Fanner  v.  Brock, 
1  Deane,  187,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  670;  Re  Holgate,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  961,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  251,  29  L.  J., 
Prob.  161;  Lloyd  v.  Roberts,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  158;  Re  Thomas,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  255,  28  L.  J., 
Prob.  83;  Gwillini  «.  Gwillim,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  200,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  31;  Cr^preen  v.  Willoughby, 
6  Jur.  N.  8.  590;  Re  Huckvale,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  375;  Smith  v.  Smith,  ib.  143  (where 
witness  saw  testatrix  writing,  but  did  not  see  her  signature). 

(t)  Croft  V,  Croft,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  10,  34  L.  J.,  Prob.  44.  Bat  see  Wright  v,  SaadeiBon,  ^ 
P.  D.  149. 

ence.     Avres  v.    Ayres,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  565;  O'Hann,  78  Wis.  78;  McCurdy  v.  Neall,  42 

Manderille    v,  Parker,    31  N.  J.   Eq.  242;  N.  J.  Eq.  383.    See  Woolley  v.  Woolle}-,  95 

Nell  r.  Neil,  1  Leigh,  6;  In  re  Howard,  5  N.  T.  ^1;  In  re  Higgins,  94  N.  T.  554; 

T.  B.  Mon.  199.     Not  in  the  same  room,  Allaire  v.  Allaire,  8  Vroom,  312;  Tappan  v. 

contra,  Neil  v.  Neil;  Edelen  v.  Hardey,  7  Davidson,   12  C.  E    Green,  459.     l^nr  will 

Har.  &  J.  61.    Further  see  Baldwin  v.  Bald-  contradictory  evidence  of  the  witnesses  pre- 

win,  81  Ya.  405;  Watson  r.  Pipes,  32  Miss,  vent  probate.    In  re  Hesdra,  119  N.  Y.  615 

451.  (citing  In  re  Cotterell,  95  N  Y.  329;  Brown 

1-  No  attestation  clause  is  reouired,  apart  9.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  369;  In  re  Pepoon,  supra), 

from  statute.     Osborne  v.  Come,   11  Cush.  The  stptement  In  the  attestation  clause  that 

532.  the  witnesses  signed  in  the  testator's  pres- 

>  In  re  Pbillips,  98  N.  Y.  267 ;  Jackson  «.  ence  can  indeed  be  overcome  only  by  clear 

Christman,  4  wend.  277;  Peake  v.  .Ten kins,  proof.    In   re   O'Hagan,  supre.    See'  infra, 

80  Va.  293;  Allen  «.  Jeter,  6  Lea,  672;  Her-  p.  92,  note.    Indeed,  a  will  can  be  proved,  as 

bert  V.  Berrier,  81  Ind.  1 ;  Moale  v.  Cutting,  the  text  declares,  against  the  evidence  of  the 

59  Md.  510.  '  attesting  witnesses.     Woolley  v.   Woolley, 

<  Failure  of  memory  on  the  part  of  the  95  N.  Y.  231 ;  In  re  Cottrell,  id.  329 ;  Rugg, 

attesting  witnesses  will  not  upset  the  will,  «.  Rugg,  83  N.  Y.  594;  Auburn  Seminary  v. 

where  the  attestation  x:lanse  is  sufficient  in  Calhoun,  25  N.  Y.  425;  Orser  v.  Orser,  24  N. 

point  of  assertion.    In  re  Pepoon,  91  N.  Y.  Y.  52. 
955;  Bogg  v.  Rugg,  83  N.  Y.  592;  In  re 
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with  the  statutory  requirements  be  made  unless  the  will 
[*92]  appears  *  on  the  face  of  it  to  have  been  duly  executed.  If  the 
will  is  lost,  due  execution  must  be  proyed  (k),  and  the  testator's 
written  declarations  of  the  fact  are  insufficient,  though  accompanied 
by  a  document  referred  to  by  him  as  a  copy  of  his  will,  and  repre- 
senting the  will  as  duly  executed  {I),  The  presumption  of  due 
execution  is  clearly  rebutted  where  it  is  sworn  by  competent  persons 
that  the  names  of  the  seeming  witnesses  are  fictitious,  and  are  in  the 
testator's  own  handwriting  (m). 

The  clauses  in  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26,  enacting  that  no  form  of 
attestation  shall  be  necessary,  has  been  much  observed  upon  ;  but  it 

seems  to  mean  only  that  no  clause  need  be  appended  to 
Attesution  the  will,  stating  that  the  requirements  of  the  act  have 
necessary.         been  complied  with  (n),^  and  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 

provision  that  the  witnesses  are  to  "  attest,"  as  well  as 
subscribe  the  will,  the  word  "  attest "  meaning  merely  to  act  as  a 
witness,  which  might  in  fact  be  done  without  subscription  (o) ;  al- 
though upon  the  construction  of  the  act  it  may  be  that  no  attestation 
will  satisfy  its  requirements,  except  through  the  outward  mark  of 
subscription  (p).  The  "subscription,"  "attestation,"  and  "form  of 
attestation,"  thus  refer  to  matters  essentially  different  (q). 

Still,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  persons  who  superintend  the  execution 
of  wills,  not  to  be  content  with  a  bare  subscription  of  the  witnesses' 

names,  but  to  make  them  subscribe  a  memorandum  of 
to"Sming  "  attestation,  recording  the  observance  of  all  the  circum- 
attestation         stances  which  the  statute  makes  necessary  to  constitute 

clauses* 

a  valid  execution  (t.  e.  that  the  signature  was  made,  or 
acknowledged,  by  the  testator  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  both 
being  present  at  the  same  time,  and  that  they  subscribed  their  names 
in  his  presence)  ;  for,  though  such  statement  in  the  memorandum  of 
attestation  is  not  conclusive,  and  does  not  preclude  inquiry  into  the 
fact,  it  would  afford  a  much  stronger  presumption  that  the  statutory 
requisition  had  been  complied  witii,  than  where  it  is  wanting ;  *  and  in 


(k)  As  in  Re  Gardner,  27  L.  J.,  Prob.  66;  Eckersley  v,  Piatt,  L.  R..  1  P.  &  D.  281.  The 
contents  of  the  will  and  its  existence  at  the  testators  death  must  also  be  proved ;  post,  Chap. 
VII.  8.  10. 

[/)  Re  Ripley,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  68. 

[m)  Re  Lee,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  790. 


I 


(n)  Br  van  v.  White,  2  Rob.  316,  14  Jur.  791. 
(o]  - 


»)  Ricketts  v.  Loftus,  4  Y.  &  C.  619;  and  see  Freshfield  v.  Reed,  9  M.  &  Wels.  404; 
Burdett  v.  Spilsburv,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  340;  Hudson  o.  Parker,  1  Rob.  14,  8  Jar.  788.  See  Foid 
V.  Kettle,  L.  R.,  9  Q.  B.  D.  139,  a  bill  of  sale  ca5;e. 

(p)  See  per  Sir  C.  Cresswelli  Charlton  v.  Hindmarsh,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  439,  6  Jur.  N.  S. 
681,  28  L.  J.,  Prob.  132. 

(q)  An  attestation  clause,  if  used,  is  no  part  of  the  will,  and  any  words  in  the  clause  pur* 
porting  to  describe  the  operation  of  a  testamentary  instrument,  such  as  ''whereby  the  first 
codicil  is  cancelled,"  do  not  affect  the  construction  or  effect  of  the  instrument.  Re'Atkinson, 
L.  R.,  8  P.  D.  165. 

1  In  re  Phillips,  98  N.  Y.  267;  Allen  v.  «  See  Woolley  ».  Woollev,  95  N.  Y.  231; 
Jeter,  6  Lea,  672;  Peake  v.  Jenkins,  80  Va.  Brown  v.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  3*69;  In  re  Kellum, 
293:  Webb  V.  Dye,  18  W.  Va.  376.  52  N.  Y.  517;  Brinckerhoff  v,  Remsen,   8 
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the  absence  of  sncli  a  memorandum^  the  *  witnesses  are  always  [*93] 
called  upon  by  the  Court  of  Probate  to  make  an  affidavit 
that  the  statute  was  in  fact  complied  with.    It  will  not  be  advisable 
for  a  testator,  except  where  absolutely  necessary,  to  avail  himself 
of  the  privilege,  which  the  Wills  Act  expressly  confers 
(as  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  according  to  the  construction   tor^s  signing 
which  it  received  from  the  judicature,  also  did),   of  ^J^^^J*"     ' 
acknowledging  the  signature  before  the  witnesses,  in- 
stead of  signing  it  in  their  presence,  or  of  the  permission  to  sign  by 
the  hand  of  another.^    The  latter  expedient,  indeed,  ought  to  be 
restricted  in  practice  (though  the  legislature  has  not  so  limited  it)  to 
cases  of  extreme  physical  weakness,  rendering  it  impossible  or  diffi- 
cult for  the  testator  to  write  his  name ;   in  such  cases,  even  the 
exertion  of  making  a  mark  might  be  oppressive.    Where 
a  testator  is  unable  to  write  from  ignorance,  perhaps  a  ^y^^rS^QT%r 
mark  is  to  be  preferred  to  a  sig^ture  by  the  hand  of  amanaeusis. 
another,  as  being  the  more  usual  mode  of  execution  by 
illiterate  pei*sons ;  for  in  regard  to  this  and  all  other  particulars,  the 
prudent  course  is  to  make  the  execution  of  the  will  conform  as  much 
as  possible  to  the  testator's  ordinary  mode  of  executing  instruments.' 
Where  the  will  is  signed  by  a  third  person  on  behalf  of  the  testator, 
the  signature,  of  course,  should,  though,  as  we  hav^  before  seen,  it 
need  not  necessarily  be  in  the  name  of  the  testator,  rather  than  that 
of  the  amanuensis,  who  should  merely  be  designated  in  the  memo- 
randum of  attestation ;  where  it  would  be  proper  (though  not  neces- 
sary) that  the  peculiar  mode  of  execution  should  be  stated.* 

IZ.  —  Namber  of  Witneases.  —  Wills  of  real  and  personal  estate 

Paige,  499;  t.c.  96  Wend.  882;  Elkinton  9.  v.  Barnes,  66  Me.  286;  Chaffee  v.  Baptist 
Brick,  44  X.J.  Eq.  154;  Ayres  v,  Avres,  43  MiAs.Con.,10Paige|85;  Clark  v.  Dounorant, 
N.  J.  £q.  56d;  Patton  v.  Hope,  37  N.'  J.  Eq.  10  Leigh,  22 i  Fatheree  v.  Lawrence,  33  Miss. 
522;  In  re  CHagan,  73  Wis.  78.  These  622.  There  are,  however,  cases  in  which 
cases  show  that  where  the  attestation  clause  will»  have  been  executed  under  powers  pre- 
manifests  a  compliance  with  the  statute,  a  scribing  certain  forms,  in  which  it  has  been 
presumption  of  publication  (in  states  in  held  the  evidence  must  show  that  the  forms 
which  that  is  required);  and  of  due  execution  have  been  complied  with ;  and  then,  even 
in  general,  arises;  which  presumption  will  though  the  witnesses  be  dead,  or  cannot  re- 
prevail  in  the  absence  of,  but  not  necessarily  memoer,  the  presumption  of  compliance  does 
against,  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Wool  lev  not  arise  unless  the  will  itself  or  the  attesta- 
V.  Woollev,  supra;  Lewis  «.  Lewis,  11  K.  tion  clause  so  states.  Deupree  v.  Deupree, 
T.  220.  dee  supra,  p.  91,  note.  Where  the  45  6a.  415,  442;  1  Redf.  Wilis,  238,  239. 
witnesses,  subscribing  or  other,  contradict  The  assent  of  a  testator  and  a  request  to 
the  attestation  clause,  the  question  is  one  of  attest  will  be  inferred  from  a  reading  of  the 
the  weight  of  evidence;  regard  being  had,  it  will  and  subsequent  subscription  in  the  pres- 
should  seem,  to  the  presumption  arising  from  ence  of  the  testator  and  other  witnesses. 
the  attestation  clause,  especially  after  lapse  Moore  r.  Moore,  2  Bradf.  261. 
of  time.  See  Wool  ley  v.  Woolley,  supra.  i  The  signature  of  testator^s  name  by  the 
So  too,  on  the  death  of  the  witnesses,  the  hand  of  another  is  not  a  witnessing  of  the 
proof  of  the  fact  of  execution  begets  a  pre-  will.  Peake  v.  Jenkins,  80  Va.  293. 
snmption  that  all  the  details  of  the  fact  were  >  See  Knox's  Estate,  131  Penn.  St.  220. 
such  as  the  law  requires,  unless  the  contrary  >  As  to  proof  of  attestation,  see  Snider  v. 
appears  on  the  fiice  of  the  will.  Deupree  v.  Burks,  84  Ala.  53  (citing  Foote  t^.  Cobb,  18 
Deupree,  45  Ga.  415,  442;  Eliot  «.  Euot,  10  Ala.  685);  Cox  v.  Davis,  17  Ala.  714;  Guice  v. 
Allen,  357;  Ela  v.  Edwards,  supra;  Barnes  Thornton,  76  Ala.  466. 
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are  now  subject  to  the  same  rule  as  to  the  oeTemonial 
requirad.  of  execution^  and  such  rule  differs  from  that  which 

previously  obtained  in  ^regard  to  either  species  of  prop- 
erty ;  two  witnesses,  instead  of  three,  as  formerly,  are  required  to  a 
will  of  freehold  land,  and  two  witnesses  are  also  necessary  to  a 
will  of  personal  estate  or  copyholds,  which  formerly  required  no 
attestation. 

Z.  —  Credibility  of  WitneMes.^  —  It  will  be  observed,  that  in  the 

clause  above  stated,  which  regulates  the  attestation  of 
uitaesseanot  wills,  the  legislature  has  dropped  the  requisition  of 
S^bk  ^  ^     credibility,  as  an  ingredient  in  the  qualification  of  the 

witnesses;  and  has,   moreover  (s.  14),  expressly  pro- 
vided, That  if  any  person  who  shall  attest  the  execution  of  a  will 
shall,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof,  or  at  any  time  after- 
[*94]  wards,  be  incompetent  to  be  admitted  a  *  witness,  to  prove 
the  execution  thereof,  such  will  shall  not  on  that  account  be 
invalid. 

It  seems  to  have  been  considered,  that  this  provision  not  only 
qualifies  persons  who  have  been  rendered  infamous  by  conviction  for 

crime  to  be  attesting  witnesses  (as  it  clearly  does),  but, 
competent  to  that  it  even  gives  validity  to  the  attesting  act  of  an  idiot 
^*^aSfled^^°^     ^^  lunatic.     This,   however,   seems  very   questionable. 

The  signature,  it  will  be  observed,  is  required  to  be 
made  or  acknowledged  by  the  testator  in  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
nesses; which  would  seem  to  imply  that  they  should  be  mentally 
conscious  of  the  transaction,  according  to  the  construction  which  was 
given  (as  we  have  seen  (r)  )  to  the  same  word  occurring  in  the  devise 
clause  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  required  that  the  attesting 
witnesses  should  subscribe  in  the  testator's  '^  presence ; ''  such  requi- 
sition being  held  not  to  be  satisfied  in  a  case,  in  which  the  testator 
fell  into  a  state  of  insensibility,  before  the  witnesses  had  subscribed 

their  names  to  the  memorandum  of  attestation ;  and  the 
qualification  ^  14th  Section  of  the  recent  statute  seems  to  be  perfectly 
extenda  to  consistent  with  such  a  construction  ;  for  that  clause  does 
other  persona  not  in  terms  dispense  with  all  personal  qualifications  in 
w)able^  *°'       the  witnesses  to  perform  the  act ;  it  only  removes  the 

legal  disqualification,  arising  out  of  his  incompetency  to 
give  evidence  of  the  fact  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  which  evidently 
may  co-exist  with  intellectual  capacity,  as  in  the  case  of  a  person 
whose  credibility  of  character  has  been  destroyed  by  conviction  for 
crime,  a  species  of  disqualification  which  was  peculiarly  inconvenient. 


8 


(r)  Ante,  p.  88 ;  and  see  the  Jadgment  of  Dr.  Lnshlngton  in  Hadioii «.  Parker,  1  Bob.  14| 
Jar.  786. 


1  See  antOt  p.  69,  note.    The  competency     absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary.    Herbert 
of  an  attesting  witness  is  presumed,  in  the     v.  Derrier,  81  Ind.  1. 
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as  the  testator  might  have  been  unaware  of  its  existence,  so  that 
there  was  a  special  reason  for  its  removal,  which  does  not  apply  to 
palpable  infirmity.  Surely,  if  the  legislature  intended  to  enact  so 
novel  (not  to  say  absurd)  a  doctrine,  as  that  the  functions  of  an 
attesting  witness  might  be  performed  by  any  one  who  could  scratch 
a  paper  without  the  least  glimmering  of  intellectual  consciousness, 
this  would  have  been  done  in  terms  more  clear  and  explicit,  than  by 
providing  that  persons  incompetent  to  be  admitted  as  witnesses  to 
prove  the  execution  of  a  will,  should  be  sufficient  attestators^ -7* 
expressions  which  seem  rather  to  suppose  a  personal  ability  on  the 
part  of  the  witnesses  to  perform  the  act  but  a  legal  disability  to 
prove  it.  Perhaps  the  point  is  not  very  likely  to  occur  in  practice  \ 
for  no  testator  would  think  of  choosing  an  idiot  («)  or  lunatic 
as  an  attesting  witness  to  *  his  will,  unless  he  were  content  to  [*95] 
have  his  own  sanity  called  in  question,  and  here  it  may  be 
observed,  that  the  enlarged  license  now  given,  in  regard  to  the 
qualification  of  witnesses  to  wills,  will  not  induce  any 
prudent  person  to  abate  one  jot  of  scrupulous  anxiety,  fjj'^^l^on  3 
that  the  duty  of  attesting  a  will  be  confided  to  persons,  witnesses. 
whose  character,  intelligence,  and  station  in  society, 
afford  the  strongest  presumption  in  favor  of  the  fairness  and  proper 
management  of  the  transaction;  and  preclude  all  apprehension  in 
purchasers  and  others,  as  to  the  facility  with  which  the  instrument 
could  be  supported  in  a  court  of  justice,  against  any  attempt  to  im- 
peach it ;  and  now  that  the  requisite  number  of  witnesses  is  reduced 
to  two,  it  is  the  more  easy,  as  well  as  important,  that  the  selection 
should  be  governed  by  a  regard  to  such  considerations.  A  devise  or 
bequest  to  an  attesting  witness  still,  as  under  the  old  law,  does  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  entire  will,  but  merely  invalidates  the  gift 
to  the  witness,  whose  competency  the  legislature  has  established,  by 
destroying  his  interest;  and  hence  the  remarks  on  this  enactment 
have  more  properly  found  a  place  in  a  preceding  chapter,  which  treats 
of  the  disqualifications  of  devisees  (^). 

ZI.  —  Alterations  to  be  signed  and  attested.  —  By  the  21st  section 
it  is  enacted,  '*  That  no  obliteration,  interlineation,  or  other  altera- 
tion, made  in  any  will  after  the  execution  thereof,  shall  be  valid  or 

(«)  Sapposing  sncb  perwms  to  be,  technicallr  speakinii^,  competent  attesting  witnesses,  the 
effect  of  employing  two  such  witnesses  would  Se  to  render  it  necessary  to  have  recourse  to 
the  testimony  of  other  persons,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  circumstances  of  the  execution, 
which  could  not,  in  such  case,  be  done  (as  it  usually  is)  out  of  the  months  of  the  witnesses 
themselves-,  and  It  is  to  be  observed  that,  although,  in  the  case  of  a  deceased  witness,  proof 
of  handwriting  is  sufficient,  the  presumption  being,  tliat  the  will  was  dulv  attested,  especially 
if  the  facts  essential  thereto  were  recorded  in  a  memorandum  of  attestatfon,  which  was  sub- 
scribed by  the  deceased;  yet  it  does  not  follow  that  any  such  presumption  would  arise  in  the 
case  of  a'  lunatic  witness,  whose  subscription  (though  his  handwriting  might  be  proved) 
eould  not  be  considered  as  affording  any  security  that  attention  had  been  paia  to  the  requisi- 
tions of  the  statute. 

(0  Ante,  p.  69. 
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have  any  effect,  except  so  far  as  the  words  or  effect  of  the  will, 
before  such  alteration,  shall  not  be  apparent,  unless  such  alteration 
shall  be  executed  in  like  manner  as  hereinbefore  is  required  for  the 
execution  of  the  will ;  ^  but  the  will,  with  such  alteration  as  part 
thereof,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  duly  executed,  if  the  signature  of  the 
testator  and  the  subscription  of  the  witnesses  be  made  in  the  margin, 
or  on  some  other  part  of  the  will  opposite  or  near  to  such  alteration, 
or  at  the  foot  or  end  of  or  opposite  to  a  memorandum  referring  to 
such  alteratiop,  and  written  at  the  end  or  some  other  part  of  the 
will"(w). 

[*96]       *  Xn.  —  Oeneral  remarks. «-  The  enactments  now  in  force 

preclude  in  reference  to  willis  many  of  the  questions  which 

arose  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.    The  cases  respecting  the  local 

position  of  the  testator's  signature,  and  as  to  the  admissibility  of  an 

acknowledgment,  as  a  substitute  for  signing  before  the 
How  ^«^^oc-  witnesses,  the  necessity  of  publication,  and  the  qualifica- 
chapter  extend  tions  of  attesting  witnesses,  are  obviously  no  longer  ap- 
iuiS^iM?.*^*     plicable  (x).    The  statute  has  also,  by  assimilating  wills 

of  real  and  personal  estate  in  regard  to  the  ceremonial  of 
execution,  gotten  rid  of  the  numerous  questions  which  arose  out  of 
attempts  by  testators  to  create,  by  an  attested  will,  a  power  to  dis- 
pose of  or  charge  their  real  estate  by  an  unattested  codicil;  and 
hence,  that  part  of  the  present  chapter  which  treats  of  these  several 
subjects  ranges  itself  under  the  mass  of  legal  learning,  which  recent 
legislation  has  rendered,  or  rather  will  eventually  render,  obsolete. 

The  prevention  of  all  questions  as  to*  due  execution  must  still 
mainly  depend  on  the  prudence  and  attention  of  the  practitioner, 
who  will,  of  course,  take  care  to  preclude  all  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
testator  did  see  the  attesting  witnesses  Bubscribe,  or  whether  he 
might  have  seen  them  (for  this,  it  will  be  ^membered,  is  the  true 
point  of  inquiry,)  by  placing  the  witnesses  and  the  testator  in  im- 
mediate juxtaposition  in  the  same  room  during  the  whole  business  of 
the  attestation ;  nor  will  he  for  a  moment  be  content  to  rely  on  the 
doctrine  to  be  noticed  hereafter,  which  connects  an  attested  codicil 
with  a  prior  unattested  will  or  codicil,  as  a  ground  for  dispensing 
with  a  regular  clause  of  attestation  to  each  separate  testamentary 
paper. 

Having  regard  to  th\3  necessity  that  the  signature  should  now  not 
be  above  or  precede  the  dispositive  part  of  the  will,  it  seems  advisa- 
ble, when  a  testator  is  in  extremis,  that  the  first  or  only  signature 
should  be  at  the  end ;  for  it  has  sometimes  happened  that  a  testator 

(«)  See  Re  Wingrore,  16  Jur.  91 ;  Re  Hinds,  16  Jar.  1161;  Re  Treeby,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D. 
842;  Re  Wilkinson.  L.  R.,  6  P.  D.  100. 

(z)  The  obsenrations  of  Mr.  Jarman  and  of  the  former  editors  of  this  work  on  the  8ere.ral 
points  here  referred  to,  arising  under  the  law  prior  to  1837,  have  been  for  the  most  part 
omitted  from  the  present  edition. 

1  See  £8chbach  v,  Collins,  61  Md.  478;  snpra,  p.  113,  note* 
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who  has  began  to  sign  the  several  sheets  has  expired  or  become 
insensible  before  he  had  reached  the  last. 


[.  —  Xnoomplete  Wills.  —  Cases  sometimes  occurred  under  the 
old  law,  and  may  possibly  arise  under  the  present,  in 
which  something  more  than  a  mere  compliance  with   pi|^**^^™" 
legal  requirements  was  made  necessary  to  the  efficacy  of 
the  will  by  the  testator  himself,^  he  having  chosen  to  prescribe 
to  himself  a  special  mode  *  of  execution;  for  in  such  case,  if  [*97] 
the  testator  alberwards  neglects  to  comply  with  the  prescribed 
formalities,  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  these  circumstances  is, 
that  he  had  not  fully  and  definitively  resolved  on  adopting  the  paper 
as  his  will  (a).    The  presumption  is  slight  where  the  instrument  is. 
duly  signed  and  attested,  and  perfect  in  all  other  respects,  but  must, 
apparently  be  rebutted  by  some  evidence  before  it  can  be  admitted  tO' 
probate  {b). 

Where,  however,  the  testator's  design  of  perfecting  the  paper  is^ 
frustrated  by  sudden  death,  or  insanity,  or  any  other  iQvoluntary  pre*^ 
venting  cause,  no  inference  of  the  absence  of  matured  testamentary 
intention  arises  from  the  imperfect  state  of  the  document,  which, 
therefore,  notwithstanding  its  defect,  will  be  accepted  as  the  will  o£ 
the  deceased,  provided  it  fully  discloses  his  testamentary  scheme  (c).. 

But  this  doctrine  in  fav6r  of  imperfect  papers  obtains  only  where^ 
the  defect  is  in  regard  to  some  formal  act,  which  the  testator  has  pre- 
scribed as  necessary  for  the  authentication  of  his  will, 
and  not  where  it  applies  to  the  contents  of  the  instru-   the"p«per 
ment ;  for,  if  in  its  actual  state  the  paper  contains  only  Rj^^  ^  *^^- 
a  partial  disclosure  of  the  testamentary  scheme  of  the   ^  ^^' 
deceased,  it  necessarily  fails  of  effect,  even  though  its  completion  was 
prevented  by  circumstances  beyond  his  control  {d).  ' 

(a)  So  under  the  old  Imw,  which  did  not  require  wills  of  personalty  to  be  authenticated  by 
the  testator's  signature  or  by  attestation.  The  Prerogative  Court  in  several  instances  refused 
probate  of  wills  concluding  with  the  words  *'  In  witness."  &c.f  but  not  signed,  Abbott  v, 
Peters,  4  Hagff.  880;  or  to  which  an  attestation  clause  had  been  added,  but  not  used,  Beatr 
V.  Beaty,  1  Add.  154;  see  also  Doker  v.  Goff,  2  Add.  4S;  Walker  v.  Walker,  1  Mer.  503'; 
Scott  V.  Rhodes,  1  Phillim.  12;  Harris  •.  Bedford,  2  Phillim.  177;  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  2 
Moo.  P.  C.  C.  198.  Questions  as  to  the  testamentary  validity  of  incomplete  papers  rarely 
occur  in  practice  now  that  authentication  by  signature  and  attestation  is  essential  to  such 
validity. 

(6)  Per  Sir  J.  Nicholl,  in  Beaty  v,  Beaty.  See  also  1  Wms.  Exors.,  Pt.  I.,  Bk.  IT.,  ch. 
II.,  s.  8.  It  is  obvious  that  such  cases  are  not  verv  likelv  to  occur  under  the  present  law, 
and  indeed  the  point  does  not  even  seem  to  have  as  y<>t  arisen. 

(c)  Huntin^nv.  Huntington,  2  Phillim.  218;  see  also  Carey  v.  Askew,  1  Cox,  251:  Al- 
len V.  Mannmg,  2  Add.  490;  Bradford  v.  Toung,  29  Ch.  D.  617  (unsigned  will  made  in 
1S27). 

(d)  Monteflore  V.  Monteibre,  2  Add.  854;  see  also  GrifBn  v.  Griffin,  4  Ves  197,  n.  This 
ease  afforded  two  sufficient  grounds  for  the  rejection  of  the  paper;  first,  that  it  was  not  the 
whole  will ;  and  secondly  that  its  completion  was  not  prevented  by  inevitable  circumstances. 

I  Of  course  (apart  from  questions  of  nun-  ment  in  accordance  with  the  forms  required 

eupation)  where  the  testator,  by  reason  e.  g.  bv  statute,  it  is  no  will.    Tahler  v.  Tabler, 

of  mental  eclipse  or  sudden  death  while  die-  6JI  BCd.  601.    As  to  nuncupations,  see  ante, 

tating  his  will,  fails  to  complete  the  instm-  p.  78,  note. 
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Prnampdoii  In  short,  the  presumption  is  always  against  a  paper 

fished  Mipen  ^^ch  bears  self-evident  marks  of  being  unfinished;^ 
and  it  behooves  those  who  assert  its  testamentary  charac- 
ter distinctly  to  show,  either  that  the  deceased  intended  the 
[*98]  paper  in  its  actual  condition  *  to  operate  as  his  will,  or  that  he 
was  prevented  by  involuntary  accident  from  completing  it  (e).' 
And  probate  will  not  be  granted  of  such  defective  papers,  without 
the  consent  or  citation  of  the  next  of  kin  (/). 

It  ought  to  be  observed,  however,  that  we  are  not  to  rank  among 
inchoate  or  unfinished  testamentary  papers,  one  which  is  shown  to  have 
Informal  paper  ^®^  intended  to  perform  the  office  of  a  present  will 
intended  as  a  (if  the  expression  may  be  allowed),  though  executed  for 
*"***"*  ^*  •  a  temporary  purpose,  as  appears  by  the  testator  having 
designated  it  a  '*  memorandum  of  an  intended  will,"  or  "  head  of  in- 
structions," or  ^'  a  sketch  of  an  intended  will  which  I  intend  to  make 
when  I  get  home,"  &c.  And  it  has  frequently  occurred  that  a  testator 
has  ultimately  adopted  as  his  final  will  a  paper  so  originally  designed 
as  instructions  for,  or  in  contemplation  of,  a  more  formal  testament  (ff). 

In  all  such  cases,  however,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  required  very 
distinct  evidence  of  a  testator  eventually  adhering  to  and  adopting, 
as  his  deliberate  will,  the  preliminary  document,  in  case  he  after- 
wards lived  long  enough  to  have  executed  a  more  complete  instru- 
ment (A).  But  cases  of  this  kind  depend  so  much  upon  their  parti- 
cular circumstances,  that  little  is  to  be  learnt  from  general  positions ; 
and  the  inquirer  into  the  subject  is  recommended  to  consult  the  cases 
referred  to  below,  a  full  statement  of  which  the  limits  of  the  present 
work  do  not  allow.' 

juv.  -—  Xnoorporatlon  of   Bxtrlnsio    Doouments.  —  A 

extriMir  ^  testator  may  so  construct  his  disposition  as  to  render  it 
documents  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  some  document  (as  to  any 
a  oira  e.         other  extriusic  matter),  in  order  to  elucidate  or  to  ex- 

But  lo98  of  part  of  a  will  once  eompltU  does  not  necessarily  exclude  the  remainder  from 
probate,  Sogden  v.  Lord  St.  Leonards,  1  P.  D.  154;  unless  it  substantially  alters  the  sense  of 
the  remainder,  e.  g.  where  a  gift  of  residue  alone  remains,  the  part'  containing  gifts  of 
legacies  being  lost,  see  Woodward  9.  Woodward,  11  App.  Ga.  w9. 

(«)  Reay  v,  Cowcher,  1  Hagg.  75,  S  id.  249;  Wood  v.  Medley,  1  id.  661;  Be  Bobinson,  id. 
643;  Bragge  9.  Dyer,  8  Hags.  207;  GlUow  «.  Bourne,  4  Hagg.  192.  As  to  the  contrary  pre- 
sumption m  favor  of  a  regularly  executed  and  apparently  complete  will,  vide  Shadl>olt  v. 
Wangh,  8  Hagg.  570 ;  Blewltt  v.  Blewitt,  4  Hagg.  410. 

(/)  Be  Adams,  8  Hagg.  268. 

Ig)  Barwick  9.  MnUings,  2  Hagg.  225;  Hattatt  v.  Hattatt,  4  Hagg.  211 ;  Torre  v.  Castle,  1 
Curt.  803;  1  Wms.  Exore.  72  et  seq..  8th  ed. 

(h)  Dingle  V.  Dingle,  4  Hagg.  38o;  Coppin  v.  Dillon,  ib.  861.  A  subsequent  complete 
will  of  course  supersedes  *'  Instructions  for  a  Will.**  But  sometimes  the  subsequent  wiU  re- 
fers to  and  incorporates  the  instructions;  see  Wood  v.  Qoodlake,  1  No.  Cas.  144. 

1  Pettv.  Hake,8  Curteis,  612;  McLean  v.  *  See   Popple   v.  Cunison,  1   Add.  877; 

McLean,  6  Humph.  452.  Mitchell  v.  Mitchell,  2  Hagg.  74;  Sharp  v. 

*  McLean  v.  McLean,  6  Humph.  452.    See  Sharp,  2  Leigh,  249;  Public  Admr.  «.  Watts, 

also  Public  Admr.  v.  Watts,  1  Paige,  847,  1  Paige,  847;  «.  c.  4  Wend.  168;  Hooker  «. 

where  Walworth,  Ch.,  reviews  many  of  the  Hockefi  4  Qratt  277. 
cases  on  unfinished  and  incomplete  testamen- 
taiy  papers; «.  c.  4  Wend.  168. 
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plain  bis  intention.^  The  document^  if  sufficiently  identified,  is  then 
said  to  be  incorporated  in  the  wilL  As  where  a  person  by  his  will 
devises  all  the  lands  which  were  conveyed  to  him  by  a  certain  inden- 
ture (specifying  the  deed),  or  devises  lands  to  the  uses  declared  by  a 
particular  indenture  of  settlement,  it  is  clear  that  the  inden- 
tures so  referred  to  may  be  *  consulted  for  this  purpose,  with-  [^99] 
out  violating  the  principle  of  the  enactment,  which  requires  an 
attestation  by  witnesses,  the  testator's  intention  to  adopt  the  contents 
of  such  instrument  being  manifested  by  a  will  duly  attested  (i) ;  and 
it  would,  it  is  conceived,  be  immaterial  whether  the  paper  so  referred 
to  was  in  the  testator's  handwriting,  or  in  that  of  any  other  person, 
and  whether  it  professed  to  be  testamentary  or  not,  as  it  founds  its 

(0  See  Habergliam  v.  Vincent,  2  Ves.  Jr.  904;  also  Molineox  v.  Molineux,  Cro.  Jac.  lU. 

I  Any  docoment,  attested  or  not  attested,  if  fotura;  Habergham  o.  Vincent  and  Feirarit 

in  ezistenoe  at  tiia  time  of  tlie  execution  of  a  9.  ilertford,  supra;  and  as  the  will,  under 

will,  maj  hj  reference  be  incorporated  into  the  statute,  must  be  a  good  will  at  the  time  of 

and  become  part  of  the  will,  provided  the  iu  execution,  malcing  a  final  disposition  then, 

reference  is  distinct,  and  clearly  identifies,  or  the  future  document  cannot  be  probated  with 

renders  capable  of  identification  by  extrinsic  it  unless  itself  executed  as  a  will.    And  it 

proof,  the  document  referred  to.    Habergham  makes  no  difference  that  it  can  be  shown  that 

V.  Vincent,  2  Ves.  Jr.  204,  228;  Smart  v.  the  testator  had  not  changed  his  mind  at  the 

Prujean,  •  Ves.  Jr.  565;  Williams  v.  Evans,  time  of  his  death.    Indeed  the  authorities 

1  Cromp.  &  M.  42;  Allen  v.  Haddock,  11  have  gone  further,  and  declared  tliat  the  re/er- 

Moore.  P.  C.  427;  Burton  v.  Newbery,  L.  ence  must  be  to  a  document  as  then  existing, 

R.  ICn.  D.  234;  Newton  v.  Seaman*s  Friend  in  order  to  admit  of  its  incorporation  into  the 

Soc.,  180  Mass.  91;  Baker's  Appeal,  107  Penn.  will;  and  that  if  the  reference  is  to  a  docu- 

St.  381;  Brown  v.  Clark,  77   N.  Y.  860;  ment  to  be  executed,  as  to  furniture  which 

Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  Gomst.  145.    In  re  Sober,  "  shall  be  ticketed  or  described  in  a  paper  in 

78  Cal.  477;   In  re  Skerrett,  67  Cal.  587;  my  own  handwriting,*'  parol  evidence  will 

Chambers  9.  McDaniel,  6  Ired.  226;  Johnson  not  be  received  to  show  that  the  paper  was 

9.  Clarkson,  8  Rich.  Eq.  805;  Harvy  v.  Chon-  already  in  existence,  though  its  identification 

teau,  14  Mo.  587.     So  a  holograph  may  refer  be  perfectly  clear.    In  re  Sunderland,  L.  R., 

toa  document  not  in  the  testators  hand.    In  1    P.   &    D.   196;    Allen    v.  Maddock,  11 

le  Sober,  sapra  (citing  In  re  Skerrett,  supra).  Moore,  P.  C.  427,  454.    In  re  Hunt,  2  Bobt. 

This  b  the  rule  both  at  common  law  and  in  Eocl.  622,  appears  to  be  in  conflict  with  these 

Snitv;  the  instrument  being  considered  as  cases.  The  question  there  was,  whether  un- 
ifntlfied  with  and  forming  part  of  the  will  executed  papers  (dulv  described)  "  to  be  an- 
duly  executed  In  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  nexed  "  to  the  will,  1>ut  executed  afterwards 
been  repeated  totidem  verbis  in  the  will  itself,  before  the  making  of  a  codicil  dulv  signed 
Ferraris  v.  Hertford,  3  Curteis,  468,  493.  But  and  attested,  which  however  contain^  no 
the  paper  most  be  both  distinctly  referred  to,  reference  to  those  papers,  could  be  incorpo- 
and  must  have  been  in  existence  at  the  time  rated  into  and  prooated  with  the  will.  No 
of  the  execution  of  the  will.  Habergham  v.  decision  was  known  in  point,  but  the  papers 
Vincent,  2  Ves.  Jr.  204,  228;  Ferraris  v.  were  admitted  to  probate.  In  view  of  the 
Hertford,  supra;  Wilkinson  v,  Adam,  1  Ves.  later  cases,  this  one  is  of  doubtful  authbrity. 
&  B.  422,  445 ;  Von  Straubenxee  v.  Monck,  8  As  to  what  amounts  to  a  sufficient  reference 
Swab.  &  T.  6. 12;  Smart  v.  Pmjean,  6  Ves.  and  act  to  incorporate  an  existing  unattested 
665;  Chambers  v.  McDaniel,  6  Ired.  226;  instrument  Into  a  will,  see  In  re  Gill,  L. 
Johnson  v.  Clarkson,  3  Rich.  Eq.  805;  Ton-  R.  2  P.  &  D.  6;  In  re  Mercer,  id.  91; 
nele 9.  Hall, 4  Comst.  145; Thayer V.  Welling-  Pollock  v.  Glassell,  2  Gratt.  439;  Biiley  «. 
ton,  9  Allen,  288.  Bailey,  7  Jones  44 ;  Zimmerman  v,  Zimmer- 
Itis  held,  accordingly,  that  a  testator  cannot  man, '23  Penn.  St.  375.  And  see  Grabill  v. 
by  will  reserve  a  power  to  diiipose  of  an  estate  Barr,  5  Penn.  St.  441 ;  WikofTs  Appeal,  15 
at  a  future  time  by  an  instrument  not  executed  Penn.  St  281;  Croeby  v.  Mason,  32  Conn. 
as  required  by  the  statute,  so  that  it  may  take  482.  As  to  how  &r  tlie  document  (sufficient- 
effect  under  his  will.  Thayer  v.  Wellington,  ly)  referred  to  is  incorporated  into  the  will, 
9  Allen,  283:  Langdon  v.  Astor,  8  Duer,477;  see  Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  N.  T.  140,  144:  Fe»ler 
f.  e.  16  N.  T.  9;  Thompson  v.  Quimby,  2  v.  Simpson,  58  Ind.  83.  The  case  of  Thomp- 
Bradf.  449.  The  reason  tor  this  is,  not  that  son  v.  Quimby,  2  Bradf.  449,  which  declares 
there  may  not  be  a  sufficient  reference  to  the  that  reference  can  be  made  only  for  the  pur- 
instrument  to  be  executed  to  identify  it,  but  pose  of  description,  is  opposed  to  the  authori- 
that  an  attempt  is  virtually  made  by  the  tes-  ties,  and  is  expressly  denied  in  Fesler  v. 
tator  to  express  what  his  wiU  shall  *be  in  the  Simpson,  supra. 
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claim  to  be  received  as  part  of  the  will,  not  on  its  own  independent 
efficacy,  but  on  the  fact  of  its  adoption  bj  the  attested  will. 

But  whatever  be  the  precise  nature  of  the  document  referred  to, 
it  must  be  clearly  identified  as  the  instrument  to  which  the  will 

points  (A;).  Two  things  are  necessary:  first,  that  the 
SS^i!!;!!!f     will  should  refer  to  some  document  as  then  in  exist- 

ence  (/)  ;  secondly,  proof  that  the  document  propounded 
for  probate  was,  in  fact,  written  before  the  will  was  made,  and  was 
identical  with  that  referred  to  in  the  will. 

i.  As  to  the  first  point,  a  clause  which  ''ratifies  and  confirms  a 
deed,  dated,  &c.,  and  made  between,  &c.,"  answers  this  requirement 

and  incorporates  the  deed  (m).   But  there  should  be  no 

fifer  to  r"**     ambiguity.     A  reference  to  a  document  as  "  made  or  to 

docmnentu      \yQ  made ''  gives  strong  ground  for  concluding  that  the 

en  exisung.     ^Q^^ment  j^gd  not  already  been  made  (n).   So  a  reference 

to  persons  or  things  ''  hereinafter  named ''  (o),  or  to  ''  the  annexed 

schedule  "  ( j>),  is  not  so  clear  a  reference  to  any  document  as  then 

existing  as  to  incorporate  writings  that  follow  the  signature  of  the 

testator  and  of  the  witnesses,  although  it  be  proved  that,  in  fact,  such 

writings  were  in  existence  before  the  will  was  executed ;  much  less  if 

the  evidence  on  this  last  point  is  hesitating  (q).    But  although 

[*100]  the  *  document  was  written  after  the  execution  of  the  will, 

it  may  be  incorporated  if  the  testator  afterwards  executes  a 

codicil,  for  the  codicil  republishes  the  will,  and  makes  the  will  speak 

from  the  date  of  the  codicil  (r).    The  will  must  be  so  worded-- that, 

so  speaking,  it  shall  refer  to  the  document  as  then  existing  (a). 

ii.  With  regard  to  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove 
ment^refened  ^^^^  *^®  document  propounded  for  probate  was  in  exist- 
to  must  be  encc  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  that  it  is  the  same  as 
•5rt«d!u  tSr  ^^t  which  is  referred  to  therein ;  if  the  reference  is  dis- 
(Ute  of  the        tinct,  e.  g.  to  date,  heading,  and  other  particulars,  and  if 

the  document  propounded  agrees  in  these  particulars 

(h)  See  Dillon  o.  Harris.  4  BIIkIi,  N.  S.  899. 

(0  Van  Straubenzee  v.  Monck,  3  Sir.  &  Tr.  6,  82  L.  J.,  Prob.  21 ;  Re  Sunderiand,  L.  R^ 
1  P.  &  D.  108;  Re  Pascall,  id.  606;  Symes  v.  Applebee,  67  L.  T.  699;  Re  Barber,  W.  N. 
1879,  p.  141. 

(m)  Sheldon  v.  Sheldon,  1  Rob.  81,  8  No.  Cas.  264,  8  Jar.  877;  Biszjr  v.  Flight,  8  Ch.  D. 
269.  But  see  Re  Hubbard,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  63,  and  qu.;  but  as  the  deed  ruerred  to  was 
yalid  per  se,  its  rejection  from  the  probate  seems  to  have  been  immaterial. 

(n)  Re  Skair,  6  No.  Cas.  67 ;  Re  Astell,  id.  489,  n.  See  also  Re  Hakewill,  1  Deane,  14, 2 
Jur.  N.  S.  168;  and  Re  Countess  of  Pembroke,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  260, 1  Deane,  182,  2  Jur.  N  S. 
626,  is_perhaps  referable  to  this  ground. 

(o)  Re  Watkins,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  19;  Re  Brewis,  83  L.  J.  Prob.  124;  Re  Dallow,  L.  R., 
1  P.  &  D.  189. 

(p)  Singleton  «.  Tomlinson,  8  App.  Ca.  413,  414,  per  Lord  Caims.  Moreover  the  sche- 
dule was  not  annexed  but  indorsed  (being  on  the  fourth  side  of  a  sheet  of  paper  on  which  the 
will  was  written),  a  discrepancy  pointed  out  bj  Lord  Blackburn,  id.  426.  But  ai  to  this  see 
Be  Ash,  1  Deane,  14, 2  Jur.  N.  S.  626. 

(q)  Ante,  note  (p). 

(r)  Re  Hunt,  2  Bob.  622  ;  Re  Truro,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  201.  See  also  Re  ICacgregor,  60 
L.  T.  840.  In  Re  Daniell,  8  P.  D.  14,  a  codicil,  referring  onlj  to  one  gift  as  being  con- 
tained in  an  unattested  list  not  referred  to  in  the  will,  nor  apparently  in  existence  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  was  held  to  incorporate  the  whole  list 

M  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  204. 
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with  the  description  contained  in  the  will,  its  previous  existence  and 
identity  will,  in  the  absence  of  circumstances  or  evidence  tending  to 
a  contrary  conclusion,  be  assumed  {t).  Where  the  reference  is  less 
distinct,  yet  if  it  be  in  terms  sufficiently  definite  to  render  it  capable 
of  identification,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible,  together  with  such 
internal  evidence  as  may  be  found  in  the  document  itself,  to  supply 
the  necessary  proof. 

Thus,  in  Allen  v.  Maddock  (u),  an  unexecuted  will  was  held  to 
have  been  incorporated  in  a  duly  executed  codicil  by  the  heading : 
''This  is  a  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament,"  no  other  document 
having  been  found  to  answer  to  the  reference.  And  where  a  docu* 
ment  headed  ''Instructions  for  the  will  of  J.  Wood,"  disposed  of  the 
residue  "  in  such  manner  as  I  shall  direct  by  my  will  to  be  indorsed 
hereon,"  and  the  testator  afterwards  made  a  will,  which,  though  not 
indorsed  on  the  "  instructions,"  was  expressed  to  be  made  in  "  pur- 
suance of  the  instructions  for  his  will,"  no  other  instructions  being 
found;  it  was  held  that  the  "instructions"  in  question  were  incorpo- 
rated in  the  will  (x).  The  evidence  in  the  latter  case  was  cer- 
tainly slight  *  It  is  a  circumstance  frequently  relied  on  that  [*101] 
the  document  proposed  for  probate  was  shown  to  some  person 
before  execution  of  the  will,  as  the  paper  therein  referred  to  (y). 

Although  an  incorporated  document  is  entitled  to  probate  —  i.  e.  to 
be  set  out  at  length  therein  —  there  is  no  necessity  for  so  proving  it 
in  order  to  bring  it  within  the  cognizance  of  the  Court  of   p^. 
Construction ;  for  if  it  is  not  proved,  the  Court  will  look   incorporated 
at  the  original  document   Thus,  in  Bizzey  v.  Pliglit(af)  ,     <*«^nm«nt»» 
wher^  A.  made  a  voluntary  settlement  which,  as  to  certain  bank 
shares  and   mortgages,    was    incomplete,   so  that  the  _notnece 
shares  still  belonged  to  A.  at  her  death,  and  she  by  will   sar^,  to  pre 
"  confirmed  the  settlement,  dated,"  &c.,  the  settlement  Sr'coSrt'Sf  ^ 
was  not  proved.    Sir  C.  Hall,  V.-C,  said :  "  If  a  will  con-  Conatrnction. 
firms  an  instrument  which  is  sufficiently  identified,  and  probate  passes 
leaving  in  the  clause  containing  the  confirmation,  the  instrument 
must,  I  consider,  be  had  regard  to  as  if  it  were  set  out  in  the  pro- 

(fl  Sweta  V.  Pidsley,  6  No.  Gis.  190. 

(«)  11  Moore,  P.  Cf.  C.  427.  See  also  on  the  point  that  the  document  mnst  be  efficiently 
identified,  Re  Countess  of  Durham,  3  Curt.  57,  1  No.  Cas.  365,  6  Jur.  176;  Re  Pewtner,  4 
No.  Cas.  479;  Re  Darbr,  id.  427, 10  Jar.  164;  Jorden  v.  Joiden,  2  No.  Cas.  388;  Re  Dickens, 
8  Curt.  60,  1  No.  Cas.  898:  Re  Atmosnino,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  508.  29  L.  J  Prob.  46 ;  Re  WiHc«ford, 
3  CorL  77,  1  No.  Cas.  404;  Re  Bacon,  3  No.  Cas.  644;  Re  Mercer.  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  91 ;  Re 
Greves,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  250,28  L.  J.  Prob.  18 (where  the  evidence  of  identity  failed);  but  see  Re 
Edwards,  6  No.  Cas.  306:  Collier  «.  Langebear,  1  No.  Cas.  369.  Re  Sotheron,  2  Curt.  831, 
1  No.  Cas.  73,  would  not  now  be  followed.  See  several  of  these  cases  considered  in  Bvth.  & 
Jarm.  Conv.  (4th  ed.  by  Robbins)  vol.  vii.,  pp.  539  et  seq. 

{»)  Wood  V.  (Soodlake,  4  Monthly  Law  Ma^.  155, 1  No.  Cas.  144.  Compare  Re  Pascal!, 
L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  606;  Re  Gill,  L.  R..  2  P.  &  D.  6. 

(y)  Re  Smartt,  4  No.  Cas.  38;  Re  Bacon.  3  No.  Cas.  644. 

(s)  3  Ch.  D.  289.  The  trusts  that  were  invalid  under  the  settlement  beinf?  incorporated  in 
and  made  part  of  the  will,  assamed  the  testamentary  character  in  all  respecu,  and  became 
subject  to  ademption,  &c 
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bate."  He  held  that  the  effect  was  as  if  the  testatrix  bad  declared 
<^  that  the  shares  specified  in  the  settlement  should  be  held  on  the 
following  trusts,"  and  had  then  set  out  the  trusts.  So  in  Quihampton 
t;.  Groing  (a),  where  a  testator  referred  to  certain  entries  he  had 
made  in  his  ledger,  as  explaining  his  will,  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  E.,  held 
that  the  ledger  was  incorporated  with  the  will,  and,  though  not  ad- 
mitted to  probate,  could  be  looked  at  by  a  Court  of  Construction,  and 
that  the  entries  therein  were  for  the  purposes  of  distribution  of  the 
estate  conclusive  —  i.  e.  the  M.  R.  treated  them  as  part  of  the  will, 
and  not  merely  as  evidence.  These  cases  remove  the  doubt  regarding 
the  competence  of  the  Court  of  Construction  expressed  by  Dr.  Lush- 

ington  in  Sheldon  v.  Sheldon  (6).] 
[*102]        *  Cases  in  which  there  is  reference  to  an  existing  paper,  it 

is  obvious,  stand  upon  quite  a  different  footing  from  those  in 

which  a  testator  (as  often  occurred  under  the  old  law)  attempts  to 

create,  by  a  will  duly  attested,  a  power  to  dispose  by  a 

TMUtor  can-     future  unattested  codicil.    To  allow  such  a  codicil  to 

not  by  Q18 

will  empoirer     bccome  Supplementary  to  the  contents  of  the  will  itself, 
pofl«by  an^""    would,  it  is  obvious,  tend  to  introduce  all  the  evils  against 
unattested         which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  directed,  and,  indeed, 
^^  *  give  to  the  will  an  operation  in  the  testator's  lifetime, 

contrary  to  the  fundamental  law  of  the  instrument.  Accordingly, 
where  a  testator  by  a  will,  attested  by  three  witnesses,  devised  his 
real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  (subject  to  certain  limitations 
thereby  created)  to  convey  the  same  to  such  persons  and  for  such 
estates  as  he  by  deed  or  will,  attested  by  two  witnesses,  should  ap- 
point ;  and  the  testator,  professing  to  exercise  this  assumed  power, 
executed  an  instrument  attested  by  two  witnesses,  which  he  styled  a 
deed-poll,  and  thereby  carried  on  the  series  of  limitations  commenced 
in  his  will ;  it  was  decided,  after  much  consideration,  that  this  in- 
strument operated  as  a  codicil  to  the  will,  and,  consequently,  was  in- 
capable of  affecting  the  freehold  lands,  for  want  of  an  attestation  by 

(a)  W.  N.  1876,  p.  S09.  See  aNo  Singleton  «.  Tomlinson,  8  App.  Ca.  404,  where  probate 
had  oeen  rtfuitd;  bnt  this  was  not  relied  on. 

(6)  1  Rob.  81,  3  No.  Cas.  254,  8  Jur.  877.  Bnt  as  the  regular  practice  of  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate is  to  require  every  paper  entitled  to  probate  to  be  proved,  and  the  original  (Be  Pewtner, 
4  No.  Cas.  479),  or  if  it  cannot  be  procured,  an  authenticated  copy  (Re  Dickens,  Curt.  60,  1 
No.  Cas.  398;  Re  Howden,  43  L.  J.,  Prob.  26),  to  be  deposited,  it  is  inexpedient  to  declare 
trusts  of  personalty  by  reference  to  another  instrument.  And  although  where  a  paper  is 
in  the  hands  of  strangers  who  refuse  even  to  produce  it  (Re  Battersbee,  2  Rob.  439;  Be  Silv 
thorp,  L.  R.,  1  P.  D.  106)  the  rule  is  wholly  dispensed  with;  and  where  the  paper  is  of 
excessive  length  probate  ha.<«  been  granted  omitting  the  whole  (Re  Marquis  of  Lansdowne, 
3  Sw.  &Tr.  194,  32  L.  J.,  Prob.  124;  Ke  Dundas,  32  L.  J.,  Prob.  166),  or  the  immaterial  parts 
(Re  Countess  of  Limerick,  2  Rob.  313),  showing  that  the  question  is  one  of  convenience; 
yet  it  appears  by  the  foregoing  cases  that  special  application  is  generally  necessary  to  procure 
a  relaxation  of  the  rule. 

Th^  question  of  including  documents  in  the  probate  often  arises  where  a  testator  has 
made  distinct  wills,  one  of  property  here,  another  of  property  abroad.  Generall  v  the  former 
onlv  need  be  proved  here,  Ke  Astor,  1  P.  D.  150;  Re  Callaway,  15  P.  D.  147;  Re  De  la 
Rue,  15  P.  D.  185;  Re  Seaman  (1891),  P.  253.    But  if  one  confirms  the  other  so  as  to  incor- 

Krate  it,  both  wiU  be  included,  Re  Harris,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.83:  Re  Howden,  48  L.  J., 
ob.  26. 
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three  witnesses  (c).  So,  conversely,  a  parol  agreement,  not  executed 
as  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  to  devise  an  estate^  cannot  be 
specifically  enforced  against  the  heir  (d). 

In  Stubbs  V.  Sargon  (e)  it  was  contended,  that  on  the    ^^y^^  ^^ 
same  principle  a  devise  of  realty  to  "  the  persons  who    Sancon. 
shall  be  in  co-partnership  with  me  at  the  time  of  my  de-  McertSned  by. 
cease,  or  to  whom  I  shall  have  disposed  of  my  business,''   '^ture  ©vent 
was  void,  as  leaving  it  for  the  testator  by  some  further 
act  not  authorized  by  the  *  Statute  of  Frauds,  to  select  the  [*103] 
devisee.    But  Lord  Langdale,  and  on  appeal  Lord  Cottenham, 
held  the  devise  good.     Lord  Cottenham  said  that  Habergham  v,  Vin- 
cent (/)  was  different,  because  there  was  in  that  case  no  disposition 
of  the  property,  but  only  a  power  for  the  testator  himself  to  dispose 
of  it  by  instrument  not  attested  according  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds ; 
but  that  here  the  disposition  was  complete.   That  the  devisee,  indeed^ 
was  to  be  ascertained  by  a  description  contained  in  the  will,  but  that 
such  was  the  case  with  many  unquestionable  devisees  where  the  de- 
visees were  to  be  ascertained  by  future  natural  events,  —  e.  g.  devises 
to  a  second  or  third  son,  or  by  the  act  of  a  third  person,  —  e.  g.  where 
a  father  having  two  sons  devises  to  such  one  of  them  as  should  not 
become  entitled  to  an  estate  from  a  third  person.    In  the  latter  case, 
the  act  of  a  third  person  determined  who  should  take  the  father's 
estate.     But  the  act  was  not  testamerUary  ;  if  it  was,  one  man  would 
be  making  another  man's  will.    And  if  not  testamentary  when  done 
by  a  third  person,  it  could  not  be  so  when  done  by  the  testator  him- 
self;  otherwise  a  testator  could  not  devise  to  such  person  as,  at  his 
death,  should  be  his  wife  or  servant.     And  Lord  Langdale  said,  if 
the  description  was  such  as  to  distinguish  the  devisee  from  every 
other  person,   it  was  sufficient  without  entering  into  the  question 
whether  the  description  was  acquired  by  the  devisee  after  the  date 
of  the  will,  or  by  the  testator's  own  act  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
affairs,  or  in  the  management  of  his  property. 

The  question  is,  therefore.  Is  the  supplementary  act   r^j^^  ^^  ^^^ 
testamentary  ?    If  it  is,  the  devise  is  void ;  if  it  is  not,   not  be  testa- 
then,  although  it  is  the  sole  act  of  the  testator,  the  de-  "'^^^^'y- 
vise  is  good. 

(c)  Haberig^hara  v,  Yincent,  S  Vea.  Jr.  904,  4  B.  C.  C.  86S;  Ro«e  v.  Cnnvnghame,  12  Vea. 
39;  Wilkinson  v.  Adam,  1  V.  &  B.  422;  Whvtall  9.  Kav,  2  Mv.  and  K.  765:  Countess  Fer- 
raris ».  Haraais  of  Hertford,  3  Curt.  468,  7  Jur.  262,  2  No.  Oas.  230;  Bricres  «.  Penny,  3 
De  6.  &  3.  546;  Johnson  tf.  BaU,  5  De  G.  &  3.  89.  See  also  Re  Boyes,  Boyes  v.  Carritt,  26 
Ch.  D.  at  p.  536.  These  cases  are  to  be  distin(;nished  from  Smith  v.  Atteraoll.  1  Russ.  266, 
where  the  paper  was  signed  by  the  tnuteet,  and  operated  as  an  admission  of  the  trantfl.  As 
to  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  prove  a  tmst,  see  post,  Chap.  Xlll.  In  Metham  v, 
Doke  of  Devon,  1  P.  W.  630,  a  testator  airected  bis  executors  to  pav  a  snm  of  monev  as  he 
should  by  deed  appoint;  and  subsequently,  by  a  deed  referring  to  the  will,  he  made' an  ap- 
pointment, which  the  Court  held  to  be  valid,  on  the  frround  that  the  deed  was  a  part  of  the 
will,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  codicil.  The  report  does  not  state  whether  the  deed  was  ad- 
mitted to  probate,  as  of  course  it  ought  to  have  been. 

(<f)  Maddisnn  v.  AMerson,  L.  R.,  8  App.  Ca.  467. 

(e)  2  Keen,  255,  3  My.  &  C.  607. 

If)  2  Ves.  Jr.  204. 


186 


EXECUTION  AND  ATTESTATION  OF  WILLS.  [CH.  VI. 


22^Snof  ^V- —  D«t*otive  Bxaontton  suppUed   by    Reference, 

codicil  applies     •«preee  or  implied.  —  It  remains  to  be  considered  in 
tojrevious        what  cases  a  codicil  duly  attested  communicates  the  effi- 
cacy of  its  attestation  to  an  unattested  will  or  previous 
Before  the         codicil,  SO  as  to  render  effectual  any  devise  or  bequest 
^y  Vict.         which  may  be  contained  in  such  prior  unattested  instru- 
ment*    It  was  repeatedly  decided,  in  cases  not  affect- 
ed by  Stat.  1  Vict  c.  26,  where  the  several  attested  and  unattested 
instruments  were  written  on  the  same  paper,  that  the  lat- 
[*104]  ter  were  rendered  valid  (g).     In  these  cases  the  ♦  attested 
codicil  referred  to  the  unattested  document,  but  this  was  not 
essential  where  both  were  written  on  the  same  sheet  of  paper  (h). 

The  result  would  have  been  the  same  if  the  unattested  will  and  the 
attested  codicil  had  been  detached ; "  the  only  effect  of  their  being 

Remarks  upon  ^^^^  ^  *^®  ^^^^  P^'P^*'  ^^^^  ^  reader  unnecessary 
the  preceding  any  express  reference  to  the  unattested  document  for  the 
*^'^-  purpose  of  identifying  it     The  observations  which  fell 

from  the  Court  of  K.  B.  in  Utterton  v.  Robins  (i)  indicate  a  strong 
inclination  in  that  Court  to  this  opinion.  And  the  point  is  not  now 
open  to  question.  Thus  in  Aaron  v.  Aaron  (k),  a  testator  made  a 
will  and  two  codicils,  each  on  a  separate  paper ;  the  first  codicil  was 
unattested :  by  the  second  the  testator  recited  his  will,  dated  &c.,  and 
a  codicil  annexed  thereto  and  dated  &c.,  and  described  it  as  a  second 
codicil  to  his  said  will :  this  codicil  was  duly  attested,  and  it  was 
held  by  Sir  K  Bruce,  V.-C.,  that  the  first  codicil  was  set  up  by  the 
second.  It  could  make  no  difference,  he  observed,  whether  the 
codicil  was  written  on  the  same  paper  as  the  will  or  not ;  a  codicil 
was  referred  to,  and  there  was  no  dispute  what  the  instrument 
was. 

(g)  De  Bathe  v.  Lord  Fingall,  16  Vea.  167;  Carleton  r.  Griffin,  1  Burr.  549;  Doe  d.  Wil- 
hams  V.  Evans.  1  Cr.  &  Mees.  42,  3  Tyr.  66.  TTiese  cases  are  sUted  and  discussed  in  the 
4th  Edition  of  this  Work,  Vol.  I.  p.  114. 

(h)  Guest  V.  Willasej,  12  J.  B.  Moo.  2,  3  Blng.  614. 

(i)  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  423,  2  Nev.  &  M.  821. 

(k)  3  De  G.  &  S.  476.  See  also  Allen  v.  Maddock,  11  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  427,  stated  post 
p.  107.]  *^    ^ 

• 

1  A  codicil  execnted  according  to  the  law  snch  inflaence.    O'Neall  v.  Fair,  1  Rich.  80. 

may  be  a  republication  of  a  will,  so  as  to  give  The  effect  of  a  codicil,  ratifying,  confirming, 

effect  to  a  devise  otherwise  void,  on  account  and  republishing  a  will,  is  to  give  the  same 

of  the  devisee  beinga  witness  to  the  original  force  to  the  will,  as  if  it  had  been  written, 

will.    Mooers  «.  White,  6  .lohns.  Ch.  374,  executed,  and  published,  at  the  date  of  the 

375.    In   this  case  the  codicil  was  indorsed  codicil.     Brimmer  v.  Sohier,  1  Cush.  118; 

and  written  on  the  back  of  the  original  will,  Armstrong  9.  Armstrong.  14  B.  Mon.  833; 

and  by  the  codicil  the  testator  "approved.  B<»all  v.  Cunningham,  3  B.  Mon.  390.    See 

ratified  and  confirmed  the  former  last  will  Tan  CoHlandt  v  Kip,  1  Hill,  690;  Johnson 

and  tAstament,  except  so  far  as  the  same  was  r.  Clarkson.  3  Rich.  Eq.  805.     Hence   the 

ther(>hy  altered:*' and  he  declannl  the  codicil  attestation  of  a  codicil  is  an   attestation  of 

*'to  be  part  and  parcel  of  his  last  will  and  the  will  annexed  or  sufficiently  referred  to. 

testament,  within  written."  Brown  i».  Clark,  77  N.  T.  869.  ' 

A  will  expcnted  under  undue  influence  may        *  Harvv  v.  Chouteau,  14  Mo.  687;  In  re 

be  republished  and  confirmed  by  a  codiHI  exe-  Smith,  2  Curtii,  796. 
euted  afterwards,  when  the  testator  is  free  from 
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It  should  seem,  however,  that  where  the  attested  codi-  Where  an 
oil  is  detached  from  and  does  not  refer  to  the  unattested  ^fers  to  Uie^ 
will  or  previous  codicil,  it  will  not  have  the  effect  of  ''"[j**"^,^*.^ 
curing  the  defective  execution  of  such  prior  testamentary   tested  oo<iicii. 
document. 

Thus,  in  Utterton  v.  Bobins  (Q,  where  a  testator,  .by  several  unwit- 
nessed memoranda,  subsequent  to  his  will,  which  was  duly  attested, 
left  a  freehold  house,  which,  among  other  estates,  he  had  acquired 
since  the  date  of  the  will,  to  his  daughter,  and  afterwards  made  the 
following  codicil,  which  was  duly  attested :  —  "I  make  this  a  further 
codicil  to  my  wiU,  which  bears  date  12th  Sep.,  1823 ;  I  give  and  de- 
vise all  real  estates,  purchased  by  me  since  the  execution  of  my  said 
will,  to  the  trustees  therein  named,  their  heirs,  &c.,  to  the  uses  and 
upon  the  trusts  therein  expressed  concerning  the  residue  of  my  real 
estates ; "  it  was  certified  on  a  case  from  Chancery,  that  the  house 
passed  to  the  trustees  and  not  to  the  daugbter. 

In  this  case  the  language  of  the  second  codicil  seemed  to  repel  the 
supposition,  that  the  testator  intended' the  estates  purchased 
♦  since  the  execution  of  the  will  to  pass  by  the  prior  codicil  [♦105] 
unless,  indeed,  when  he  speaks  of  his  '<  will,"  he  is  to  be  un- 
derstood (m)  as  referring  to  all  the  prior  testamentary  documents, 
including  the  unattested  codicil,  according  to  the  principle  laid  down 
by  Sir  L.  Shadwell  in  Gordon  v.  Lord  Eeay  (n),  where  a  y^^^^^^  ^^ 
testator,  by  a  second  codicil  (which  was  duly  attested)^   **  will  "in- 
after  reciting  his  will  (which  was  also  duly  attested)  by   ^"^w  a^^ii 
date,  expressly  confirmed  all  his  provisions  and  bequests 
in  it  in  favor  of  a  certain  individual :  and  the  V.-G.  was  of  opinion 
that  this  confirmation  had  the  effect  of  entitling  her  to  the  benefit  of 
a  charge  created  on  his  freehold  estates,  by  a  prior  unattested  codicil, 
on  the  ground  that  the  second  codicil  amounted  to  a  republication  (o) 
of  the  first     ''  The  first  codicil,"  he  said,  <'  is  part  of  the  will,  and  if 
the  second  codicil  is  a  republication  of  the  will,  it  is  a  republication 
of  everything  that  is  part  of  the  will.    The  second  codicil  does  refer 
to  the  will;  it  ratifies  and  confirms  the  will  and  everything  that  is 
part  of  it." 

But  this  decision  has  been  questioned.  '^  It  may  well  be,"  said  Sir 
O.  Jessel,  in  Burton  i;.  Newbery  (p),  '^that  where  you  describe  a  will 

(i)  1  Ad.  &  EIL  428,  3  Nov.  &  M.  821. 

(fli)  Not  that  he  was  in  fact  bo  understood;  the  Gonrt  showed  not  obscarely  that  it 
thought  there  was  no  sufficient  reference  to  the  will.  Besides,  the  testator  had  not  par* 
chased  any  real  estate  since  the  execution  of  his  **  will  '*  in  the  wider  sense. 

(is)  5  Sim.  274;  see  also  Crosbie  v.  Bfaodooal,  4  Ves.  610;  Farier  9.  St.  Catherine's  Col> 
lege,  L.  R.,  16  Ea.  19 ;  Green  r.  Tribe,  9  Ch.  D.  231;  all  referred  to  post,  Chap.  YII.  ad  fin., 
where  the  comprehensiyeness  of  the  word  '*  will "  is  considered  with  reference  to  the  subject 
of  revocation  and  rerival.  In  Green  v.  Tribe,  Fry,  J.,  points  ont  the  distinction  between 
cases  where  the  narrower  sense  would  operate  to  revoke  a  clear  gift  contained  in  a  preyious 
valid  codicil,  and  where  it  ontjr  fails  to  set  up  a  previous  invalid  codicil. 

(o)  As  to  republication,  see  post.  Chap.  YIII. 

(p)  1  Ch.  D.  284,  240;  Gordon  9,  Lord  Reaj  was  treated  as  an  anthority  (together  with 
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generally  without  date,  and  saj,  ^I  confirm  my  will/  you  might  in- 
terpret the  word  <  will'  as  including  the  whole  of  the  testamentary 
disposition  (q) ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  that  was  not  the  case  in 
Grordon  i;.  Lord  Beay.  .  .  .  The  only  reference  was  to  a  wiU 
bearing  date  a  certain  day,  that  is,  as  I  understand  it,  to  a  described 
instrument,  which  excludes  instruments  of  subsequent  date."  On 
this  principle  in  Burton  v,  Newbery,  where  a  testator  made  his  will, 
and  then  made  a  codicil  which  was  attested  by  A.  and  B.,  who  took 
benefits  under  the  codicil,  and  afterwards  made  another  codicil  "  to 
his  last  will,  dated,"  &c.,  which  was  duly  attested,  but  did  not 
[*106]  refer  to  the  *  prior  codicil  (all  these  instruments  being  on  sep- 
arate papers),  it  was  held  by  the  M.  B.  that  the  second  codicil 
did  not  republish  the  first,  and,  consequently,  that  the  gifts  to  A.  and 
B.  under  the  first  codicil  failed.  But  this  strictness  of  interpretation 
may  be  excluded  by  the  context.  Thus  in  Aaron  v.  Aaron  (r),  where 
the  second  codicil  referred  specifically  to  the  will  and  first  codicil  each 
by  its  date,  and  then  confirmed  the  will  only,  it  was  argued  that  this 
indicated  a  clear  intention  to  confirm  the  will  exclusively,  and  the  V.-G. 
admitted  that  the  argument  was  apposite ;  but  referring  to  the  other 
terms  of  the  codicils,  he  said  the  intention  of  the  second  codicil,  as 
collected  from  the  whole  of  it,  was  to  confirm  the  first  codicil.  It  was 
indeed  obvious  that  the  testator  intended  to  leave  two  codicils. 

Since  the  stat  1  Vict.  c.  26,  there  is  this  further  reason  against  ap- 
plying Gordon  v.  Lord  Beay  as  an  authority  for  holding  an  unattested 
A  codicil  not  paper  to  be  included  under  a  reference  to  the  "will;" 
duly  attested  namely,  that  such  a  paper  is  not  now,  as  it  formerly  was, 
IncludedTn  admissible  to  probate,  and  cannot  properly  be  regarded 
t**®'®™"^**"  as  part  of  the  will  or  as  a  codicil  to  it.  If  therefore  a 
there  are  duly    testator  makes  several  codicils,  some  of  which  are,  but 

*n**t!r*u^"  o*^®™  *^  ^o*>  ^^7  attested,  a  subsequent  codicil 
its  strict  confirming  "his  will  and  codicils"  confirms  only  the 

meaning.  ^^y  attested  codicils. 

This  point  was  determined  in  Groker  t;.  Marquis  of  Hertford  (s). 
Dr.  Lushington  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council,  and 
CaseotCroker  said,  that  "the  Strict  and  primary  sense  of  the  word 
V.Hertford.  < codicil '  was  a  testamentary  instrument  which  would, 
per  se,  become  valid  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  testator ;  that 
the  words  of  the  codicil  in  the  case  before  him,  when  so  interpreted, 
were  sensible  with  reference  to  extrinsic  circumstances;  for  there 
were  codicils  duly  executed  so  as  to  come  within  the  strict  and  pri- 

Doe  9.  Evans)  by  K.  Brace,  y.-C.,  in  Aaron  v.  Aaron.  See  also  Radbom  «.  Jervis,  8  Bear. 
4IS0. 

(q)  See  Piggott  v.  Wilder,  36  Bear.  90,  where  the  reference  was  to  the  will  of  another  per- 
son. See  also  Fuller  v.  Hooper,  9  Ves.  242;  Jauncej  v,  Att.-Gen.,  3  GifF.  908,  where  the 
question  was  whether  **  legacies  herein  mentioned  "  included  legacies  given  by  codicil. 

(r)  3  I>e  G.  &  S.  475,  sUted  above,  p.  104. 

{$)  4  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  339,  8  Jur.  863,  8  No.  Cas.  150,  affirming  «.  e.  (nom.  Countess  Fer* 
raris  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford),  3  Curt  468,  7  Jar.  961, 9  No.  Cas.  980. 
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mary  sense;  therefore,  according  to  the  rule  of  construction  stated 
by  Mr.  Wigrain  (t),  however  capable  the  words  might  be  of  another 
and  popular  interpretation,  or  however  strong  the  inten-   yor  in  the 
tion  of  the  testator,  the  strict  and  primary  sense  must  be  **™  "  ^*'«" 
adhered  to.''    On  the  same  principle,  Sir  H.  J.  Fust  held  (u),  that 
codicils  not  duly  attested,  though  written  on  the  same  paper  as  the 
will,  were  not  ratified  by  a  codicil  of  subsequent  date  which 
referred  only  to  the  wilL    But,  as  was  implied  in  ♦  the  reasons  [*107] 
given  for  those  decisions,  the  case  is  different  where  there  is 
no  instrument  which  satisfies  the  strict  meaning  of  the  words  of 
reference.     Another  rule  of  construction  stated  by  the   a  different 
same  learned  writer  («)  then  prevails.    For  where  there   JJ^ereThere^is 
is  nothing  in  the  context  of  a  will  to  make  it  apparent  no  duly  at- 
that  a  testator  has  used  words  in  any  other  than  their   ^^  wxlicil ; 
strict  and  primary  sense,  but  his  words,  so  interpreted,  are  insensible 
with  reference  to  extrinsic  circumstances,  the  court  may  look  into  the 
extrinsic  circumstances  to  see  whether  the  meaning  of  the  words  be 
sensible  in  any  popular  or  secondary  sense,  of  which  with  reference 
to  these  circumstances  they  are  capable.    Accordingly,  in  Ingoldby  t^. 
Ingoldby  (y),  where  there  was  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  codicil,  and 
subsequently  the  testator  duly  executed  a  codicil  not  referring  to  the 
paper,  except  by  being  called  *^  another  codicil  to  my  will,"  Sir  H.  J. 
Fust  held  that  the  first  paper,  purporting  to  be  a  codicil,  was  thereby 
rendered  valid,  and  he  distinguished  the  case  from  Groker  v.  Marquis 
of  Hertford,  on  the  ground  that  there  were  not,  as  in  that  case,  any 
duly  executed  codicils  to  which  the  last  codicil  could  be  held  to  refer. 
But  it  would  seem  that  the  commencement  of  a  series  of  documents 
with  the  words  «*This  is  a  first,"  "second,"  "third  codicil"  would 
not  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  render  valid  an  intermediate  document 
which  is  not  duly  executed  or  attested  (z). 

In  Allen  v.  Maddock  (a),  the  subject  was  fully  discussed  by  Lord 
Kingsdown.    In  that  case  a  will  was  made  and  signed  in  the  presence 
of  one  witness  only.     Afterward  the  testatrix  made  a  or  duly  at- 
codicil  which  commenced  —  "  This  is'  a  codicil  to  my  last  ^**^  ^^^^ 
will  and  testament,"  and  was  duly  executed.     No  other  will  having 
been  found,  it  was  held  in  P.  C.  upon  parol  evidence  of  the  circum- 
stances, that  the  two  papers,  as  together  containing  the  will  and 
codicil,  were  entitled  to  probate.     From   Lord  Kings-  To  supply 
down's  judgment,  it  is  clear  that  the  question  whether   defect  of 

£     .y  J  execution  the 

an  imperfectly  executed  paper  is  made  effectual  by  a  defective 
later  perfectly  executed  one  depends  on  the  question  mu^JJ^Sf- 
whether  the  earlier  paper  is  incorporated  in  the  later :   oorporated. 

(0  Wigram  on  Wills,  p.  17. 

(«)  Havnes  v.  Hill,  7  No.  Gas.  256, 1  Bob.  795, 18  Jar.  1058. 

ix)  Wtgnm  on  Wills,  Prop.  3. 

(y)  4  No.  Gas.  493. 

(s)  StockU  V.  Pnnshon.  6  P.  D.  9.    See  Re  Heathcota,  id.  80,  83. 

(a)  U  Moo.  P.  a  C.  437,  affinniog  8  Jar.  N.  S.  965. 
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in  other  words,  whether  the  reference  be  such  as,  with  the  assistance 
(if  necessary)  of  parol  evidence  of  the  circumstances^  will  be  sufficient 

to  identify  it.  Difficulties  will  of  course  sometimes  arise 
[*108]  upon  the  e\ridence  (b) ;  *  for  instance,  a  reference  by  a  testator 

to  his  last  will,  or  to  a  first  or  second  codicil,  is  a  reference  in 
its  own  nature  to  one  instrument  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  and 
the  description  identifies  the  instrument ;  but  a  general  reference  to 
codicils,  of  which  there  may  be  several,  is  different,  and  probably  not 
easy  to  render  effectual  by  extrinsic  evidence.  But  where  the  parol 
evidence  sufficiently  proves  that,  in  the  existing  circumstances,  there 
is  no  doubt  as  to  the  instrument,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  admission 
of  the  evidence  that  by  possibility  circumstances  might  have  existed 
in  which  the  instrument  referred  to  could  not  have  been  identified 
In  short,  any  unattested  paper  which  would  have  been  incorporated 
in  an  attested  will  or  codicil  executed  according  to  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  is  now  in  the  same  manner  incorporated  if  the  will  or  codicil 
is  executed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
but  with  this  important  distinction,  that  since  that  act  an  unattested 
codicil  is  not  part  of  the  will  for  any  purpose,  and  consequently  is 
not  incorporated  or  confirmed  by  a  codicil  of  subsequent  date  refer- 
ring only  to  the  will.  The  decision  in  Allen  v.  Haddock  (c)  has  been 
adopted  and  followed  in  the  recent  case  of  Ee  Heathcote  {d). 

The  principle  being  thus  the  same  under  both  statutes,  it  follows 
that,  subject  to  the  distinction  just  noted,  the  circumstance  of  the 
well-executed  instrument  being  written  on  the  same  paper  as  the 
imperfectly  executed  one,  must  still  be  regarded  as  materially  helping 
to  identify  the  latter  as  the  document  referred  to  by  the  former  (e). 
And  a  distinction  may  fairly  be  drawn  between  a  case  where  the  later 
and  well-executed  instrument  contains  a  reference,  more  or  less  par- 
ticular, to  another  document,  and  a  case  where  the  later  and  well- 
executed  instrument  contains  no  express  reference  to  any  other ;  in 
the  latter  case  the  mere  circumstance  of  its  being  on  the  same  paper 
with  others  may  possibly  furnish  ground  for  implying  a  reference  to 
all  the  others,  so  as  to  incorporate  and  set  up  all.  Such  appears  to 
have  been  the  case  in  Guest  v.  Willasey  (/),  where  the  third  codicil 
was  thus  —  '^  I  now  appoint  A.  to  be  my  executor  in  the  room  of  B. 

above  mentioned,  with  full  power  to  act,  &c.  Witness  my 
[*109]  hand."    So,  in  Re  Cattrall  (^),  where,  *  underneath  his  wiU 

a  testator  wrote  and  signed  some  unattested  additions ;  and 
under  these  he  afterwards  wrote  some  further  additions,  which  were 


iS 


iS 


See  Re  Allnutt,  83  L.  J.  Prob.  86. 

See  11  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  456,  461;  and  as  to  incorpoTation,  Bup.  p.  98. 
(rf)  6  P.  D.  80. 

(e)  Re  Terrible,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  140.     In  Re  Smith,  2  Curt.  796, 1  No.  Cas.  1,  and  Re  Clar- 
infirbull,  8  No.  Can.  1,  this  circumstance  existed;  bat  even  without  it  they  are  covered  by 
Allen  V.  Maddock  and  Ingolby  v.  Ingolby,  sup. 
')  2  Bing.  429,  8  Bing.  614. 
jf)  88  L.  J.  Prob.  106. 
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duly  signed  and  attested ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wilde  that  the 
presumption  was  that  this  signature  and  attestation  were  intended  to 
apply,  and  that  they  gave  effect,  to  all  that  went  before.  But  this 
presumption  is  rebutted  by  an  express  reference  of  narrower  scope. 
Thus,  a  reference  to  the  **  will "  does  not  set  up  an  unattested  writing, 
though  all  three  are  on  the  same  paper,  the  unattested  writing,  as  we 
have  seen,  not  being  a  part  of  the  will  (A). 

An  unexecuted  alteration  in  a  will  is  not  rendered  valid  by  a 
codicil  ratifying  and  confirming  the  will,  unless  in  such 
codicil  the  alteration  be  specially  referred  to  (t),  or  un-  SraSns^when 
less  it  be  proved  afSrmatively  by  extrinsic  evidence,  rendered  valid 
that  the  alteration  was  made  before  the  codicil  (k)  ;  and  ^^o^*'*'"' 
even  then,  if  it  appear  to  be  deliberative  only,  it  will 
not  be  induded  in  the  probate  (t), 

(k)  B«  Willmott,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  86:  B«  Peach,  id.  88.  See  also  Haynee  «.  Hill,  1  Rob.  796, 
7  No.  Gas.  858, 18  Jar.  lOM;  Re  Phelps,  6  No.  Gas.  696;  Re  Hutton,  6  No.  Cas.  698. 

(t)  Loshington  9.  Onslow,  6  No.  Cas.  188, 19  Jur.  466.  As  to  presuming  when  alterations 
were  made,  see  Ch.  VII.  s.  6,  p.  117. 

(k)  SeeperSirH.  J.  Fiist,id.;  Re  Tegg,  4No.Cm.  681;  ReWjatt^SSw.  &Tr.494,81 
L.  J.  Prob.  197. 

(0  ReHall,  L.  R.  S  P.  &  D.  866. 
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I.  —  By  Marriage  and  Birth  of  Children,  or  ICarriage  alone,  under 
the  Old  Law.  —  Under  the  law  which  existed  prior  to  the  act  of  1 
Effect  of  mai^  ^^^^  c.  26  (a),  the  marriage  of  a  woman  absolutely  re- 
riace  alone  Toked  her  will,  and  that,  too,  though  her  testamentary 
^in'caseof  a'  <»pacity  was  Subsequently  restored  by  the  event  of 
woman;  her  surviving  her  husband  (b).^    But  a  will  made  by  a 

(a)  For  a  full  discussion  of  the  old  law  as  to  revocation  of  wills,  see  the  4th  Edition  of 
this  work.  Vol.  I.,  pp.  12S  et  seq. 

(b)  Forse  and  Hembling's  Case,  4  Rap.  61,  And.  181 ;  Cotter  v.  Layer,  2  P.  W.  684 ;  Doe  v. 
Suple,  S  T.  R.  696;  see&oHodsden  v.  Lloyd,  8  B.  C  C  538;  Longv.  Aldred,8  Add.  48. 


1  The  camnum4aw  rule,  —  Wbere  the 
rule  has  not  been  affected  by  statute,  mar- 
riage alone,  bv  the  law  in  this  country, 
reTokes  the  will  of  a  woman  made  before  her 
marriage,  in  accordance  with  the  old  Rn«clish 
role.  Cmm  v.  Sawyer,  132  111.  443;  Nutt «. 
Norton,  142  Mass.  842,  245;  Blodgett  «. 
Moore,  141  Mass.  75;  Swan  v.  Hammond. 
188  Mass.  45;  Fidelity  Trust  Co.*s  Appeal, 
181  Penn.  St  1 ;  Morton  v.  Onion.  46  Vt. 
145:  In  re  Ward,  70  Wis.  851.  Indeed  this 
ia  the  rule  by  statute  in  some  of  the  stataa,  as 


will  be  seen,  infra.  The  revocation  hr  the 
marriage  is  entire;  the  instrument  is  no 
longer  a  will  for  any  purpose.  Fidelity 
Trust  Co.'s  Appeal,  supra.  And  it  makes  no 
difference  that  the  woman  mar  not  have 
known  that  marriage  would  revoke  her  will. 
Crum  r.  Sawyer,  supra.  For  the  rule  does 
not  rest  upon  sappoeed  intention.  Brown 
V.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  369.  See  however, 
Miller  v.  Phillips,  9  R.  1. 141,  when  it  is  held 
of  a  woman's,  as  it  had  been  held  of  a  man's 
will,  that  marrlaga  is  only  prssomptive  evi« 
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woman  before  marriage  and  operating  as  an  appointment  nnder  a 
power,  was  not  necessarily  revoked  by  her  marriage  (c) ;  nor  was 

(e)  Logan  v.  Bell,  1  C.  B.  878;  and  compare  Dooglaa  v.  Cooper,  8  My.  &  K.  878. 


deuce  of  reTocatioo,  and  that  the  preaomption 
may  be  rebutted  bjr  oral  declarations  of  the 
tentatriz  after  marriage.  See  also,  Wheeler 
V.  Wheeler,  1  R.  I.  1.  But  statutory  changes 
had  given  married  women  testamentary  capa- 
city at  the  time  of  Miller  r.  Phillips ;  thooKh 
that  woold  be  a  reason,  if  applicable  at  all, 
for  considering  the  rule  of  revocation  at  an 
end.    See  infnu 

The  rule  in  reality  is  a  necessary  conae- 
quence  of  the  husband's  common-law  marital 
rights.  The  existenr*e  of  those  rights  had 
the  effect  to  prevent  a  married  woman  from 
having  capacity  to  make  a  will;  and  as  a 
wife  could  not  make  a  will,  she  could  not 
revoke  one,  revocation  being  as  much  a  tes> 
tamentaiy  act  as  the  making  of  an  ordinary 
will.  Hence  but  for  the  mle  that  marriage 
worked  a  revocation  of  a  woman's  will,  her 
will,  made  before  the  marriage,  would  by  the 
marriage  lose  its  most  essential  feature,— it 
would  become  irrevocable. 

It  was  alwajTS  possible  however,  and  of 
eourse  it  is  possible  still,  to  prevent  this  result 
of  revocation  by  antenuptial  treaty,  whereby 
the  intended  husband  put  aside  all  claims  in  or 
to  his  wife's  property  peruininff  to  marriage. 
Stewart  v.  Mulholland,  88  Ky.  88;  Osgoodv. 
Bliss,  141  Mass.  476;  Havens  v.  Van  Den 
Burgh,  1  Denio.  S7.  But  even  in  such  a  case 
the  birth  of  a  child  not  provided  for  hv  the 
will  would  revoke  the  instrument.  Comp. 
NuUv.  Norton,  149  Mass.  843.  The  fact  that 
the  woman  who,  when  unmarried,  made  the 
will  survives  her  husband,  does  not  at  com- 
mon law  revive  her  wiU.  Brown  v,  Clark, 
77  N.  Y.  868. 

It  is  eqoallv  tnie  in  this  ooantry.  so 
far  as  the  mle  has  not  been  affected  by 
statute,  that  marriage  alone  is  not  enonch  to 
revoke  a  man's  will;  birth  of  a  child  ox  the 
marriage  must  follow.  (Hy  v,  Qay,  84  AU. 
88;  Ooodsell'a  Appeal,  68  Coon.  171  (citing 
Card  9,  Alexander,  48  Conn.  504);  Hart  9, 
Hart,  70  Qa.  764;  Davis  9,  Fogle,  184  Ind. 
41;  Alden  e.  Johnson.  6^1  Iowa,  184  (citing 
Kegus  9.  Negus,  46  Iowa,  487;  Milbura  e. 
Milbum,  60  Iowa,  4);  Baldwin  v.  Sprigi^ii, 
65  Md.  878;  Warner  9.  Beach,  4  Qray,  189; 
Bancroft  e.  Ives.  8  Gray,  367;  Brush  v.  WiU 
kins,  4  J<^ns.  Clh.  506 ;  Haven!*  e.  Van  Den 
Burgh,  1  Denio,  97;  Walker  «.  Hall.  84  Penn. 
Bt.  488;  Morgan  9.  DavenporL  60  Texas, 
980.  It  is  not  eoouch,  onder  this  mle,  that 
a  child  has  been  adopted.  Davis  e.  Fogle, 
supra.  On  the  birth  of  a  child,  however,  the 
revocation  ia  entire.  Warner  v.  Beach,  4 
Gray,  169, 168;  Bmah  9,  Wilkins,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  506;  Havens  v.  Van  Den  Burgh,  1 
Denio,  97;  Sdwarda's  Appeal,  47  Penn.  St. 
144.  The  birth  may  be  posthomooa.  Hart 
V.  Hart,  supra;  Morse  v.  Morse,  49  Ind. 
865:  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  87  Ind.  183;  Warner 
«.  Beaeh,  supra;  Doe  «.  Lancashire,  5  T.  R. 


48.  But  lust  as  the  revocation  of  a 
woman's  will  on  marriage  could  be  prevented 
by  antenuptial  treaty,  so  the  rovocation  of 
a  man*s  will  by  marriage  and  birth  could  be 

Krevented  by  providing  for  the  children  to  be 
ora  of  the  marriage.  Gay  v.  Gay,  snpm 
(citing  Brash  «.  Wilkins,  4  Johns.  Ch.  506; 
Walker  v.  Hall,  supra);  Baldwin  v.  Spriggs, 
supra;  Warner  r.  Beach,  supra.  Property 
acquired  after  making  the  will,  and  not 
passing  under  it,  cannot  be  treated  as  a  pro- 
vision for  such  children.  Baldwin  v.  Spriggs, 
supra.  Provision  for  future  children  need  not 
be  made  in  the  will  (Havens  v.  Van  Den 
BuTgh,  1  Denio,  97),  but  it  should  be  made. 

This  rale  concerning  the  revocation  of  a 
man's  will,  unlike  that  relating  to  the  revo- 
cation of  the  will  of  a  woman,  is  often  said 
to  rest  upon  presumed  intention  by  reason  of 
change  of  circumstances;  that  is,'  it  is  con- 
sidered that  on  the  birth  of  a  child  the  situa- 
tion is  so  changed  that  the  husband  would 
have  revoked  bis  will  by  express  act  had  his 
attention  been  duly  called  to  the  matter. 
Gay  e.  Gav,  84  Ala.  38  (ciring  Brush  v.  WiU 
kins,  9  Johns.  Ch.  606;  Talbot  v.  Talbot,  1 
Hagg.  9t)»;  Walker  v.  Hall,  84  Penn.  St 
483);  Warner  e.  Beach,  4  Gray,  162,  163; 
Havens  e.  Van  Den  Burgh,  1  Denio.  87;  Mil- 
ler e.  Phillips,  9  R.  I.  141;  Wheeler  v. 
Wheeler,  1  R.  I.  864.  Formerly  there  was 
considerable  authority  in  England  for  this 
doctrine,  and  the  fact  has  left  its  impress 
upon  the  law  of  some  of  our  states,  as  cases 
ated  supm  show:  the  result  of  course  being 
that  the  will  would  be  good  notwithstanding 
the  marriage  and  birtn,  if  evidence  were 
brought  forward  that  the  testator  intended 
that  It  should  stand.  Havens  v.  Van  Den 
Burgh,  and  Wheeler  9,  Wheeler,  supra. 

But  the  doctrine  never  stood  well  in  prin- 
ciple, and  it  was  overmled  in  England  in 
Marston  e.  Roe,  8  Ad.  &  E.  14,  in  the  Ex. 
Ch.,  and  in  Israeli  v.  Rodon,  9  Moore,  P.  C, 
51;  the  one  case  as  to  realty,  the  other  as  to 
personalty.  In  Wheeler  e.  Wheeler,  supra, 
the  same  doctrine  of  presumptive  revocation 
was  applied,  as  we  have  seen,  to  a  woman's 
will,  though  the  court,  while  allowing  evi- 
dence of  fMts  and  circumstances  of  intention 
against  revocation,  would  not  allow  declara- 
tions. But  as  to  that  see  Miller  e.  Phillips,  9 
R.  I.  141.  The  whole  doctrine  of  presump- 
tive intention  ia  unsound  and  mischievous. 
The  trae  view,  apart  from  statute,  is  that  a 
tacit  condition  is  annexed  to  the  will,  to  wit, 
that  the  will  shall  not  take  effect  in  case  of 
marriai;e  and  the  birth  of  a  child  not  provided 
for.  Israeli  v.  Rodon  and  Marston  v.  Roe, 
supra.  And  that  too  whether  the  will  dis- 
poses of  realty  or  of  personalt]^  or  of  both 
and  of  all  kinds  of  property.  Id. ;  Jacks  «. 
Henderson,  1  Desaus.  543,  557.  Nor  should 
it  make  any  diflerenoe  tliat  the  testator  had 
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[*111]  a  will  80  operating  *and  made  during  the  ooyertare  necessar- 
ily revoked  by  the  death  of  the  husband  (d). 
The  marriage  of  a  man,  however,  had  no  such  revoking  effect  upon 
his  previous  testamentary  disposition,  in  regard  to  either  re^  or  per- 
sonal estate,  on  the  ground,  probably,  that  the  law  had 
^incase  of  a    made  for  the  wife  a  provision  independently  of  the  act 

of  the  husband,  by  means  of  dower ;  nor  did  the  birth  of 
a  child  alone  revoke  a  will  made  after  marriage,  since  a  married  tes- 
tator must  be  supposed  to  contemplate  such  event ;  and  the  circum- 
stance that  the  testator  left  his  wife  enceinte  without  knowing  it,  was 
held  not  to  impart  to  the  posthumous  birth  any  revoking  effect  (e). 

to        Marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  conjointly,  how- 
revocation  by     ®ver,  revoked  a  man's  will,  whether  of  real  or  person- 
^iafaand     ^  estate;  these  circumstances  producing  such  a  total 
change  in  the  testator's  situation,  as  to  lead  to  a  pre- 

(d)  Morwan  «.  Thompson,  8  Hagg.  S39:  Cloagfa  v.  Clougb,  8  My.  &  K.  996;  Da 
Hourmeliu  v,  Sheldon^  IV  Beav.  389.  But  of  ooune  if  the  power  be  sriven  to  the  wife  **  in 
case  she  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,"  and  in  case  of  her  surviving,  the  property  it 

S'ven  to  her  absolutely,  a  will  made  durinff  coverture  is  Inoperative  if  the  wife  survives,  as 
ejpower  never  arose,  Price  v.  Parker.  16  Sim.  198;  Trimmell  o.  Fell,  16Beav.  687;  Willock 
9,  Noble,  L.  R..  7  H  L.  580;  and  will  not  even  raise  a  case  of  election,  Blaiklock  v.  Orindle. 
L.  B.,  7  Eq.  215.  ' 

(e)  Doe  V.  Barford,  4  M.  &  Sel.  10. 


mam 
birth 
dren. 


children  br  a  prsvloos  marriage,  and  that  by 
the  will  ne  gave  his  property  to  them. 
Havens  «•  Van  Den  Burgh,  1  Denio,  S7. 
But  see  Maivton  «.  Roe.  supra,  as  to  that 
special  case.  Ami  see  also  xerby  v.  Yerby, 
8  Call,  844,  and  the  remarks  upon  it  by 
Bronson,  J.,  In  Havens  v.  Van  Den  Buigh, 
inpra. 

Death,  In  the  testator's  lifetime,  of  the 
ehild  in  question  does  not,  at  common  law, 
restore  the  will.  Ash  9,  Ash,  9  Ohio  St  888. 
But  statute  has  affected  this  subject  in  some 
states.    See  4  Kent,  896. 

SUUtUory  C%an^  — Host  of  the  courts 
have  looked  upon  the  recent  statutes  relating 
to  married  women,  by  which  the  marital 
rights  of  the  husband  have  been  so  much  cut 
down  and  the  rights  of  women  in  marriage  so 
much  enlarged,  as  having  the  effect  to  over^ 
tnm  the  olcfmle  of  revocation ;  the  srgument 
being,  that  as  the  ground  of  that  rule  has 
been  cut  away,  and  married  women  may  now 
make  wills,  the  rule  of  revocation  is  itself 
at  an  end.  Emery.  Appellant^Sl  Maine.  275 
(citing  Morev  9.  Slohier,  68  N.  H.  507);  Webb 
9.  Jones.  8d  K.J.  Eq.  168;  In  re  Ward 
(citing  In  re  Fuller,  79  111.  99;  Koyes  «. 
Sonthworth.  55  Mich.  178;  Fellows  9,  Allen, 
60  N.  H.  489:  Hoitt  9.  Hoitt,  68  N.  H.  475: 
Morton  9,  Onion,  45  Vt.  145;  In  re  Carey,  49 
Tt.  286).  But  comp.  Miller  «.  Phillips,  9  R. 
1. 141,  supra. 

The  courts  of  some  of  the  states,  however, 
refuse  to  follow  this  aigument,  and  continue 
to  hold,  in  the  absence  of  mors  specific  legis- 
lation, that  marriage  alone,  in  the  case  of  a 
woman,  has  the  effect  to  revoke  her  antennp* 


tial  win.  Swan  9.  Uammond,  138  Mass.  45; 
Blodgett  9.  Moore.  141  Mass.  76;  Nutt  9. 
Norton,  142  Mass.  242, 245;  Brown  v.  Clark, 
77  N.  Y.  869. 

Turning  to  the  direct  legiMation  touching 
revocation  by  marriage,  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  changtts  in  the  law  run  in  counter  cur- 
renu  in  different  ststes.  Thus,  while  the 
indirect  effect  of  the  enabling  acts  has  in 
many  states  been  deemed  to  overturn  the  rule 
that  marriage  alone  revokes  a  woman's  will, 
it  has  been  directly  enacted  In  other  states 
that  marriage  alone  revokes  a  man*s  will;  a 
rule  intended  apparently  to  put  both  parties 
on  the  footing  of  the  common  law  relating  to 
wills  of  women.  See  e.  g  Corker  «.  Corker, 
87  Cal.  648;  Sanders  9.  Simcich,  65  Cal.  50; 
McAnnultv  «.  McAnnulty,  120  111.  26.  On 
the  other  hand,  statutes  In  some  of  the  states 
put  the  will  of  a  woman  on  the  footing  of  the 
common  law  relating  to  wills  of  men ,-  thst  is, 
requiring  birth  by  toe  marriage  to  revoke  the 
woman*s  will.  Noyes  o.  Bouthworth,  55 
Mich.  178. 

What  is  said  m  this  note  relates  to  wills  by 
which  the  testator  or  testatrix  disposes  of  his 
or  her  own  property ;  marriaffe,  or  marriage 
and  the  birth  of  a  child,  will  not  revoke  a 
will  by  which  the  property  of  another,  under 
a  power  of  appointment,  (n  disposed  of.  See 
Osgood  V.  Bliss,  141  Mass.  476,  woman's 
appointment.  And  what  is  here  said  must 
not  be  confused  with  the  rights  of  children 
not  provided  for  by  the  parent's  will,  nnder 
the  legislation  touching  that  special  sul»ject; 
that  legislation  not  relatinig  to  ftitnra 
marriages* 
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samptioiiy  that  he  could  not  intend  a  disposition  of  property  pre- 
viously made,  to  continue  unchanged  (/).* 

Marriage  and  the  birth  of  issue  did  not,  however,  produce  revoca- 
tion of  a  will  made  before  1838,  where  there  was  a  provision  made 
for  the  wife  and  children  by  the  will  itself  (g),  or,  it  is  conceived,  by 
settlement  executed  previously  to  the  will. 

It  seems,  also,  that  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a -child  or  children 
revoked  a  will  which  was  subject  to  the  old  doctrine, 
only  where  the  effect  of  throwing  open  the  property  to   voked  in  ft^vor 
the  disposition  of  the  law,  would  have  been  to  let  in  pf  a  pre-existr 

uur  ciiiiu 

such  after-bom  child  or  children ;  for,  if  it  would  have 

operated  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  a  pre-existing  child,  the  ground 

for  subverting  the  will  failed  (A). 

*IZ.  —  By  Marriage,  under  the  Wills  Act  —  No  questions  [*112] 
of  this  nature  can  occur,  under  any  will  made  since  the  year 
1837,  as  the  act  1  Vict.  c.  26,  sect  18,  has  provided,  "That  every  will 
made  by  a  man  or  woman  shall  be  revoked  by  his  or  ^,,. 

,  •  /  'x    •  0.  -11         J      •  •  *         wlUs  made 

her  marriage  (t),  (except  a  will  made  m  exercise  of  a  tince  1837 
power  of  appointment,  when  the  real  or  personal  estate   *b8oiuteiv 
thereby  appointed  would  not,  in  default  of  such  appoint-   marriac« 
ment,  pass  to  his  or  her  heir,  customary  heir,  executor,   "°^'  ^  ^**^'' 
or  administrator,  or  the  person  entitled  as  his  or  her 
next  of  kin  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions '') ;  and  (s.  19)  that 
"  no  will  shall  be  revoked  by  any  presumption  of  an  intention  on  the 
ground  of  an  alteration  in  circumstances." 

These  clauses  suggest  two  remarks :  — 

1st,  That,  unless  in  the  expressly  excepted  cases,  marriage  alone 
will  produce  absolute  and  complete  revocation,  as  to  both  real  and 
personal  estate  3  and  that  no  declaration,  however  ex- 
plicit and  earnest,  of  the  testator's  wish  that  the  will  ^™entctS. 
should  continue  in  force  after  marriage,  still  less  any  in- 
ference of  intention  drawn  from  the  contents  of  the  will,  and  least  of 
all,  evidence  collected  aliunde,  will  prevent  the  revocation. 

2d,  That  merely  the  birth  of  a  child,  whether  provided  for  by  the 
will  or  not^  will  not  revoke  it ;  the  legislature,  while  it  invested  with 

(/)  Thii  rule  (which  was  borrowed  from  the  civil  law)  was  applied  bv  the  Ecclesiastical 


??r^*''?;J?P5?.![^.'-  C^''^»JophCTi  l>»ck.  445;  Spraage  v.  Stone,  Comb.  721;  Parsons  v.  Unoe, 
1  Vcs.  192;  Gibbons  v.  Count,  4  Ves.  848. 

(g)  Kenebel  •.  Scrafton,  2  East,  630.  See  also  Israeli  v.  Rodon,  2  Moo.  P.  C.  61 ;  Matson 
;•  Magrath,  1  Rob.  680,  6  No.  Cas.  709, 13  Jar.  360;  Marston  v.  Roe  d.  Fox,  8  Ad.  &  Ell.  14, 
S  ^«V' «  P-  W)4,  and  as  to  whether  a  revocation  tookplace  where  the  will  disposed  of  less 
than  the  whole  estate,  see  Brady  v.  Cubit,  Doug.  31;  Kenebel  r.  Scrafton,  sup. ;  Marston  v. 
Roe  d.  Fox,  sup. 

(A)  Sheath  v,  Yoik,  1  Yea.  &  B.  890. 

Tk^ilJ***  marriage  must,  of  course,  be  a  valid  marriage,  see  Warter  v.  Warter,  16  P. 
I/.  162. 

1  On  this  see  the  note  snpra,  p.  110. 
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a  revoking  efficacy  one  of  the  severaji  circumstaiicey  formerly  requi- 
site to  produce  revocation,  having  wholly  disregarded  the  other. 

The  present  rules,  though  they  may  sometimes  produce  inconve- 
nience, have  at  least  the  merit  of  simplicityi  and  will  relieve  this 
branch  of  testamentary  law  from  the  many  perplexing  distinctions 
which  grew  out  of  the  pre-existing  doctrine. 

It  was  held  under  the  old  law  that  the  revocation  of  a  will  by  a 
subsequent  marriage  and  birth  of  issue  took  place  in  eonsequence  of 

:  .  a  rule  of  law,  independently  of  intention  of  the  testator, 

tempiatioo  of  aud  consequently  that  no  evidence  of  intention  was  ad* 
luarriagie.  missiblc  (j).    And  it  is  clear  that  the  same  rule  applies 

under  the  present  law  so  as  to  revoke  by  a  subsequent  marriage  a  will 
expressly  made  in  contemplation  of  such  marriage. 

The  exception  in  the  18th  section,  of  wills  made  in  exercise  of  a 
power  of  appointment,  where  the  property  would  not  in  default  of 
appointment  pass  to  the  testator's  heir,  executor,  &c.,  extends 
[♦113]  *to  the  case  of  an  appointment  under  a  power,  where  the 
heir,  executor  or  administrator,  or  statutory  next  of  kin, 
would  not  take  as  such.  Thus,  where  property  was  limited  in  de- 
fault of  appointment  to  testator's  children,  who  were  his 
to^eatameiH  Statutory  next  of  kin,  it  was  held  that  a  will  made  by 
tary  appoint-  l^I^  i^  exercise  of  the  power  was  not  revoked  by  subse- 
quent marriage  (A).  And  as  the  words  "next  of  kin" 
alone  have  a  different  meaning  to  "  next  of  kin  under  the  Statute  of 
Distribution,"  a  will  under  a  power  is  not  revoked  by  subsequent 
marriage  where  the  gift  in  default  of  appointment  is  to  the  testator's 
"  next  of  kin "  (l).  Where  real  estate  is  limited  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment to  the  donee,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  marriage  will  operate  to 
revoke  the  will  (m). 

m.  —  By  Burning,  Tearing,  or  DeBtro3ring,  generally.  —  By  the  6th 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (n)  it  is  enacted,  "that  no  devise 
.in  writing  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
will  of  lands  nor  any  clause  thereof,  shall  be  revocable  otherwise  than 
tearin™*caii-  ^^  some  Other  will  or  codicil  in  writing,  or  other  writing 
celling/ or  declaring  the  same,  or  by  burning,^  cancelling,*  tearing, 
Swfer^ie  oicf  ^r  obliterating  the  same  by  the  testator  himself,  or  in  his 
faw.  presence  and  by  his  directions  and  consent ;  but  all  de- 

vises and  bequests  of  lands  and  tenements  shall  remain  and  continue  in 

(i)  Mareeon  «.  Roe  d.  Fox,  8  A.  &  E.  14;  see  also  Re  CadvwoM,  1  8w.  &  TV.  84;  UraeU  «. 
Rodon,  2  Moo.  P.  G  61.  «    .„     , . 

(h)  Re  Fitzroy,  1  Sw.  &  T.  183;  Re  Fenwick,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  819;  Re  Worthington,  80 
W.  R,  260.  

(0  Re  Mc Vicar,  1  P.  &  D.  671;  nee  Re  Fitcroy,  iapra;  Re  G.  B.  Rnesell,  15  P.  D.  111. 

(m)  Vaui^han  9,  VanderstaRen,  9  Drew.  166, 168. 

(n)  29  Car.  2,  c.  8,  s.  6;  Irish  Pari.  7  Will.  3,  c.  12,  n.  6.  See  further  as  to  the  old  law  aa 
to  revocation  by  baming,  &c.,  the  4th  edition  of  this  work,  Vol.  I.  pp.  189  et  seq. 

1  See  In  re  Kidder,  66  Cal.  487,  will  seen  s  As  to  this  word,  see  In  re  Brown,  1  B. 
in  the  fire.  Mon.  57. 
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fpice  until  the  same  be  burnt,  oaneelled,  torn,  ox  obliterated  by  the  tes- 
tator or  his  directions  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  unless  the  same  be  altered 
by  some  other  will/'  &C.5  executed  as  therein  mentioned.    But  the 
burning,  canGellation,  tearing,  or  obliteration  was  not  required  to  be 
attested  by  witnesses.    As  the  revocation  of  a  will  of  per-   Revocation  of 
sonalty  was  subject  only  to  the  restriction  (0)  of  not  being   wiiLs  of  per- 
altered  or  changed  by  any  words,  or  by  will  by  word  of  ""^^y- 
mouth  only,  except  the  same  were  committed  to  writing,  any  of  the 
acts  mentioned  in  the  6th  section  were  of  course  sufficient  to  revoke 
such  a  will.^ 

(0)  See  sect.  23  of  Eng.  &  Ir.  Statute. 

1  Hie  modes  of  rerocation  nnder  the  Eii^-  complete  wills  later  than  the  one  in  question, 

lifth  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  letter  of  which  is  Hoitt  v.  Hoitt,  supra, 

still  statutory  law  in  mauy  of  our  states,  are  Oral  revocation,  however  strong,  amounts 

'*  burning,  cancelling,  tearing,  or  obliterate  to  nothing.    Hargroves  «.  Redd,  43  Ga.  142 ; 

ing"  the  will,  by  the  testator  or  by  another  Witttnan  r.  Goodhand,  26  Md.  95;  Jones  t;. 

in  his  presence  and  by  his  direction.    And  Moselev,  40  Miss.  261;  Mundy  9.  Mundy,  15 

these  modee  are  applicable  alike  to  wills  of  N.  J.  Eq.  290;  Jackson  v.  Kniffen,  2  Johns. 

realty  and  of  personalty.    In  some   states  31;  Kent  v.  Mahaffey,  10  Ohio  St.  204 ;  Lewis 

other  words  are  added  by  statute,  or  by  inter-  v.  Lewis,  2  Watts  &  S.  456;  Hylton  v.  Hyl- 

Sretation,  sndi  as  **  defacing  "  (Succession  of  ton,  1  Oratt.  161.  Thus,  a  direction  by  the 
[iih,  35  La.  An.  394)  or  ** mutilation'*  testator  to  destroy  his  will,  followed  by  be- 
(Tucker  9.  Whitehead,  59  Miss.  594).  The  lief  that  it  has  been  destroved,  is  no  revoca- 
Irord  **  destruction "  is  often  used  in  the  tion.  McBride  9.  McBride,  26  Gratt.  476; 
cases,  but  that  is  generally  a  word  of  con-  Mundy  v.  Mundy,  supra, 
venience  merely,  intended  to  cover,  not  to  The' particular  modes  of  revocation  author- 
enlarge,  the  words  of  the  statute.  See  e.  g.  ized  by  the  statute  have  reference,  generally 
Wilbourn  v.  Shell,  59  Miss.  205;  McCIure  v.  speaking,  to  the  whole  will,  not  to  parts  of  it, 
McClure,  86  Tenn.  173;  Hawes  v.  Nichols,  so  that  ordinarily  Ifiere  can  be  up  such  thing 
78  Texas,  481.  as  isartial  revocation  by  burning,  cancelling, 
Those  modes  of  revocation  are  exclusive  tearing,  or  obliterating  part  of  a  will.  Thus 
of  all  other  modes  by  act  done  upon  or  to  the  obliterating  a  clause  nas  no  effect  upon  the 
will  itself;  that  is,  no  act  done  upon  or  to  the  will,  so  long  as  it  is  possible  to  make  out  or 
will  falling  short  of  the  meaning  in  law  of  to  prove  the  language  or  the  substance  of  it. 
the  words  quoted  can  amount  to  a  revocation.  Law  0.  Law,  83  Ala.  432;  Lovell  9.  Quitman, 
Gay  V.  Gay,  60  Iowa,  451  (citing  Blanchard  88  N.  T.  377.  381  (citing  Cooper  9.  Beckett, 
V.  Blanchard,  32  Vt.  62;  Clinsan  v.  Mitchel-  4  Moore,  P.  0.  419);  Eschbach  v.  Collins,  61 
ton,  2  Barr,  25),  Sticknev  v.  Hammond,  138  Md.  478.  Alterations,  being  themselves  tes- 
Mass.  120;  Kennedy  v.  Uoshaw,  64  Texas,  tamentarv  acts,  should  be  attested.  Escb- 
411;  In  re  Ladd,  60  Wis.  l97.  ^  bach  9.  Collins,  supra.  (Secus,  of  course,  if 
Hence  for  the  testator  to  write  upon  his  the  will  itself  need  not  be  attested.  Cogbill 
will,  '*I  revoke  this  will,*'  signing  and  dat-  v,  (Doffbill,  2  Hen.  &  M.  467).  Indeed  it  has 
ing  the  same,  is  ineffectual,  if  the  act  is  not  been  held  that  the  cancellation  of  the  signa- 
attested^  for  it  is  testamentary.  In  re  Ladd,  ture  of  the  testator,  by  his  drawing  a  pen 
supra  (citing  Kirke  p.  Kirke,  4  Rass.  441,  451 ;  through  it  so  as  to  render  it  illegible,  is  not  a 
LoMcke  V.  Jones^^  11  Mees.  &  W.  901 ;  Jackson  revocation,  though  done  with  intent  to  revoke 
•.  Holloway,  7  Johns.  394;  Lewis  9.  Lewis,  the  will.  Gav  9.  Gay,  60  Iowa,  415.  But  see 
2  Watts  &  S.  455;  In  re  Penniman,  20  Minn.  Succesi^ion  of  Muh,  35  La.An.394 :  infra,p.ll5. 
245;  Laughton  v.  Atkins,  1  Pick.  535).  In  Massachusetts,  the  statute  has  been  in- 
(Jontra,  and  wrongly  decided.  Witter  9.  terpjeted  to  refer  to  part  as  well  as  to  entire 
Mott,  2  Conn.  67;  Warner  9.  Warner,  37  Vt.  revocation,  by  treating  the  statute  as  inclnd- 
356.  See  also  Evans's  Appeal,  58  Penn.  St.  ing  legislation  of  the  year  1783,  which  ex- 
233;"Semme8  9.  Semmes,  7  Har.  &  J.  388;  presslv  permitted  devises,  "or  anv  part 
Johnson  9.  Brailsford,  2  Nott  &  M.  272.  thereof,"  to  be  revoked.  Bfgelow  9.  'Gillott, 
A  fortiori,  a  written  declaration  of  intent  to  123  Mass.  102,  the  language  of  which,  in  so  far 
revoke  is  no  revocation.  Rife's  Appeal,  110  as  it  suc^gests  that  partial  revocation  by  act  on 
Penn.  St  232.  Nor  is  it  a  revocation,  or,  if  the  will  may  be  effectual,  regardless  of  the 
no  later  inconsistent  will  is  found,  any  evi-  language  of  the  Act  of  1783,  is  denied  in 
dence  of  revocation,  that  the  testator  has  left  Law  9.  Law,  supra.  In  Louisiana  too,  erasure 
aduly  executed  will  among  worthless  papers,  of  a  clause,  done  bv  the  testator  with  intent 
Hoitt  9.  Hoitt,  63  K.  H.  475  (citing  Fellows  to  revoke  it,  is  effectual  as  part  revocation. 
9.  Allen,  60  N.  H.  439).  And  this  though  Succession  of  Miih,  36  La.  An.  394.  And  it 
such  palters  are  memoranda  or  drafts  of  m-  would  probably  be  held  in  most  if  not  in  all 
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Revocation  by  The  act  1  Vict.  c.  26,  has  considerably  modified  the 
teiiriiigf  or  law  relating  to  the  species  of  revocation  which  forms 
otherwise  ^he  Subject  of  the  present  section.    It  enacts  (sect.  20) 

under  the  ''  that  no  will  Or  codicil,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be 

prettnt  law.  revoked  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid  {i.  e.,  by  marriage), 
[*114]  or  by  another  will  or  codicil  *  executed  in  manner  herein- 
before required,  or  by  some  writing  declaring  an  intention 
to  revoke  the  same,  and  executed  as  a  will,  or  by  the  bumingj  tear- 
ing, or  otherwise  destroying  the  same  by  the  tostator,  or  by  some  per- 
son in  his  presence  and  by  his  direction,  with  the  intention  of  revoking 
Obliterations,  the  same ; ''  and  (sect.  21)  <'  that  no  obliteration,  inter- 
to^be  signrd^^  lineation,  or  other  alteration,  made  in  any  will  after  the 
and  auested.  execution  thereof,  shall  be  valid  or  have  any  effect  except 
so  far  as  the  words  or  effect  of  the  will  before  such  alteration  shall 
not  be  apparent,  unless  such  alteration  shall  be  executed  in  like  man- 
ner as  hereinbefore  is  required  for  the  execution  of  the  will  j  but  the 
will,  with  such  alteration  as  part  thereof,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  duly 
executed,  if  the  signature  of  the  testator  and  the  subscription  of  the 
witnesses  be  made  in  the  margin,  or  on  some  other  part  of  the  will 
opposite  or  near  to  such  alteration,  or  at  the  foot,  or  end  of,  or  oppo- 
site to  a  memorandum  referring  to  such  alteration,  and  written  at 
the  end  or  some  other  part  of  the  will." 

And  by  sect.  22  it  is  enacted,  "  That  no  will  or  codicil,  or  any  part 
thereof,  which  shall  be  in  any  manner  revoked,  shall  be  revived  other- 
Revival  of  wise  than  by  the  re-execution  thereof,  or  by  a  codicil 
revoked  wills,  executed  in  manner  hereinbefore  required,  and  showing 
an  intention  to  revive  the  same ;  and  when  any  will  or  codicil  which 
shall  be  partly  revoked,  and  afterwards  wholly  revoked,  shall  be  re- 
vived, such  revival  shall  not  extend  to  so  much  thereof  as  shall  have 
been  revoked  before  the  revocation  of  the  whole  thereof,  unless  an 
intention  to  the  contrary  shall  be  shoum,^' 

The  change,  therefore,  is  that  a  revocation  by  cancellation  or  oblit- 
eration is  not  (as  before)  placed  upon  the  same  footing  as  a  revocation 


of  the  states  that  the  cutting  oat  or  obliter- 
flting  a  clause  the  contents  of  which  cannot  be 
made  out  or  proved,  will,  as  in  England  (see 
p.  116),  work  a  revocation  not  entire  but  pro 
tan  to,  except  m  cases  in  which  it  appeared 
that  what  was  left  depended  upon  tne  part 
destroyed. 

These  statutorv  modes  raise  no  more  than 
a  presumption  of  intent  to  revoke ;  which  in- 
tention may  be  fortified  or  overturned  bv 
other  proper  evidence.  Law  v.  Law,  83  Ala. 
432  (citing  Weeks  v.  McBeth,  14  Ala.  474); 
In  re  Kidder,  66  Cal.  487 ;  Forbing  v.  Weber, 
99  I nd.  588;  Caeman  v.  Van  Harke,  33  Kans. 
333;  Colla^n  v.  Bums,  67  Maine,  449; 
Tucker  v.  Whitehead,  59  Miss.  594;  infra, 
p.  118. 

Evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations  ac- 


companving  the  act,  or  near  the  time  of  it,  are 
admissible  for  the  purpose.  Caeman  v.  Van 
Harke,  supra  (citing  Waterman  v,  Whitney, 
11  N.  Y.  157).  Bnt  evidence  of  mtention  to 
revoke,  or  the  contrary,  is  admissible  in  these 
cases  onlv  when  an  act  appears  upon  the  will 
which  presumptively  satisfies  the  meaning  of 
the  words  of  the  statuta.  Gay  v.  Gay,  60 
Iowa,  416;  Hoitt  v.  Hoitt,  63  N.  H.  476: 
Smith  V.  Clark,  34  Barb.  140.  It  should  also 
be  noticed  that  acts  done  to  or  upon  the  will 
stand  on  a  different  footing  from  language 
directly  or  indirectly  revocatory;  such  acts 
are  explainable  because  they  are  eciuivocal, 
while  written  ianfuage  of  revocation  is  of 
course  decisive.  Wurzell  v,  Beckman,  62 
Mich.  478. 
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by  baming  or  tearing.     Obliteration,  or  other  alteration   Points  of  dif- 
which  does  not  wholly  efface  the  will,  is  no  longer  effeo-  ^7new"u\r ' 
tual  unless  executed  in  manner  prescribed  for  the  execu- 
tion of  a  will  (jp).    In  other  respects  the  decisions  under  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  as  to  revocation  of  wills,  assist  the  construe-  Destruction 
tion  of  the  act  1  Vict.  c.  26.  ^Z^J^o^ 

It  is  observable  that  both  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and   the  testator, 
the  act  1  Vict,  require  that  the  destruction  should  be  made  in 
the  *  presence  and  by  the  direction  of  the  testator  (q) ;  and  [*115] 
therefore  a  testator  cannot  revoke  his  will  by  authorizing  any 
person  to  destroy  it  after  his  death  (r) ;  and  if  in  such  case  the  will 
should  be  destroyed,  its  contents  might  be  proved  aliunde  (s). 

IV.  —  Meaning  of  Words  "  Tearing,"  Ao.  —  Under  the  act  1  Vict. 
c.  26,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  word  "tearing"  in-  bearing 
eludes  "  cutting '^  (t) ;  for  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that   includes 
a  will  torn  into  two  pieces  was  revoked,  but  that  if  ®"'^^'  ®^* 
cut  into  twenty  pieces  it  was  not  revoked.    The  tearing  or  cutting, 
to  be  effectual,  need  not  be  of  the  whole  will ;  tearing  or   When  partial 
cutting  out  that  part  of  the  will  which  may  be  said  to  be  {^^^vom?* 
the  principal  part  (u),  or  that  part  which  gives  effect  to  tion; 
the  whole,  as  the  signature  of  the  testator  (x),^  or,  it  is  presumed,  of 
the  witnesses  (y),  will  cause  a  revocation  of  the  whole  will.    So  also 
where  the  signatures  of  a  testatrix  and  of  the  witnesses  have  been 
scratched  out  as  with  a  pen-knife,  the  will  was  held  to  have  been 
effectually  revoked  (z).    And  where  the  will  is  written  on  several 
sheets,  each  signed  and  witnessed,  tearing  off  the  last  signature  will 
revoke  the  whole  will,  although  the  prior  signatures  are  left  (a).    It 

Q?)  As  to  the  old  law  with  regard  to  pnrtia]  obliterations  see  the  4th  Edition  of  this  Work, 
YoL  I.,  pp.  133  et  seq.  lu  the  case  of  Swinton  v.  Bailejr,  4  App.  Ca.  70,  the  point  was  di:)- 
cussed  as  to  the  effect,  under  the  old  law,  of  the  obliteration  of  certain  words  forming  part  of 
a  devise,  upon  the  words  which  remained.  At  this  day  the  case  is  chiefly  interestmg  on 
account  of  the  dissection  by  Lord  Cairns  of  the  limitation  in  fee  which  was  obliterated.  In 
Re  Wyatt,  Fnrniss  v.  Phear,  W.  N.  1S88,  p.  19,  North,  J.,  held  that  the  obliterated  name  of 
a  legatee  might  be  supplied  bv  reference  to  the  context. 

(^  Margary  v.  Robinson,  l2  P.  D.  12. 

(r)  Stockwell  v.  Ritherden,  «  No.  Cas.  414, 12  Jur.  779. 

(t)  Re  North,  6  Jur.  564. 

(0  Hobbs  V.  Knight,  1  Curt.  768;  Re  Cooke,  6  No.  Cas.  890;  and  see  Clarke  9.  Scrippn, 
16  Jur.  783, 2  Rob.  563. 

(»)  Williams  v.  Jones,  7  No.  Css.  106. 

(a?)  Hobbs  v.  Knight.  1  Curt.  768;  Re  Gullan,  1  8w.  &  Tr.  23,  27  L.  J.  Prob.  16:  Re 
Lewis,  ib.  3L  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  31 ;  Re  Simpson,  5  Jur.  N.  8.  1366;  Bell  v.  Fothergill,  L.  R.,  2  P. 
&  D.  148.  In  the  last  two  cases  the  piece  cut  off  had  be^n  preserved  with  the  will.  As  to 
the  effect  of  tearing  off  the  name  of  one  witness,  see  Re  Wheeler,  49  L.  J.,  Prob.  29. 

(y)  Evans  9.  Dallow,  31  L.  J.  Prob-  128.  See  also  Birkhead  v.  Bowdoin,  2  No.  Cas.  66; 
Hobbs  V.  Knight,  1  Curt.  780,  781;  Abraham  v.  Joseph,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  179.  See  Re  James,  7 
Jur.  N.  S.  52. 

(z)  Re  Morton,  12  P.  D.  141.  Lord  St.  Leonards  has  expressed  the  opinion  that  a  will 
written  in  pencil  would  be  revoked  by  erasing  the  signature  by  india-rubber,  Handy  Book, 
8th  Ed.,  p.  250,  sed  qu. 

(a)  Re  Gullan,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  28,  27  L.  J.  Prob.  15,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  196;  Gullan  v.  Grove,  26 
Beav.  64.  Compare  Christmas  v.  Whinyates,  32  L.  J.  Prob.  73  (where  the  court  was  satisfied 
that  the  tearing  was  intended  to  work  a  partial  revocation  only). 

1  See  Succession  of  MUh,  35  La.  An.  894.  But  see  Gay  v.  Gay,  60  Iowa,  415.  Supra, 
note  to  p.  113. 
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has  also  been  decided  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (b)  that  tearing  off, 
animo  revocahdi;  the  seal  of  a  will  (though  no  seal  is  necessary  to  the 
due  execution  of  a  will)  constituted  a  revocation.^  They  said  the  in- 
strument purported  by  the  attestation  clause  to  be  executed  under 
seal,  and  was  published  and  attested  as  a  sealed  instrument,  and  ^hen 
the  seal  was  torn  off  it  ceased  to  be  the  instrument  which  the  testa- 
tor purposed  to  execute  and  publish.  And  this  authority  was  fol- 
lowed by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  in  a  case  (c)  where  a  testator 
[*116]  made  *  his  will  on  five  sheets  of  paper,  signed  the  first  four, 
and  signed  and  sealed  the  fifth,  with  an  attestation  clause  de- 
scribing the  mode  of  execution :  he  afterwards  tore  off  the  signature 
from  each  of  the  first  four  sheets,  and  struck  through  with  his  pen 
the  signature  on  the  last,  and,  the  animus  revocandi  being  proved  in 

evidence,  it  was  held  that  the  will  was  revoked  by  the 

tearing.  But  cutting  out  a  particular  clause  or  the  name 
of  a  legatee  is  a  revocation  pro  tanto  only  (d),^ 

The  words  "  otherwise  destroying  "  are  new.    They  are  to  be  taken 
to  mean  a  destruction  ejusdem  generis  with  the  modes  before  men- 

tioned,  that  is,  destruction  in  the  proper  sense  of  the 
words  "^>ther-  word  of  the  substance  or  contents  of  the  will,  or,  at 
wise  destroy-     least,  complete  effacement  of  the  writing,  as  by  pasting 

over  it  a  blank  paper  (e)  ;  and  not  a  *'  destroying  "  in  a 
secondary  sense  (/),  as  by  cancelling  or  incomplete  obliteratioiL 
These,  unless  they  prevent  the  words,  as  originally  written,  from 
being  apparent,  that  is,  apparent  by  looking  at  the  will  itself,  are 
plainly  excluded  by  the  statute  (g).  Glasses  have  been  used  (h)  for 
Parol  evi-  discovering  what  the  words  obliterated  originally  were : 

denceadmis-  i^yj^  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  (i)  except  in  those 
of  conditional  cases  Where  the  obliteration  was  made  for  the  purpose 
revocation.  merely  of  altering  the  amount  of  the  gift  and  not  of  re- 
voking it ;  in  which  case,  there  being  no  intention  to  revoke  except 
for  the  purpose  of  substituting  a  gift  of  a  different  amount,  if  the  lat- 
ter cannot  take  place  by  reason  of  the  substituted  words  not  being 
properly  attested,  the  former  gift  will  now  (as  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds)  remain  good,  and  evidence  must  be  admitted  to  show  what 

[b)  Price  V,  Powell.  8  H.  &  N.  341. 


(ft) 

re)  Williams  v,  lyieyjJohns.  630. 


yd)  Re  Cooke,  supra;  Re  Lambert,  1  No.  Cas.  131;  Re  Woodward,  L.  R.,  J  P.  &  D.  2M, 
where  seven  or  eight  lines  at  the  beginning  had  been  cut  off;  Re  Haley,  12  P.  D.  184,  where 
the  clause  appointing  executors  had  been  cut  out.    See  also  Re  Leach,  63  L.  T.  lU. 

(e)  Re  Horsford,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  211. 

(;)  St«»phens  r.  Taprell.  $  Curt.  458;  Hobbs  v.  Knight,  1  Curt.  779.  "" 

(g)  Re  Dver,  5  Jur.  1016:  Re  Farv,  15  Jur.  1114;  Stephens  v.  Taprell,  2  Curt.  468;  Re 
Beavan,  ib.  $69;  Re  Rose,  4  No.  Cas.  lOl;  Re  Bi^wster,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  69,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  66. 

(k)  Re  Ibbetson,  2  Curt.  837;  Lushington  9.  Onslow,  6  Ko.  Cas.  167, 18  Jur.  466.  As  t6 
this  see  Re  Horsford,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  211. 

(t)  Townley  v.  Watson,  3  Curt.  761,  8  Jor.  Ill,  8  No.  Caft.  17. 

1  Avery  V.  Pixley,  4  Mass.  460;  In  re        *  On  this  subject  see  Bigelow  v.  Gfllott, 
White,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  601.    See  also  Johnson     Itt  Biaas.  102,  and  not«  to  p.  118,  iupra. 
9,  Brailsford,  2  Nott  &  M.  272. 
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%h<9  oHginal  Wotds  W6rd  {k).  The  sAme  rule^  it  is  pirefiumed^  applies 
to  an  ertisure  of  the  namd  of  the  legatee  (Z) ;  as  it  appears  to  do  to  ail 
Erasure  of  the  name  of  an  exeeutot  (m)^ 

*V.    ObUteratioiia,  Utterllneatioiis,  A6.— Striking  a  pen  [*117] 
through  the  gift  to  a  legatee^  though  not  now  a  sufficient  re- 
location of  a  legacy^  and  not  to  be  noticed  in  the  pro-  si^tSsfaction 
bate,  may  nevertheless  not  be  altogether  without  use;   proved b;r 
for  where  the  testator  has  paid  a  sum  in  his  lifetime  to  o»>"^™^«°- 
the  legatee,  it  seems  that  the  fact  of  the  gift  being  struck  out  in  the 
original  will  would  be  received  as  CTidence  that  the  payment  was  in- 
tended to  be  in  satisfactiod  of  the  legacy  (»)  \  and  the  Court  of  Pro^ 
bate  has  Sometimes  granted  a  fao-simile  probate  of  the  will  containing 
interlineations,  or  parts  of  the  will  struck  through ;  and  the  Court  of 
Construction  has  then  considered  the  alterations  as  made  before  exe- 
cution, and  therefore  effectual.    Where  this  is  really  so,  the  duty  of 
the  Court  of  Probate,  at  all  events  since  the  Judicature  Act,  1873, 
would  seem  to  be  to  grant  probate  of  the  will  as  altered,  in  the  same  way 
aluB  if  the  alterations  had  been  referred  to  in  the  attestation  clause  (o). 

With  respect  to  a  will  executed  before  1838,  the  question  whether 
it  is  revoked  or  altered  by  any  act  apparent  on  the  face  of  it  done  oU 
br  after  that  date^  as  by  erasure,  obliteration,  or  interlin**        .    . 
cation,  must  be  determined  by  reference  to  the  provis-  u  to  acts 
ions  of  the  act  1  Vict  c.  26  (p)  ;  but,  as  has  been  before  JSg^i*"^ 
noticed,  the  question  whether  it  is  revoked  by  any  act  eot  on  the 
not  apparent  on  the  face  ofUf  and  done  on  or  after  that  5^?**** 
date,  must  be  determined  with  reference  to  the  law  as  it 
stood  before  the  act  (q). 

Where  oblitei^ati6ns  and  ihterlineations  appear  on  the   p^.^ 
face  of  a  will,  and  there  is  no  evidence  (r)  to  show  when  when  altera^ 
they  were  made,  the  presumption   is  that  they  were   ****"*«  ™*de. 

(Js)  Soar  9,  Outman,  8  Curt.  121,  6  Jur.  512;  Brooke  «.  Kent,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  0.  884,  1  No. 
Cas.  99 ;  Re  Ibbetson,  2  Curt.  837;  Re  Reeve,  13  Jur.  370.  If  there  is  no  evidence  what  the 
words  were,  probate  Is  decreed  in  blank.  Re  James,  1  Sw.  &  TV.  238. 

(0  See  Short  e.  Smith,  A  East,  419.  See  also  Re  Wyatt,  W.  N.  1888,  p.  10,  ante,  p.  114, 
taote  (p), 

(m)  Re  Parr,  1  Sw.  &;  Tr.  l5«,  29  L.  J.  Pmb.  70,  6  Suf.  X.  S.  58 ;  Re  Harris,  1  Sw.  &  Tr. 
TO,  29  L.  J.  Ph)b.  79.  See  also  per  Sjr  W.  Grant,  7  Ves.  379;  and  Hale  v.  Tokelove,  2  Rob. 
318,  U  Jur.  817,  noticed  post;  Re  M'Cabe,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  94.  Re  Bedford,  5  No.  Cas.  188, 
is  contra.    Sed  qu. 

(ft)  Twining  v,  Powell,  2  Coll.  2R2. 

(o)  Gann  o.  Gregory,  3  D.  M,  &  G.  777  ;  Shea  «.  Bdschetti,  18  Jar.  614  ;  i3  L.  J.  Ch.  852. 

(p)  Re  Uvock,  1  Curt.  906;  Hobbs  r.  Knight,  id.  768;  Brooke  t;.  Kent,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  C 
834, 1  Nd.  Cas.  93;  Croker  v.  MArqnis  of  Hertford,  3  Curt.  468,  7  Jur.  262,  4  Moo.  P.  C  C. 
855;  and  see  Andrews  v,  Tomer,  3  Q.  B.  177. 

(q)  Sapra,  p.  113,  and  cases  in  last  note. 

Cr)  As  to  the  nature  of  the  evidfinoe  necessart,  see  Keigwin  t,  ItMgwin.  3  Cart.  607,  Y  Jur. 
B4d:  Re  Jafcob.  1  No.  Cas.  401;  Re  Hindmarch'  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  307;  Re  Treebv,  L,  R.,  3 
P.  &  D.  242;  Tyler  v.  Merchant  Taylors'  Co.,  15  P.  D.  216.  Generally  declarations  of  th« 
testator  are  admissible  for  this  purpose,  whether  inade  before  or  at  the  rime  of  the  execution 
of  his  will,  E)oe  d.  Shallcross  v.  Palmer,  18  Q.  B.  747;  Re  Hardv,  30  L.  J.  Prob.  142;  Re 
Sykes,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  P.  26 ;  Dench  v.  Dench,  2  P.  D.  60.  But  not  those  made  afterwards. 
Doe  d.  Shallcross  v.  Palmer,  siipra:  nor  is  ft  enough  that  the  alterations  bear  earlier  dat* 
than  the  will,  Rd  Adamson,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  253. 
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made  after  the  execution  of  the  will  («) ;  ^  and  if  there  be  a 
[*118]  codicil  to  the  will,  which*  codicil  takes  no  notice  of  them, 

the  presumption  is  that  they  were  made  after  the  date  of  the 
codicil  (t).  And  the  same  presumptions  hold  regarding  mutilation  (u). 
But  where  a  will  has  been  drawn  with  blanks  left,  6.  ^.,  for  the  names 
of  the  legatees,  and  the  amount  of  the  legacies,  which  blanks  are 
afterwards  filled  up,  but  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  when,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  blanks  were  filled  in  before  execution.  And  al- 
though there  may  have  been  no  blanks,  but  the  names  of  the  legatees 
are  found  interlined,  yet  if  the  interlineation  only  supplies  a  blank  in 
the  sense,  and  appears  to  have  been  written  with  the  same  ink  and  at 
the  same  time  as  the  rest  of  the  will,  the  Court  will  conclude  that  it 
was  written  before  execution  (x).  In  Birch  i;.  Birch  (^),  where  some 
blanks  were  filled  in  with  black  ink,  and  others  with  red,  it  was  pre- 
sumed that  the  additions  in  black  ink  were  made  before  execution, 
but  that  those  in  red  ink  were  made  after  execution,  the  envelope  in 

(«)  Cooper  V.  Bockett  i  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  419, 10  Jur.  981;  Simmonda  v.  Rudall,  1  Sim.  K.  S. 
116;  BurgovDe  v.  Showier,  1  Kob.  6,  8  Jur.  814,  3  No.  Cas.  20;  Re  Thompson,  3  No.  Cms. 
441;  Gann  v.  Gregon%  8  D.  M.  &  G.  777;  Doe  d.  Shallcross  v.  Palmer,  16  Q.  B.  747;  Re 
James,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  288;  Re  White,  80  L.  J.  Prob.  55,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  808;  Williams  v.  Ash- 
ton,  1  J.  &  U.  115;  Re  Cruttenden,  Davey  v,  Lansdell,  W.  N.  1881,  p.  144.  If  the  words 
cannot  be  ascertained,  the  probate  may  apparentlv  be  granted  with  blanks  where  the  erasures 
occur.  Doherty  v.  Dohertv,  25  L.  R.,*  Ir.  Prob.  1^7.  As  to  alterations  where  a  will  is  dated 
before  the  Wills  Act,  see  lie  Streaker,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  192,  28  L.  J.  Prob.  50  ;  Banks  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 11  Hare,  180;  Benson  v.  Benson,  L.  K.,  2  P.  &  D.  172. 

(0  Lushington  v.  Onslow,  6  No.  Cas.  183,  12  Jar.  465;  Rowley  v.  Merlin,  6  Jur.  N.  & 
1165;  and  compare  Re  Mill^,  11  Jur.  1070. 

Christmas  v,  Whinyates,  82  L.  J.  Prob.  78. 
Re  Cadge,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  548. 
6  No.  CSls.  581. 

1  A  contrary  rule  was  laid  down  in  Wik-  ambulatory  nature  of  wills.    Unlike  a  deed, 

off*6  Appeal,  l5  Penn.  St.  281,  but  apparently  a  will  lies'dormant  and  is  subject  to  change 

without  examination  of  the  authorities.    The  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  the  testator; 

role  laid  down  in  the  text,  that  it  must  be  and  as  it  is  common  for  testators  to  change 

presumed  that  the  alteration,  obliteration,  or  their  wills  after  execution,  it  is  deemed  a 

mterlinfeation  was  subseouent  to  the  execu-  fair  prei^umption  that  unattested  alterations 

tion  of  the  will  (for  whi<m  Greville  v.  Tylee.  or  interlineations  were  made  after  the  cora- 

7  Moore,  P.  C.  820,  is  a  further  authority)  pletion  of  tbe  instrument.    Greville  v.  Tvlee, 

may  rest  upon  either  of  two  grounds,  or  in-  7  Moore,  P.  C.  820.    This  presumption,  Iiow- 

deed  upon  both  of  them.    According  to  the  ever,  which  at  best  has  a  slender  basis,  would 

current  of  authority  (in  opposition  to  a  few  of  course  give  way  to  evidence  that  the  will 

decisions,  see  p.  64,  top  paging)  proof  of  a  will  had  not  been  in  the  testator's  possession  since 

stands  upon  a  different  footing  rrom  the  proof  its  execution.    But  the  first  one  would  still 

of  a  deed;  and  a  substantive  burden  rests  prevail. 

upon  the  proponent  of  the  former  to  prove  it.  As  to  alterations  of  a  will  by  the  testator, 

It,  then,  there  be  any  indication  of  cnange  of  made  after  its  execution,  see  further  Jackson 

purpose  on  the  part  of  the  testator,   as  by  v.  Hollowav,  7  Johns.  394;  Locke  v.  James, 

alterations  apparently  unattested,  it  devolves  11  Mees.  &  W.  901;  Wright  v.  VTright,  5 

upon  the  proponent  reh*ing  upon  such  altera-  Ind.  389.    It  has  been  said  that  an  alteration 

tions  to  show  that  the  will  was  changed  at  or  in  a  will  made  by  a  person  claiming  under  it, 

before  its  execution.    The  will  of  course  is  whether  material  or  immaterial,  renders  it 

not  rendered  invalid  f except  in  so  far  as  it  void  as  to  him.    Jackson  v.  Malin,  15  Johns, 

may  have  been  made  illegible,  and  no  satis-  297,  298.    Where  an  alteration  has  been  im- 

factory  evidence  of  the  original  language  is  properly  made  in  a  will,  by  a  person  not 

adduced)     by    the    subsequent    alteration,  dulv  authorized  to  make  such  alteration  or 

Wheeler   o.   Bent,  7  Pick.  61;    Cooper  v,  ad(fition,  a  court  of  probate  will  order  the 

Bockett,  4  Moore,  P.  C  419,  452.    The  other  interpolated  part  to  be  struck  out,  and  the 

ground  for  the  presumption  of  sutMeqnent  residue  of  the  instrument  will  be  proluited. 

alteration  arises  from  a  consideration  of  the  Wood  v.  Wood,  1  Phillim,  357. 
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which  the  will  was  found  appearing  to  have  been  sealed,  opened,  and 
resealed. 

Upon  the  21st  section  it  had  been  decided  in  a  case  where  a  testa- 
tor made  some  alterations  in  his  will,  and  he  and  the  attesting  witnesses 
traced  over  their  former  signatures  with  a  dry  pen,  and  Alteration  not 
the  witnesses  put  their  initials  in  the  margin  opposite  to  ?**'>'  attested 
the  several  alterations,  that  the  alterations  were  not  duly   names  with 
executed  («).    The  initials  did  no  more  than  identify  the  ^  ^^' 
alterations,  they  were  not  written  with  the  intention  of  attesting 
the  testator's  signature ;  for  it  was  erroneously  supposed  that  this 
had  been  effectually  done  by  tracing  the  former  signatures  with  a 
dry  pen. 


VI.    Animus  revooandi.  —  Revocation  by  destruction   Evidence  of 
is  in  every  case  a  question  of  intention,  and  accordingly   animus 
evidence  is  admissible  tQ  show  quo  animo  the  act  was   *  °"^**  * 
done,  which  is  a  conclusion  to  be  drawn  by  a  court  or  jury  from  all 
the  circumstances.^    The  mere  physical  act  of  destruction  is  itself 
equivocal,  and  may  be  deprived  of  all  revoking  efficacy  by  ex- 
planatory evidence,  indicating  the  *  animus  revocandi  to  be  [*119] 
wanting.    Thus,  if  a  testator  destroys  his  will  through  inad- 
vertence (a),  or  during  a  fit  of  insanity  (b),*  or  tears  it  up  under  the 
mistaken  impression  that  it  is  invalid  (c),  or  that  it  has  been  already 
by  other  means  effectually  revoked  {d),  it  will  remain  in  full  force, 
notwithstanding  such  accidental  or  involuntary  or  mistaken  act*    So, 
the  destruction  of  the  instrument  by  a  third  person  in  the  lifetime, 
but  without  the  permission  or  knowledge  of  the  testator,  would  not 
affect  its  validity  {e),^  a  fortiori,  if  the  destruction  took  place  after 

(e)  He  Cnnninfyfaam,  1  Searle  &  S.  132.  29  L.  J.  Prob.  71. 

(a)  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  Burtoushaw  v.  Gilbert,  Cowp.  62.  So  where  a  revocation  pro 
tanto  by  catting  out  part  of  the  will  was  intended  and  part  of  the  attestation  had  been  appar- 
ently cut  out  by  mi:)take,  see  Re  Taylor,  63  L.  T.  230. 

(S)  Scmby  v  Fordham,  1  Ad.  74.  Borlase  v,  Borlase,  i  No.  Cas.  139;  Be  Shaw,  1  Curt. 
905;  Re  Downer,  18  Jur.  66 ;  Brunt  v.  Brunt,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  37.  Where  a  testator  becomes 
inMne  after  the  execution  of  his  will,  which  is  found  to  have  been  destroyed,  the  burden  of 
proof  that  he  destroyed  it  while  he  was  of  sound  mind  is  cast  on  the  person  who  sets  np  the 
revocation  of  the  instrument,  Harris  r.  Berral,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  158. 

)  Giles  V.  Warren,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  401 ;  Re  Thornton,  14  P.  D.  82. 

)  Scott  9,  Scott,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  258;  Clarkson  v.  CUrkson,  2  Sw.  &  Tir.  497,  81  L.  J.  Prob. 

(e)  A  mere  refusal  to  make  a  fresh  will  does  not  amount  to  a  ratification  of  the  destruction 
by  another  person,  Mills  v.  Mllward,  15  P.  D.  20. 


J 


1  Law  9.  Law,  83  Ala.  432;  In  re  Kidder, 
66  Cal.  487;  Smock  v.  Smock,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
156;  Daw  v.  Brown,  4  Cowen,  490;  Jackson 
V.  Betts,  6  Cowen,  377 ;  Jackson  v,  Hollowav, 
7  Johns.  394;  Bethell  v.  Moore,  2  Dev.  &  h. 
311;  Burns  v.  Bums,  4  Ser^.  &  R.  295; 
Means  v.  Moore,  3  McCord,  282;  Smiley  v. 
Gambill,  2  Head,  164;  Marr  v.  Marr,  id.  303. 
See  also  note  to  p.  118,  supra. 

>  Allison  «.  Allison,  7  Dana,  94;  Laugh- 
ton  V.  Atkins,  1  Pick.  535,  647;  Rich  v. 
Gilkey,  72  Maine,  595;  Mclntire  v.  Worth- 


Sn^on,  68  Md.  203;  Rhodes  v.  Vinson,  9 
Gill,  169;  Smith  v.  Wait.  4  Barb.  28;  Idlev 
V.  Bowen,  11  Wend.  227.  Of  course  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  will  was  destroyed  in 
**a^<of  insanity,*'  as  the  text  puts  it, or  not; 
insanity  is  enoueh. 

8  So  where  the  revocation  Is  obtained  by 
undue  influence.  Balton  v.  Watson,  13  Ga. 
63;  Laughton  v,  Atkins,  1  Pick  535,  547; 
Rich  r.  Gilkey,  72  Maine,  595;  Mclntire  v, 
Worthington,  68  Md.  203. 

4  Bennett  v.  Sherrod,  3  Ired.  303.     Bat 
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ills  decease  (/).  Whei^e  a  Will  is  found  torii>  dvideiu^  ig  admissible 
to  show  that  it  is  merely  the  effect  of  wear  (g)  ;  for  mere  tearing  or 
destruction  without  intention  to  revoke  is  no  rerocation  Undet  the 
express  terms  of  the  act  (h).  Bimilaa^ly^  where  a  testator  made  a 
will  which  was  Revoked  by  his  subsequent  marriage,  but  revived  by  a 
codicil  made  after  the  taari'iiEigey  it  wad  held  that  his  destmction  of 
the  codicil  did  not  render  the  will  inoperative,  the  court  being  satis- 
fied on  the  evidence  that  thete  was  no  intention  to  revoke  the  will, 
but  that  the  testator  had  acted  linder  a  misconception  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  act  (t). 

8o>  if  a  will  is  destroyed  With  the  intention  of  making  a  lair  copy 
of  it,  this  will  not  effect  a  revocation  {k)  .^ 

Vn.  Depeiident  MatiTd  Revooation.  *^  Where  the  act  of  desttuc- 

tion  is  Connected  with  the  making  of  another  will,  so  as  fairly  to  raise 

Effect  where   the  inference,  that  the  testator  meant  the  revocation  of 

oMiiiMtod''  **  *^®  ^^^  ^  depend  upon  the  eflB.cacy  of  the  new  disposi- 

with  a  new     tion  intended  to  be  substituted,  such  will  be  the  legal 

disposition,     gffgcij  of  ijhe  transaction;   and,  therefore,  if  the  will 

intended  to  be  substituted  is  inoperative  from  defect  of  attes- 

[*120]  tation,  or  any  other  cause,  the  *  irevocation  fails  also,  and  the 

original  will  ^remains  in  force.^    As  where  4  testator,  having 

some  time  before  executed  a  will,  duly  attested,  to  each  sheet  of  which 

he  had  affixed  a  seal,  instructed  his  solicitor  to  prepare  another,  and 

signed  the  draft  prepared  fh)m  those  instructions,  and  then  proceeded 

to  tear  off  the  seals  of  the  old  will ;  when,  after  all  the  seals  but  one 

had  been  thus  temoved,  he  was  informed,  that  the  new  will  would 

hot  be  operative  upon  his  lands  in  its  then  state,  which  induced  him 

to  desist ;  and  before  the  new  will  was  complete,  the  testator  died : 

it  was  held,  that  the  original  will  remained  unrevoked  {a}. 

{/)  Hafnes  v.  Hainen,  8  Tei^.  441. 

{q)  Bigge  v.  I^^^t  d  Jur.  192,  3  Ko.  Oas.  ^1,  and  aee  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  409,  pi.  t  matg, 

(A)  Re  Tozer,  2  No.  Cas.  11,  7  Jnr.  184;  Be  Uannam,  14  Jur.  568;  Clarke  «.  Scrippsi  1§ 
Jur.  788,  2  Rob.  563. 

(t)  James  v.  Shrimpton,  1  P.  D.  431. 

(k)  Re  Tozer,  2  No.  Cas.  11 ;  Re  Kennett,  ft  N.  R  461 ;  Re  Applebee,  1  Hag^.  143. 

(a)  Hyde  v.  Hyde,  1  Eq.  Ab.  409,  3  Ch.  Rep.  165;  aee  Onions  «.  Tyrer,  1  P.  W.  848, 
Pre.  Ch.  459;  Burtonshaw  v.  Gilbert,  Cowp.  49;  Sutton  v,  Sutton,  Cowp.  812;  Winsor  v. 
Pratt,  6  J.  B  Moo.  484.  2  Br.  &  B.  660;  Perrott  r.  Perrott,  14  East,  440;  Dancer  v.  Crabb, 
I.,  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  98.  See  also  Jenner  r.  Finch.  5  P.  D.  106;  Re  Fleetwood,  Sidgreaves  v. 
Brewer,  16  Ch.  D.  594,  609.  Mr.  Theobald  has  aptly  remarked  on  the  distinction  between 
this  class  of  cases  in  which  there  is  an  intention  to  revoke,  though  such  intention  is  dependent 
on  the  belief  that  a  sabstitnted  disposition  is  valid,  and  the  class  of  cases  cited  ante,  p.  119^ 

failure  of  the  testator,  on  being  informed  of  >  See  XVilbonm  v.  Shell,  59  Miss.  205; 
the  loss  or  destruction  of  his  will,  to  make  Tonse  r.  Forman,  5  Bash,  337;  Stovaii  9. 
Iinother,  has  been  held  to  famish  presump-  Kendall,  1  Coldw.  657;  Wolf  v.  Bollinger,  62 
tire  intention  to  revoke  the  will.  Steele  «.  111.  368;  Banks  v.  Banks,  66  Mo.  482.  A  re- 
Price,  5  B.  Mon.  58.  Bat  the  presumption  vocation  made  on  legal  advice  cannot  be  con- 
may  be  rebutted,  as  by  the  testator* s  declara-  sidered  as  dependent  upon  the  soundness  of 
tions.  Id.  the  advice.  Skip^ith  v.  Cabell^  19  Gratt. 
*  Wilbourn  v.  Shell,  99  Mi8».  205.  758. 
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A  fortiori,  if  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  will  is  de- 
stroyed for  the  purpose  of  substituting  a  fresh  will,  the   WiU  destroyed 
old  will  is  not  revoked,  if  the  new  one  be  in  fact  not  ^^^^  "®^ 
made  (b)} 

In  like  manner,  where  the  later  of  two  inconsistent  wills  is  de- 
stroyed on  the  supposition  that  the  earlier  will  is  thereby  revived ;  if 
this  supposition  be  (as  by  the  existing  law  we  shall  presently  see  it 
is)  erroneous,  the  later  will  remains  unrevoked.  In  this  case,  as  in 
the  former,  the  act  of  destruction  is  referable,  not  to  any  abstract  in- 
tention to  revoke,  but  to  an  intention  to  validate  another  paper ;  and 
as  the  condition  upon  which  alone  the  revocation  wad  intended  to 
operate  is  in  neither  case  fulfilled,  in  neither  does  the  animus  revo- 
candi  exist  (c). 

Vm.  Partial  Daatrnotlon.  —  It  has  been  seen  that  the  act  of  de- 
struction without  the  intention  to  revoke  is  ineffectual  (d).  Where, 
however,  there  is  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  destroy 
the  will,  but  the  act  is  not  completed,  the  authorities  present  mord 
matter  for  consideration. 

The  early  case  of  Bibb  d.  Mole  tr.  Thomas  (e)  has  generally  been 
considered  to  establish  that  a  very  slight  act  of  tearing  is 
*  sufficient  to  effect  a  revocation,  if  done  with  such  intention ;  [*121] 
the  facts  were  as  follows :  —  The  testator  (who  had  frequently 
declared  himself  dissatisfied  with  his  will),  being  one  day  in  bed  near 
the  fire,  ordered  W.,  a  person  who  attended  him,  to  fetch  ReyooRtion  bv 
his  will,  which  she  did,  and  delivered  it  to  him,  it  being  P»>^  tearing, 
then  whole,  only  somewhat  creased ;  he  opened  and  looked  at  it,  then 
gave  it  a  rip  with  his  hands,  so  as  almost  to  tear  a  bit  off,  then  rumpled 
it  together,  and  threw  it  on  the  fire ;  but  it  fell  off.  However  it  must 
soon  have  been  burnt,  had  not  W.  taken  it  up,  and  put  it  into  her  pocket. 
The  testator  did  not  see  her  do  so,  but,  afterwards,  upon  his  repeated  in- 
quiries, she  falsely  told  him  that  she  had  destroyed  it  The  testator 
afterwards  told  a  person  that  he  had  destroyed  his  will,  and  should  make 
ho  other  until  he  had  seen  his  brother,  to  whom  he  wrote  to  the  same 
effect,  and  desired  him  to  come  down,  saying,  "  If  I  die  intestate,  it 
will  cause  uneasiness."    The  testator,  however,  died  without  making 

notes  (e)  and  (dS^  in  which  there  was  no  intention  to  revoke,  but  onlv  a  mistaken  belief  that 
the  instrument  aestro^ed  had  already  been  revoked  or  was  otherwise  invalid,  and  therefor^ 
useless,  see  Theob.  ^  ills,  88. 

(b)  Dancer  v.  Crabb,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &;  D.  98,  104  ;  see  Re  De  Bode,  5  No.  Cas.  189 ;  Re  Ecles^ 
d  Sw.  &  TV.  600. 

(e)  Powell  V.  Powell,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  98,  209,  overmling  Dickinson  «.  Swatman,  4  Sw.  & 
Tr.  20&,  30  L;  J  Piob.  84.  See  also  Eckerslej  «.  Piatt,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  281;  Re  Weston,  1 
P.  &  D.  638. 

(d)  Ante,  p.  118. 

(e)  2  W.  Bi.  104a. 

1  Bnt  tSie  destmction  of  the  later  of  two  in-  earlier,  though  tfairt  is  found  amons  the  tet' 
consistent  wills,  with  intention  to  make  an-  tator^s  piipen.  HcCIore  «.  MtiClnre,  86 
other,  which  is  not  done,  will  not  revive  the     Tenn.  178. 
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another  will.  The  jury  thought  this  a  sufficient  revocation,  and  the 
Court  of  G.  P.  was  of  the  same  opinion,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial ; 
De  Grey,  C.  J.,  observing,  that  this  case  fell  within  two  of  the  spe- 
cific acts  described  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  it  was  both  a  burning 
and  a  tearing;  and  that  throwing  it  on  the  fire,  with  an  intent  to 
burn,  though  it  was  only  very  slightly  singed  and  fell  off,  was  suffi- 
cient within  the  statute.^ 

It  is  not,  however,  to  be  inferred  from  this  case,  that  the  mere 
intention,  or  even  attempt,  of  a  testator  to  bum,  tear,  or  destroy  his 

will,  is  sufficient  to  produce  revocation,  within  the  mean- 
to^dMtroy  will  i^g  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  or  the  Wills  Act ;  for,  the 
notM^sATiiy  legislature  having  pointed  out  certain  modes  by  which  a 

will  may  be  revoked,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  judi- 
cature, under  any  circumstances,  to  dispense  with  part  of  its  requi- 
sitions, and  accept  the  mere  intention  or  endeavor  to  perform  the  pre- 
scribed act,  as  a  substitute  or  equivalent  for  the  act  itself,  though  the 
intention  or  endeavor  may  have  been  frustrated  by  the  improper 
behavior  of  a  third  person.* 

Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Keed  v.  Harris  (/),  where  it  appeared  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  testator's  servant,  that  the  testator  had  thrown  the  will 
on  the  fire,  from  which  it  was  immediately  snatched  by  a  relative  who 

(/)  6  Ad.  &  Ell.  209,  2  Ner.  &  P.  615.    See  Cheese  v,  Lovejoy,  2  P.  D.  851. 


^  See  White  v.  Casten,  1  Jones,  197;  John-  it  seems,  be  considered  as  effected  as  to  the 

800  9.  Brailsford,  2  Nott  &  McC.  272.    It  wrooff-doer.    Blanchard  v.  Blancbard.  32  Vt. 

seems  that  there  is  no  necessary  presumption  62.    Indeed,  it  is  broadly  laid  down  ttiat  if  a 

M^inst  a  will  by  reason  of  the  mere  fact  that  revocation,  as  by  burning,  was  interfered  with 

the  first  few  lines  are  missing  from  cutting  by  fraud,  without  the  testator^s  knowledge, 

and  tearing.  In  re  Woodward,  L.  K.,  2  P.  &  tfie  will  does  not  become  valid  afterwards  on 

D.  206.    But  the  nature  of  the  words  and  the  the    discovery   of   the   fraud,  without  acts 

circumstances   attending   their  removal    or  amounting  to  a  new  publication.    Kent  r. 

obliteration  might  dearh'  indicate  an  mten-  Mahaffev,  10  Ohio  St.  ^04 ;  Bohanan  v.  Wal- 

tion  partially  or  even  totally  to  revoke  the  cot,  1  How.  (Miss.)  836;  Burns  v.  Burns,  4 

will.    The  presumption  to  be  drawn   must  Serg.  &  R.  667.    On  the  other  hand  a  will 

depend  upon  the  facts  apparent  or  shown  in  fraudulently  destroyed  may  be  set  up  again, 

evidence.  Voorhees  r.  Voorhees,  39  N.  Y.  463.    The 

'  Mundy  v.  Mundy,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  290 ;  doctrine  was  here  applied  to  a  case  of  undue 

Gains  o.  Gains,  2  A.'K.  Marsh.  190;  Jack-  influence. 

son  V.  Bett«i,  9  Cowen,  208 ;  Hise  v.  Fincher,         A  blind  testator  directed  his  will  to  be 

10  Ired.  139;  Clarke  v.  Scripps,  22  Eng.  L.  destroyed,  and  supposed  that  it  was  so  de- 

&  Eq.  627.    See,  however,  Prvor  v.  Cofrgin,  strnyecl,  when,  in  tact,  no  act  bad  been  done 

17  6a.  444 ;  Smiley  v.  Gambill,  2  Head,  164;  towards  the  destruction  of  it;  and  this  was 

Blanchard  v.  Blanchard,  32  Vt.  62,  as  to  held  to  be  no  revocation  or  destruction  under 

deception  practised  upon  the  testator  in  the  the  statute  in  Virginia.    Boyd  v.  Cook,  3 

revocation.     See  also  Runkle  v.  Gates,   11  Leigh,  32;   Malone  v.  Hobbs,  1  Robinson, 

Ind.  95.    It  is  laid  down  in  this  country  that  346.    See  Hise  v.  Fincher,  10  Ired.  139.    But 

if  the  maker  of  a  will,  with  the  intention  of  in  a  case  where  a  testator  was  ill  In  bed,  and 

revoking  the  mstrument  bv  destroying  it,  called  for  his  will,  and  one  of  the  executors 

bum  another  pap<^r,  mistaicenty  supposing  and  legatees  deceived  him  by  handing  him 

that  to  be  his  will,  and  believe  he  nas  de-  an  old  letter  mstead,  it  was  held  that  iC  from 

stroyed  it,  and  continue  in  that  belief  with-  the  rest  of  the  testimony,  the  jury  believed 

out  any  subsequent  recognition  of  it  or  knowl-  that  the  testator  destroved  that  letter,  think- 

edge  of  its  existence,  this  will  amount  to  a  ing  that  it  was  his  will,  such  circumstances 

revocation.    Smiley  r.  Gambill  J2  Head,  164;  would  amount  in  law  to  a  revocation  of  the 

Ford  V.  Ford,  7  Humph.  104.    Revocation,  if  will.    Piyor  v.  Coggin,  17  Ga.  444. 
prevented  by  the  fraad  of  a  donee  will,  also, 


CH.  VII.]  PARTIAL  DESTRUCTION.  157 

lived  with  them,  when  the  fire  had  merely  singed  the  cover.  The  testa- 
tor afterwards  insisted  upon  her  giving  up  the  will  to  be  burnt, 
which  she  promised  to  do ;  and  in  order  to  *  satisfy  the  tes-  [♦122] 
tator,  threw  something  into  the  fire,  which  was  not  the  will  (as 
she  represented  it  to  be),  ,of  which  the  testator  appears  to  have  had 
some  suspicion ;  for,  upon  the  witness  expressing  her  doubt  whether 
the  will  had  been  destroyed,  the  testator  said,  "  I  do  not  care,  I  will  go 
to  L.,  if  I  am  alive  and  well,  and  make  another  will."  The  Court 
of  Q.  B.  held  that  the  will  was  not  revoked,  on  the  ground  that  there 
had  been  no  actual  burning  of  the  instrument.  ''  It  is  impossible," 
said  Lord  Denman,  "to  say  that  singeing  a  cover  is  burning  a  will 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute."  Patteson,  J.,  said,  "To  hold 
that  it  was  so,  would  be  saying  that  a  strong  intention  to  burn  was  a 
burning.  There  must  be,  at  all  events,  a  partial  burning  of  the  in- 
strument itself ;  I  do  not  say  that  a  quantity  of  words  must  be  burnt ; 
but  there  must  be  a  burning  of  the  paper  on  which  the  will  is." 

But  it  is  clear,  that  if  a  testator  is  arrested  in  his  design  of  destroy- 
ing the  will,  by  the  remonstrance  or  interference  of  a  third  person,  or 
by  his  own  voluntary  change  of  purpose,  and  thus  leaves 
unfinished  the  work  of  destruction  which  he  had  com-   atSltor^'* 
menced,  the  will  is  unrevoked ;  *  and  the  degree  in  which   »u«pend8  the 
the  attempt  had  been  accomplished,  would  not,  it  should  bSore'Yts^**^ 
seem,  be  very  closely  scrutinized,  if  the  testator  him-   completion, 
self  had  put  his  own  construction  upon  his  somewhat  equivocal  act, 
by  subsequently  treating  the  will  as  undestroyed. 

Thus,  in  Doe  v.  Perks  (g),  where  a  testator  upon  a  sudden  provoca- 
tion by  one  of  the  devisees,  tore  his  will  asunder ;  and,  after  being 
appeased,  fitted  the  pieces  together,  and  expressed  his  satisfaction 
that  it  was  no  worse,  and  that  no  material  injury  had  been  done ;  it 
was  held  that  the  will  remained  unrevoked.  Here  (to  use  the  lan- 
guage of  a  distinguished  Judge)  (A),  the  intention  of  revoking  was  it- 
self revoked,  before  the  act  was  complete.  And  in  Elms  v.  Elms  (k)y 
the  testator  had  torn  his  will  nearly  through,  but  the  evidence 
seemed  to  show  that  he  intended  to  do  more,  and  was  stopped  by  the 
remonstrance  of  a  person  present,  and  it  was  held  that  the  will  was 
not  revoked  (Z). 

(0)  8  B.  &  Aid.  489:  and  compare  Re  Colbeiig,  1  No.  Cas.  90,  2  Curt.  832. 

(A)  Vide  6  Ad.  &  ElL  215. 

(k)  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  155,  4  Jur.  N.  3.  341,  27  L.  J.  Prob.  96.  And  see  Re  Cockayne,  1  Dea. 
177,  2  Jor.  N.  S.  454.  ^ 

(t)  Here  it  may  be  remarked,  that  testators  should  be  dissuaded  from  making  or  altering 
their  wills  {as  they  are  often  disposed  to  do),  under  the  influence  of  any  temporanr  excite- 
ment occasioned  by  the  ill-conduct  of  a  legatee;  and,  still  more,  from  recording  thefr  resent- 
ment in  their  wills,  which  may  have  the  effect  of  wounding  the  feelings  of^  and  casting  a 
stigma  on,  the  offending  party  lon^  after  the  transaction  which  gave  occasion  to  the  irrita- 
tion has  been  effaced  from  recollection,  or  is  remembered  only  to  Im  regretted.  The  Probate 
Court  will  not  readily  omit  from  the  probate  any  such  record  of  dispteasure,  Re  Honvwood, 
L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  251.  ^  J  f  ,  . 

1  See  Winsor  v,  Pratt,  8  Brod.  &  B.  652;  Giles,  Cam.  &  N.  174;  Clarke  0.  Scripps,  22 
BetheH  v,  Moore,  2  Dev.  &  B.  811;  Giles  v,    £ng.  L.  &  Eq.  627. 
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r«123]  *  I^.  — '  DMtr^ctian  of  Duplicate  Copy,  -rm  Sometimes  a  tes- 
tator for  greater  security  executes  his  will  in  duplicate,  retain- 
ing one  part  suid  committing  the  other  to  the  custody  oX  another 
person  (usufdly  an  executor  or  trustee) ;  $uid  questions  have  not  un- 
frequently  arisen  as  to  the  effect  of  his  subsequently  de- 
^^i^f  o«#  stroying  on^  of  such  papers,  leaving  the  duplicate  entire. 
partofdupU-  ju  thcse  cases  the  presumption  generally  is,  that  the 
testator  means  by  t^e  destruction  of  one  part  to  revoke 
the  will,^  but  the  strength  of  the  presumption  depends  much  upon 
circumstances.  Thus,  where  (m)  he  cancels  that  part  which  is  in 
his  own  possession  (the  duplicate  being  in  the  custody  of  another),  it 
is  very  strongly  to  be  presumed,  that  he  does  not  intend  the  duplicate 
to  stand,  he  haying  destroyed  all  that  was  within  his  reach  (n).  So, 
if  the  testator  have  himself  possession  of  both,  the  presumption  of 
revocation  holds,  though  weaker  (o),  and  even  if,  having  both  in  his 
possession,  he  alters  one,  and  then  destroys  that  which  he  had 
altered,  there  is  also  the  presumption,  but  weaker  still. 

These  several  gradations  of  presumption  were  stated  by  Lord  Er- 
skine  in  Pemberton  ti.  Pemberton  (p),  the  circumstances  of  which 
were  as  follows :  Two  parts  of  a  will  were  found  in  the  possession  of 
a  testator  at  his  death,  the  one  cancelled,  having  various  alterations 
in  it,  and  the  other  not  altered  or  cancelled ;  and  the  finding  of  the 
jury  in  three  successive  trials  at  law  on  these  facts,  and  the  evidence 
generally,  was  that  the  will  was  not  revoked;  and  in  that  conclusion 
the  L.  C.  finally  concurred. 

Perhaps,  in  such  a  case,  the  presumption  can  hardly  be  said  to  lean 
in  favor  of  the  revocation  at  all ;  for  the  testator  having  made  altera- 
tions in  one  part,  and  then  cancelled  the  part  so  altered  onlt/,  the  con- 
clusion would  rather  seem  to  be,  that  he  merely  intended  by  the 
destruction  of  that  part  to  get  rid  of  the  alterations,  and  to  restore 
the  will  to  its  original  state.  And  it  is  observable,  that,  in  Roberts 
V.  Round  (q),  where  one  of  two  duplicate  wills  was  found 
[*124]  partly  mutilated,  and  the  other  ♦  carefully  preserved  in  the 
testator^s  own  possession,  it  was  held  that  the  will  remained 
unrevoked. 

The  evidence  in  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  as  to  the  intent  with 
which  the  act  of  cancellation  was  done,  consisted  partly  of  subsequent 
declarations  of  the  testator,  and  these  tended  rather  to  favor  the  re- 
vocation than  otherwise ;  but  both  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord  Erskine  ad- 


Cm)  See  Sir  Edward  Sermonr'fl  cam,  cit.  Com.  459,  1  P.  W.  846,  S  Yem.  742;  and  •€• 
Colvin  V,  Eraser,  2  Haffg.*266;  Rickards  v.  Mumford,  2  Phillim.  23. 

(n)  Burtonshaw  v.  Gilbert,  Gowp.  49;  Boughey  v.  Monton,  8  Hagg.  101,  n.,  2  Ga.  tern. 
Lee,  532. 

(o)  Be  Hains,  5  No.  Gas.  621. 

(p)  18  Ves.  810. 

Iq)  8  Uagg.  548. 


{^ 


1  Crossman  v,  Grossman,  95  N.  T.  145  (citing  Hubbard  9.  Alexander,  8  Gh.  D.  738). 
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verted  to  tl^e  yerj  lifctle  weight  due  to  e:Kprea8ion9  thrown  out  by 
te&tators  in  conversation  with  persons  respecting  their  wills. 

X— i-lKiiit  'wrilUi.^^Inone  instanee,  the  Prerogative  Court  decided 
in  favor  of  a  will,  without  any  distinct  proof  of  its  existence  after  thq 
death  of  the  testator,  or  of  its  destruction  in  his  lifetime  j  PrMumptionas 
there  being  strong  reason^  under  all  the  circumstances,   to  destrucUon 
for  supposing  that  the  testator  had  unintentionally  de-  ^  ^'  ' 
stroyed  it ;  or,  at  all  events,  that  its  destruction,  whenever  effected, 
was  without  his  ooneurrence  (r).    The  general  rule  in  that  court  seems 
to  be,  that  if  a  will  is  traced  into  the  testator^s  possession,  and,  at  hia 
death,  either  cannot  be  found  («),  or  is  found  torn  (<),  the  presump^ 
tion  is  (in  the  absence  of  circumstances  tending  to  a  contrary  eonclu- 
elusion  (m),)  that  he  destroyed  or  tore  it  animo  revocandi ;  *  but 
*  that  if  the  will  is  traced  out  of  the  deceased's  custody,  it  [*125] 
is  incumbent  on  the  party  asserting  the  revocation  to  prove  that 
the  will  came  again  into  such  custody,  or  was  destroyed  by  his  direo^ 
tions  (as).    If,  after  executing  his  will,  the  testator  becomes  insane,  and 
it  appears  that  the  will  was  in  his  custody  as  well  after  as  before  the 
time  when  he  became  so,  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  he  tore  or  de- 
stroyed it  while  he  was  sane ;  the  fact  must  be  proved  affirmatively  (y).* 

(r)  Davis  v.  Davis,  S  Ad.  223;  and  see  Patten  «.  Poulton,  1  Sv.  &  Tr.  55,  27  L.  J.  Ftob, 
41,  i  Jur.  y.  S.  341. 

(t)  Lillie  V,  Lillie,  8  Hagg,  184;  Waivent  v.  HoUins,  4  Hagg.  245;  Tagart  9.  Squire,  1 
Curt  289;  Welcn  v.  Phillips  1  Bloo.  P.  C.  C.  299;  Browrn  v.  Brown,  8  £11.  &  BI.  876;  Re 
Shaw,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  92;  Finch  v.  Finch,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  371. 

(0  Hare  v.  Nasmyth,  3  Hagg.  192,  n. ;  Lambell  v.  Lambell,  id.  568;  Williams  v,  Jones.  7 
No.  Gas.  106;  Re  Lewis,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  31,  27  L.  J.  Prob.  31. 

(u)  As  to  the  evidence  required  to  rebut  the  presumption,  see  Saunders  «.  Saunders  6  So 
Cas.  618;  Battyl  p.  Lyles,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  718;  Re  Gardner,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  109,  27  L.  J.  Prob.  65; 
Re  Ripley,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  68,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  342;  Re  Simpson,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1386;  Re  PechelL 
id.  406;  Eckerslev  v,  Piatt,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  281.  If  declarations  made  by  the  testator  after 
the  date  of  the  will  are  adduced  to  rebut  the  presumption,  the  like  declarations  are  admissible 
in  reply,  Keen  v.  Keen,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  106.  As  evidence  of  the  animus  with  which  an  act 
wa«  done,  less  weight  is  of  course  due  to  subsequent  (Pemberton  v,  Pemberton,  13  Vo|.  310; 
Re  Weston.  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  633)  than  to  contemporaneous  (Johnnon  v.  Lyford,  L.  R.,  1  P. 
&  D.  546)  declarations  of  the  testator.  To  prove  the  ncf,  such  «uhsequent  declarations  are 
wholly  inadmissible,  Staines  v,  Stewart,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  320, 31  L.  J.  Prob.  10.  The  will  being 
lost  or  destroyed,  and  the  animus  revocandi  disproved,  probate  will  be  granted  of  its  contents 
as  proved  by  secondary  evidence,  e,  (7.,  draft,  copy,  or  parol  testimonv;  »ee  same  cases,  and 
Clarkson  v.  Clarkson,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  497,  31  L.  J.  Prob.  143;  Podmore*  v.  Whatton,  3  Sw.  & 
Tr.  449,  33  L.  J.  Prob.  143;  Burls  v.  Burls,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  472;  James  v.  Shrimpton.  1  P. 
D.  431;  Sugden  v.  Lord  St.  Leonards,  1  P.  D.  154;  Harris  t>.  Knight,  16  P.  D.  170.  In 
Sugden  «.  Lord  St  Leonards,  the  contents  were  proved  by  a  single  interested  witness.  The 
same  case  establuhes  the  admissibility,  as  evidence  of  contents,  of  the  testator's  declarations 
whensoever  made,  overruling  Quick  t>.  Quick,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  442,  33  L.  J  Prob.  146;  see  also 
on  this  point,  Gould  r.  Lakes,  6  P.  D.  1,  and  further,  that  probate  may  be  granted  of  so 
much  of  the  will  as  the  evidence  ascertains,  though  other  part  i«  not  ascertained.  But  see  on 
both  these  latter  points,  Woodward  v.  Goulatone,  11  App.  Ca.  469. 

(«)  Colvin  r.  Fraser,  2  Hagg.  327;  and  see  W^-nn  v.  Heveningham.  1  Coll.  638,  639. 

(y)  Harris  v.  Berral,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  153;  Sprigge  r.  Sprigge,  L.  B.,  1  P.  &  p.  608. 


Newell  V.  Homer,  120  Mass.  277;  Collyer  v.  84;  Minkler  v.  Minkler,  14  Vt.  126;  Appling 

Collyer,  no  N.  Y.  481  (citing  Bctts  v.  Jack-  v.  Eades,  1  Grat.  286;  Tynan  v.  Paschal.  27 

son,  6  Wend.  173 ;  Knapp  v.  Knapp,  10  N.  Texas,  286. 

T.  276;  Schultz  v.  Schaltz,  35  N.  T.  653);  >  Ryidence  may  be  glyen  that  a  lost  or  dn- 
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XL  —  Whether  a  Codicil  is  revoked  by  Deetmotion  of  WilL  — 
Sometimes  there  is  found,  among  the  papers  of  a  testator,  a  codicil 
Effect  of  testap  without  the  will  of  which  it  professes  to  be  part;  in 
tor  <ie8troving  guch  cases  the  question  arises,  whether  or  not  the  de- 
ing  codicil**  "  struction  of  the  will  (which  it  is  to  be  presumed,  in  the 
undestroyed.  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  was  the  act  of  the  tes- 
tator) operates,  impliedly,  to  revoke  the  codicil  also.  This  question,  of 
course,  depends  mainly  upon  the  contents  of  the  several  testamentary 
documents.^  If  the  dispositions  in  the  codicil  are  so  complicated 
with,  and  dependent  upon,  those  of  the  will  as  to  be  incapable  of  a 
separate  and  independent  existence,  the  destruction  of  the  will  neces- 
sarily revokes  the  codicil  {z) ;  and  before  1  Vict.  c.  2Qy  the  general 
presumption  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  was  rather  in  favor  of  the 

(t)  Usticke  9.  Bawden,  S  Add.  116. 


itroyed  will  was  lost  or  destroyed  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  testator.  Schultz 
V.  Schultz,  35  K.  Y.  653;  In  re  Johnson,  40 
Conn.  587;  Newell  v.  Homer,  120  Mass.  277; 
Davis  V.  Sigoumey,  8  Met.  487;  Durfee  v. 
Durfee,  id.  490,  no'te;  Collagan  v.  Bums,  57 
Maine,  449;  Tynan  v.  Paschal,  27  Texas,  286. 
But  one  who  seeks  to  set  up  an  alleged  lost 
will  has  the  burden  of  proving  its  contents  by 
evidence  strong,  positive,  and  free  from 
doubt.  Newell  v.  Homer,  120  Bfass.  277; 
Davis  9.  Siguurney,  8  Met.  487;  Durfee  v. 
Durfee,  id.  490,  note;  In  re  Johnson,  40  Conn. 
587.  And  it  must  appear  that  the  will  was  in 
existence,  uncancelled  and  am  evoked,  at  the 
time  of  tne  death  of  the  testator,  in  order  to 
control  the  presumption  of  revocation  which 
always  arises  when  a  will  once  known  io  ex- 
ist is  not  found  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 
Newell  9.  Homer,  supra;  Brown  v.  Brown,  8 
£1.  &  B.  876,  886;  Eclcerslev  v.  Piatt,  L.  R., 
1  P.  &  D.  281;  Finch  9.  Finch,  id.  871. 

If  the  will  remained  in  the  custody  of  (he 
testator,  or  after  its  execution  he  had  ready 
access  to  it,  the  fact  that  it  could  not  be  found 
after  his  death  would  raise  a  presumption 
that  he  had  destroyed  it  animo  revocandi. 
Schultz  9.  Schultz,  supra,  Davies,  C.  J.; 
Betts  9.  Jackson,  6  Wend.  173;  iLnapp  9. 
Knapp,  10  N.  T.  276;  Dawson  9.  Smith,  3 
Houst.  92.  But  this  presumption,  as  the  rule 
implies,  does  not  exist  when  it  appears  that, 
upon  the  execution  of  the  will,  it  was  depos- 
ited by  the  testator  with  a  custodian,  and  that 
the  testator  did  not  thereafter  have  it  in  his 
possession  or  have  access  to  it.  Schultz  9. 
ochultz,  snpra.  A  fortiori  if  the  will  be  found 
in  possession  of  one  interested.  Bennett  9. 
Sherrod,  3  Ired.  306.  Evidence  is  also  admis- 
sible to  show  that  the  act  of  tearing  off  one's 
signature  to  a  will  was  done  without  an  in- 
tention to  revoke ;  that  is,  by  mistake.  Touse 
V.  Forman,  5  Bush,  887.  So  of  an  apparent 
but  not  decisive  act  of  cancellation,  wolf  9. 
Bollinger,  62  111.  868. 

It  is  necessary,  generally  speaking,  that  a 
will  revoking  prior  wills  should  be  admitted 
to  probate,  in  order  to  give  it  effect  by  way 


of  revocation,  as  well  as  to  give  it  effect  in  any 
other  way.  But  if.  by  reason  of  the  loss  or 
destruction  of  a  valid  revoking  will,  nothing 
more  than  the  revoking  clause  or  the  plain 
revoking  effect  of  the  instrument  can  be 
proved,  so  that  the  will  cannot  be  admitted 
to  probate,  it  is  proper  still  to  irive  it  effect  aa 
a  revocation.  Wallia  9.  Wallis,  114  Mmss. 
510  (citing  Nelson  9.  McGiffert,  8  Barb.  Ch. 
158,  164;  Day  9.  Day^,  2  Green,  Ch.  649); 
Stevens  9.  Hope,  52  Mich.  65;  In  re  Cunning- 
ham, 38  Minn.  169  (citing  Barksdale  9.  Hop- 
kins, 23  Ga.  332;  Rudj  9.  Ulrich,  69  Penn. 
St.  177).  The  revoking  part  need  not,  it 
seems,  be  formally  prooated:  though  it  is 
laid  down  that  an  existin|^  will  mav  be  pro- 
bated in  part  and  refused  m  part.  Laughton 
9.  Atkins,  1  Pick.  535,  548.  And  perhaps  a 
lost  will  may  be. 

Where  the  later  will  is  in  existence  and 
capable  of  being  offered  for  probate,  any 
question  of  its  effect  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior 
will  should  be  tried  by  a  direct  proceeding 
instituted  for  the  purpose  in  the  Probate 
Court ;  that  is,  the  later  instrument  should  be 
offered  for  probate,  and  then  tlie  question  of 
its  effect  on  the  prior  will  ma^  be  considered. 
Wallis  9.  Wallis,  supra;  Stickney  9.  Ham- 
mond, 138  Mass.  116;  Sewall  9.  Kbbbins,  189 
Mass.  116 ;  Reese  9.  Court  of  Probate,  9  R.  I. 
434.  See  also  the  earlier  cases  of  Reid  9. 
Borland,  14  Mass.  208;  Laughton  9.  Atkins, 
1  Pick.  535. '  In  the  last  case  the  whole  sub- 
ject underwent  great  consideration  by  the 
Court,  and  the  rase  is  a  leading  and  generally 
accepted  authority. 

So  too  a  testamentary  instrument  to  take 
effect  only  on  an  event  which  does  not  hap- 
pen can  liave  no  effect  upon  a  prior  validly 
executed  will.  Hamilton's  Estate,  74  Penii. 
at.  69;  Rudy  9.  Ulrich,  69  Penn.  St.  177. 
The  meanlnfj^  of  a  revoking  clause  in  the  later 
instrument  is  that  the  clause  is  to  operate 
only  in  case  the  instrument  should  take  effect 
as  a  will.   Id. 

I  See  Gelbke  9.  (klbke,  88  Ala.  427; 
Crafts  9.  Hunnewell,  120  Mass.  220. 
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intention  to  involve  a  codicil  in  the  revocation  of  the  will  of  which  it 
was  a  part,  where  a  contrary  intention  could  not  be  collected  either 
from  the  contents  of  the  codicil  itself  or  from  extrinsic  evidence  (a). 
But  if  the  codicil  was  capable,  from  the  nature  of  its  contents,  of 
subsisting  independently  of  the  will,  its  validity  was  not  affected  by 
the  destruction  of  such  will  (b). 

The  balance  of  authority  seems  to  support  the  view  that  the  stat.  1 
Vict  c.  26,  has  done  away  with  the  presumption  made  by  the  old  law 
that  the  destruction  of  a  will  was  an  implied  revocation  of  a 
codicil  thereto  (c).    Lord  Penzance  repeatedly  so  *held,  on  [*126] 
the  ground  that  sect.  20,  enacting  that  ''no  will  or  codicil 
shall  be  revoked  otherwise  than"  by  certain  specified   methods, 
plainly  excludes  the  method  in  question  (d).    And  these  2;g^^  ^Qder 
decisions  have  been  followed  in  a  recent  case  by  Sir  C.   i  Vict.  c.  26, 
Butt,  J.  (e).    But  in  Sugden  v.  Lord  St.  Leonards  (/)   dMtro}^  bat 
a  demurrer  dependent  for  its  validity  on  this  view  of  the   no*  ^e  codicU. 
statute  to  a  plea,  was  formally  (though  without  argument)  overruled 
by  Sir  J.  Hannen.    Perhaps,  however,  the  point  is  not  of  much  im- 
portance.   The  presumption  already  stated  was  never  a  strong  one, 
even  under  the  old  law,  and  the  question  whether  the  codicil  was 
revoked  or  not  always  depended,  and  (supposing  the  presumption  to 
continue)  will  still  depend,  mainly  upon  the  contents  of  the  codi- 
cil (^),  and  the  effect  of  the  evidence  adduced  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion (A). 

Zn. — Vo  ravlTal  of  former  Will  by  Revocation.  —  The  22nd  sec- 
tion abolishes  the  rule  which  gave  to  the  revocation  of  a  posterior 
will  the  effect  of  reviving  a  prior  testamentary  instru-  Rn^e  as  to  re- 
ment,  which  such  posterior  will,  if  it  had  remained  in  ▼i.^'^i  <>'  <^  pi^or 
force,  would  have  revoked :  and  it  is  immaterial  in  such  Sin  of  allS?" 
case  whether  the  posterior  will  owed  its  revoking  effi-  abolished. 
cacy  to  an  express  clause  of  revocation  contained  in  it,  or  to  mere 

(a)  Medtycott «.  AMhaton,  3  Add.  S39;  Coppin  «.  Dillon,  4  Hagg.  861,  869.  See  as  to  th« 
Boman  Law  on  thin  point,  Falle  «.  Godfrav,  14  App.  Ca.  70. 

(b)  Tagart  p.  Squire,  1  Curt.  8S9. 

(c)  See  per  Sir  H.  Fust,  Cloffstonn  v.  Waltott,  5  No.  Gas  633, 12  Jur.  422,  Re  Hatliwell, 
4  No.  Cas.  400, 9  Jur.  1042:  followed  by  Sir  C.  Cresswell,  Qrimwood  r.  Oxens^,  2  Sw.  &  Tr. 
864,  5  Jut.  N.  S.  497;  Re  Dutton,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  66,  82  L.  J.  Prob.  137.  Whether  under  the 
old  law  the  presumption  existed  with  respect  to  eodicils  dealing  with  freehold  land  appears 
never  to  hare  been  decided.  The  Statute  of  Frauds,  sect.  6,  does  not,  for  this  purpose,  differ 
materially  from  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  20. 

(d)  Black  V.  Jobling,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  085;  Re  Savage,  L.  R.,  2  P  &  D.  78;  Re  Turner, 
id.  403. 

U)  Gardiner  «.  Courthope,  12  P.  D.  14. 

i/)  1  P.  D.  154,  203;  the  plea  had  already  been  pronounced  to  be  not  true  in  fact. 

(g)  So  imperative  did  Lord  Penzance  consider  the  act  to  be,  that  even  where  the  codicil 
waa  nnintelirgible  without  the  will  (the  contents  of  which  were  unknown),  he  held  himself 
bound  to  admit  the  codicil  to  probate  and  leave  the  question  of  its  operation  to  the  Court  of 
Construction,  Re  Turner,  L.  R.,  2  P  &  D.  403.  But  since  the  Judicature  Act,  1878,  the 
whole  matter  most,  it  would  seem,  be  din)oeed  of  in  the  Probate  Division. 

(A)  In  Clctfstoun  v.  Walcott  and  Re  Halllwell,  the  codicils  were  held  not  to  be  revoked. 
See  also  Re  Ellice,  33  L.  J.  Prob.  27.  But  in  Re  Bleckley,  8  P.  D.  169,  Lord  Penzance  held 
fliat  a  codicil  waa  revoked,  being  satisfied  that  the  testator  intended  to  revoke  it  as  well  as 
the  w!11  from  which  he  bad  cut  Qiyt  his  signature. 
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inconsistency  of  disposition  (t).^  In  either  case,  sect.  22  pennits  the 
prior  will  to  be  revived  by  one  of  two  means  only :  the  testator  must 
re-execute  the  ^  will,  or  he  must  make  and  duly  execute  a  codicil 
showing  an  intention  to  revive  the  will.  Even  if  he  de- 
inadmfnibie  to  stroys  the  second  will  for  the  express  purpose  of  setting 
show  intention  ^p  the  first,  he  fails  in  his  object ;  for  parol  evidence  of 

his  intention  is  not  admissible  in  order  to  give  effect  to 

that  object  (k) ;   though  it  is  admissible  to  prove  that  the 

[*127]  destruction  was  effected  under  a  mistake,  uid  *  consequently 

to  prevent  the  revocation  of  the  destroyed  will  (I). 

Where  a  will  was  found  with  the  signature  cut  off,  but  gummed  on 

again,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  duly  re-executed  (m).    Nor  does  a 

codicil  show  an  intention  within  the  meaning  of  the  sec- 
re^xeciiUon-      *^^^  ^  revive  the  earlier  of  two  wills,  by  being  physi- 
cally annexed  to  it;  the  intention  must  appear  by  the 
contents  of  the  codicil  (n).    And  the  intention  so  appearing  to  revive 

one  will  cannot  be  corrected  by  parol  evidence  that  the 
"-  y  *^  «  draughtsman  made  a  mistake,  and  that  the  testator  in- 
tended to  refer  to  and  revive  another  (o). 

By  sect  34,  it  is  provided  that  the  act  "  shall  not  extend  to  any 
will  made  before  1838."  Now  if  the  first  of  two  inconsistent  wills 
~  where  prior  ^  made  before  1838,  and  the  second  be  destroyed  after 
will  made  that  date,  does  sect  22  extend  to  the  case  so  as  to  pre- 
before  1838.       ^^^^  revival  of  the  first  wiU  ?    Though  revived,  it  would 

(0  Brown  v.  Brown,  8  Ell.  &  Bl.  876;  Hale  «.  Tokelove,  8  Rob.  818,  U  Jur.  817;  Bookott 
9.  Boulcott,  9  Drew.  85. 

(*)  Major  V.  Williams,  3  Curt.  438,  f.  c.  nom.  Major  r.  lies,  7  Jur.  819. 

(/)  Powell  r.  Powell,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  809.  And  the  contents  of  the  destroyed  for  lott) 
will  mar  be  proved  bv  parol.  Brown  v.  Brown,  8  Ell.  &  Bl.  876 ;  Wood  ».  Wood,  L.  R.;  1 
P.  &  d:  809.  The  remarks  contra,  in  Wharram  r.  Wharram.  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  801,  33  L.  J. 
Prob.  76,  are  unfounded,  Sugden  v.  Lord  St.  Leonards,  1  P.  D.  839.  But  such  evidence  must 
show  clearly  that  the  contento  of  the  second  will  were  such  as  to  revoke  the  first.  It  is  not 
enough  to  prove  that  the  lost  will  contained  the  words  '*  this  is  the  last  will  and  testament," 
Cutto  r.  Gilbert,  9  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  131,  cited  again  with  others  to  the  same  effect  post,  s.  17, 
p.  136. 

(m)  Bf  U  9.  Fothergill,  L  R..  8  P.  &  D.  148.  On  the  question  whether  such  an  mtention 
is  shown  bv  the  contents,  see  tne  close  of  this  Chapter. 

(f»)  Manih  v.  Marsh,  1  Sw.  &  Tr  588,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  380,  30  L.  J.  Prob.  77. 

(o)  Walpole  V.  Cholmondeiv,  7  T.  R.  138;  Re  Chapman,  8  Jur.  908,  1  Rob.  1.  But  see 
Quincey  r.  Quinoey,  11  Jur.  Ill,  5  No.  Cas.  154.  These  cases  properly  come  under  the  head 
of  admission  of  parol  evidence,  in  aid  of  the  constrnction  of  a  will;  see  accordingly  Ch. 
XIII.  post,  where  they  are  treated  of. 

^  In  this  country  the  general  rule  appears  Tmrler  o.  Tsylor,  8  Nott  &  M.  488;  Randall 

to  be  that  formerly  held  by  the   English  «.  "^attv,  4  Stewt.  (N.  J.)  643);  Hawes  •. 

Ecclesiastical  Courts;  the  question  whether  Nichols,' 78  Texas,  481:   Peck's  Appeal,  50 

the  earlier  will  was  revived  by  the  revocation  Conn.  563.      Hence,    in    the    absence    of 

of  the  intermediate  one  being  a  question  of  affirmative  evidenci*  of  intention  to  revive,  the 

intention,  without  any  presumption  for  or  earlier  will   remains    revoked     Pickens  v. 

against  revival.    Pickens  «.  Davis,  134  Mass.  Davis,  supra;  Scott  r.  Fink,  supra.    See  also 

858  (citing  James  o.  Marvin,  3  Conn.  576;  Williams  9.  Williams   148  Mara.  515;  Mc- 

Simmons  v.  Simmons,  86  Barb.  68;  Colvin  «.  Clure  v.  McClure,  86  Tenn.  173;  Beaumont 

Warford,  80  Md.  357;  Harwell  v.  Lively,  30  «.  Keim,  50  Mo.  88.    The  case  is  made  Fome- 

Ga.  315;  Barksdale  «.  Hopkins,  83  Ga.  338;  what  more  difficult  where  the  intermediate 

Bohanon  v.  Walcot,  1  How.   (Miss.)  336;  will  does  not  contain  a  revoking  clause;  bat 

Scott  V.  Fink,  45  Mich.  841 ;  Lawson  v.  Mor-  if  still,  upon  a  sound  construction,  that  will 

riffon,  8  Dall.  886,  890:  Bondinot «.  Bradford,  does  revoke  the  earlier  one,  the  casie  is  in 

8  Teates,  170;  <.  c.  8  Dall.  866;  Fllntham  v.  principle  the  same  as  if  it  contained  a  clauia 

Bradford,  10  Penn.  St  88,  85,  98.    Cont^^  azpraialy  revoking  the  earliar  instniment 
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not  be  republished  (p).  It  would  therefore  take  effect  wholly  under 
the  old  law,  and  derive  no  virtue  from  the  new.  However,  in  Dickinson 
V.  Swatman  (q),  the  argument  for  revival  was  considered  untenable. 

The  concluding  words  of  sect  22,  "unless  a  contrary  intention 
shall  be  shoum,^'  deserve  notice.    Elsewhere  in  the  act,  the  phrase 
"  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  hy  the  will "   ^^^  evidence 
frequently  occurs.     But  here  the  means  of  proof  are  not   when  admiBsi- 
pointed  out      An  intention,  therefore,  to  revive  the  ^^fne^'elTtSi  of 
whole  of  a  will,  which  has  been  first  partly  and  then  revival  where 
completely  revoked,  may  be  shown  by  any  means  al-  Jj;^^y7tJlJ!! 
lowed  by  general  principles.     These  principles  would  ex- 
clude parol  evidence  to  explain  a  written  document,  t.  e.  a  codicil  (if 
that  were  the  means  of  revival  chosen) ;  but  would  admit  it  in  order 
to  show  quo  animo  the  bare  act  of  re-execution  was  done  (r). 

♦  yTTT — Revocation  by  Alteration  of  Bitate  under  Old  [*1283 
Law. Under  the  old  law,  it  was  essential  to  the  valid- 
ity of  a  devise  of  freehold  lands,  that  the  testator  should  Sd^£jl*' 
be  seised  thereof  at  the  making  of  the  will,  and  that  he 
should  continue  so  seised  without  interruption  until  his  decease  («).* 
If,  therefore,  a  testator,  subsequently  to  his  will,  by  deed 
aliened  lands,  which  he  had  disposed  of  by  such  wUl,  ^^""^^ 
and  afterwards   acquired  a  new  freehold  estate  in  the 
same  lands,  such  newly-acquired  estate  did  not  pass  by  the  devise, 
which  was  necessarily  void. 

As  equity  follows  the  law,  the  same  general  principles  which  gov- 
erned the  revocation  of  devises  of  legal  estates  were  held  to  apply  to 
devises  of  equitable  interests.  The  devise  of  such  an  interest,  there- 
fore, was  liable  to  be  revoked  by  a  conveyance  similar  to  that  which 
would  have  revoked  a  devise  at  law  (t). 

Ip)  R.  P.  C.  Foarth  Report,  p.  88. 

(q)  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  805. 

(r)  See  Upfill  v,  Manhall,  7  Jur.  819.  On  the  ouestion  whether  a  "  contrary  intention  ** 
Is  ihown  by  the  contents  of  a  codicil,  see  the  close  of  this  Chapter. 

(«)  So  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  a  freehold  lease  renewed  subsequently  to  the  will,  Mar- 
wood  «.  Turner,  8  P.  W.  163.  Secus  in  the  case  of  the  alteration  of  a  contingent  remainder 
or  contingent  executory  interest  into  a  vested  remainder,  Jactisonv.  Hurlock,  2  Ed  263. 

(0  As  to  reTocation  of  a  will  under  the  old  law  by  conveyance  of  the  entire  estate  of  free- 
hold though  made  for  a  partial  purpose,  e.  a.,  to  secure  a  jointure  rentcharge,  see  Croodtitle 
V.  Otway,  S  H.  Bl.  516,  1  B.  &  P.  576,  7  T.  R.  3d9,  2  Ves.  Jr.  606,  n.;  Cave  v.  Holford,  8 
Ves.  650,  7  B.  P.  C  Toml.  593;  see  also  Vawser  v.  Jeffrev,  16  Yen.  519,  2  Sw.  268;  Briggs 
9.  Watt,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  1041:  Walker  v.  Armxtrong,  21  Beav.  284,  8  D.  M.  &  O.  531;  Power 
V.  Power,  9  Ir.  Ch.  Bep.  178.  The  rule  stated  in  the  text  admitted  of  two  exceptions:  —1st, 
both  at  law  and  in  equity  in  the  case  of  a  partition  merely  assuring  to  the  testator  an  estate 
in  severalty  corresponding  to  his  former  undivided  share,'  Luther  o.  Kirbv,  8  P.  W.  169,  n., 
8  Vin.  Ab.  148,  pi.  30;  Ristey  v.  Baltinglass,  T.  Rajnn.  240;  Webb  v.  Temple,  1  Freem.  542; 

^  The  mere  fact  that  subsequent  events  not  particular  pro^rty  from  the  operation  of  the 

amounting  to  an  alienation  have  produced  will.    See  Hoitt  i.  Hoitt,  63  N.  H.  475.  Nor 

results  touching  the  property  not  contem-  would  the  death  of  all  the  donees  without 

plated  by  the  testator  cannot  affect  his  will,  descendants  revoke  the  will.    Id.    It  is  cote- 

Elliott  V.  Tapp,  63  Miss.  188;  Scoby  «.  Sweatt,  mon  however  to  say  that  alienation  revokes 

90  Texas,  713.    Indeed  alienation  of  property  the  will  pro  tanto.     Id.;  Moore  v.  Spier,  SO 

given  by  will  does  not  properly  speaking  Ala.  129. 
operate  as  revocation ;  it  only  withdraws  the 
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XIV,  —  Rerooation  by  Alteratioii  of  Batata  under  Praaant  Xiaw.  — 

The  revocation  of  devises  by  an  alteration  of  estate  is  placed  on  an 
Sut  1  Vict  entirely  new  footing  by  the  stat  1  Vict  c.  26,  which 
C.S6.  provides  (sect  23),  that  no  conveyance  or  other  act 

DevisMnotto  niade  or  done  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  a  will  of 
^revok^as  or  relating  to  any  real  or  personal  estate  therein  com- 
dispoMbie  prised,  except  an  act  by  which  such  will  shall  be  re- 
de^'^'^by  voked  as  aforesaid,  shall  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
cNnnveyanoe  or  will  with  rcspcct  to  such  estate  Or  interest  in  such  real 
like  act.  ^^  personal  estate,  as  the  testator  shall  have  power  to 

dispose  of  by  will  at  the  time  of  his  death.^ 
[*1293      ♦  In  regard  to  wills,  the  date  of  which  or  of  any  codicil 

thereto  brings  them  within  this  section,  a  subsequent  convey- 
ance of  the  devised  property  will  not  produce  revocation  except  so 
far  as  it  substantially  alienates  the  estate,  and  withdraws  it  from  the 
Remarks  upon  Operation  of  the  devise  by  vesting  the  property  in  an- 
the  enactment,  other.  If  a  tcstator,  after  devising  an  estate,  sells  and 
conveys  it  to  a  third  person,  of  course  the  devise  is  still  (as  formerly) 
rendered  inoperative,  and  the  devisee  can  have  no  claim  to  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale,  even  though  the  will  should  have  directed  the  con- 
version of  the  property,  and  the  proceeds  can  be  traced  into  an 
investment  (u).    Where  the  testator  contracts  to  sell  the  devised 

Will  i  raroked  ®^*^*®>  *°^  ^®^  without  having  executed  a  conveyance 
by  contract  to  the  purchaser,  the  devise  remains  in  force  as  to  the 
^  '^^»  legal  estate  and  no  further,  this  being  all  the  interest 

which  the  testator  has  power  to  dispose  of  at  his  decease,  and  the  con- 
version as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives,  being  com- 
pletely effected,  and  the  estate  of  the  vendor  being  in  contemplation 
of  equity  ''disposed  of  "  by  the  contract  (supposing  it  to  be  a  binding 
one),  the  devisee  takes  only  the  legal  estate,  and  the  purchase-money 
constitutes  part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  (x).' 

Barton  9.  Croxhall,  Toml  164.  Bat  the  manner  of  partition  might  cante  revocation,  see 
Knoll V8  V.  Alcock,  6  Ves.  648,  7  id.  558;  cf.  Phillips  v.  Turner,  17  Bear.  194.  In  Grant  v. 
Bridger,  L.  R.,  8  £q.  847,  it  was  attempted  to  bring  within  the»e  aathorities  a  case  where 

of  the     *" " 


commoners,  after  devise,  joined  with  the  owners  of  the  soil  in  conveying  the  land  to  tmsteei, 


further  as  to  revocation  of  wills  by  alteration  of  estate  under  the  old  law,  the  4th  Edition  of 
this  work.  Vol.  I.,  pp.  147  et  seq. 

(u)  See  Amald  v.  Arnald,  1  B.  C.  C.  401;  Manton  «.  Tabois,  80  Ch.  D.  98. 

(x)  Farrar  v,  Rarl  of  Wmterton,  6  Beav.  1;  Moor  v.  Raisbeck,  12  Sim.  1S8.  These  de- 
cisions confirmed  the  author's  previous  opinion,  see  Int  Ed.,  p.  148,  where  he  cites  Knoll^i 
9.  Shepherd  (ante  p.  55,  n.  (o) ),  to  show  tnat,  even  under  the  old  law,  a  devise  of  land  which 

1  The  common-lflwmle  that  a  will  operates,  estate  of  which  fhe  testator  dies  seised  an- 

in  respect  of  lands,  as  a  conversance,  and  pear,  the  fact  that  he  has  in  the  mean  time 

hence  can  pass  only  such  devised  estate  as  parted  with  his  title  to  It  will  not  prevent  the 

the  testator  was  sensed  of  when  he  executed  will  from  passlnsc  it  if  the  testator  becomes  at 

his  will,  has  been  changed  throughout  the  last  owner  of  it  again. 
United  States,  and  the  operation  of  the  will        >  See  Padfleld  v.  Padfleld,  78  111.  888;  Bell 

made  a  question  of  intention.    But  the  stat-  v.  Hewitt,  24  Ind.  880;  Andinff  v.  Davis,  88 

utes  varv  somewhat  in  regard  to  the  indica*  Miss.  574;  Donohoe  v.  Lea,  1  Swan,  119. 
tion  of  Intention.    If  the  hitention  to  pais 
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And  this  rule  applies  equally  to  cases  of  couversion  —or  by  other 
by  operation  of  law ;  as  by  act  of  parliament  (y),  or  by   Sjwthw  *^°' 
an  order  for  sale  pronounced  by  a  Court  of  competent  voluntary  or 
jurisdiction  («),  or  by  compulsory  sale  under  the  Lands  *^™P****ory. 
Clauses  and  similar  acts  (a),  *  or  by  sale  under  a  power  given  [*130] 
by  the  testator  to  a  mortgagee  (6).    But,  of  course,  an  un- 
authorized sale  (as,  if  the  real  estate  of  an  insane  person,  not  so 
found,  is  sold  by  persons  assuming  to  act  for  him)  will  not  work  con- 
version, although  f he  sale  is  confirmed  by  the  Court  after  _  ^^j^^  ^j^ 
the  owner's  death  (e).    And  the  converting  effect  of  the   proceeds  ue 
sale  under  an  act  of  parliament  or  under  an  order  of  Court  j^y^ti^  to 
is  neutralized  if  the  statute  (d)  or  order  (e)  directs  a  re-  ^iine  uses, 
investment  in  land  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses ;  in  which  case,  it 
should  seem,  the  will  would  operate  on  the  substituted  land.    So,  if 
land  were  sold  under  the  common  power  of  sale  in  a  settlement  con* 
taining  a  similar  direction   for  re-investment;  though  some  doubt 
may  seem  to  be  thrown  on  this  by  Gale  v.  Gale  (/),  where 
an  estate  stood  settled  in  trust  for  A.  and  his  wife  sue-       ^  *'      ^' 
cessively  for  life,  with  remainder  as  A.  should  by  deed  or  will  ap- 

the  testator  had  prttumdm  contracted  to  sell  passed  the  legal  estate  only.  But  the  devisee 
is  entitled  to  the  rent  until  completion.    Watts  o.  WatU,  L.  R.,  17  Eq.  2*17. 

(tf)  Frewen  v.  Frewen,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  610;  Richards  9.  Att.-Gen.,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  381; 
Gadman  o.  Cadman,  L.  K.,  13  Eq.  470. 

(s)  Steed  p.  Preece,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  192,  Questioning  Jermy  «.  Preston,  18  Sim.  356  (as  to 
which  see  n.  (e)^nfra),  aud  Cooke  v.  Deaiev,  22  B^v.  196.  See  also  Arnold  v.  Dixon,  Im 
R.,  19  Eq.  113;  Wallace  v.  Greenwood,  16  Ch.  D.  362;  Mordaunt «.  Ben  well,  19  Ch.  D.  802. 
The  order  operates  a  conversion  as  from  its  date,  and  before  any  sale  has  taken  place,  Uyett 
9.  Mekin,  25  Ch.  D.  735. 

(a)  Ex  parte  Hawkins,  13  Sim.  669;  Re  Manchester  and  Southport  Railway,  19  Beav.  365; 
Ex  parte  Flamank,  1  Sim.  X.  S.  260.  Notice  to  treat  and  agreeing  on  the  price  are  together 
equivalent  to  a  contract  for  sale,  and  work  a  conversion,  Ex  parte  Hawkins,  Ex  parte  Fla- 
mank, supra;  Harding  r.  Metropolitan  Railway,  L  R.,  7  Ch.  154;  Watts  r.  Watts,  L.  R., 
17  Eq.  217.  Bat  notice  to  treat,  without  more,  has  no  such  effect,  Haynes  «.  Haynes,  1  Dr. 
&  Sm.  426;  nor  a  notice  followed  by  vendor's  unaccepted  statement  or  price.  Re  Arnold,  32 
Beav.  591;  nor  an  agreement  as  to  price  per  acre  without  defining  the  land,  Ex  parte  Walker, 
1  Drew.  508.  It  has  been  held  by  Peanton,  J.,  that  no  conversion  is  effected  wnen  under  the 
Land^  Clauses  the  lands  of  a  lunatic  not  so  found  are  taken.  Re  Tugwell,  27  Ch.  D.  309,  dis- 
senting on  this  point  from  the  decision  of  Lord  Cranworth  in  Ex  parte  Flamank,  1  Sim.  N. 
8.  260.  Where  an  ontion  to  purchase  at  a  specified  price  was  Riven  to  A.,  and  after  the  tes- 
tator^s  death  the  land  was  bought  by  a  railway  company  for  double  that  price,  A.  was  held 
entitled  to  the  difference,  Cant's  Estate,  4  De  G.  &  Jo.  503.  See  also  Ex  parte  Hardy,  30 
Beav.  206;  Ke  Kerry,  W.  N.  1889,  p.  3. 

(6)  Wright  V.  Rose,  2  S.  &  St.  3^;  Bourne  v.  Bourne,  2  Hare,  35.  In  both  these  cases  no 
sale  was  made  until  after  the  testator's  death,  and  there  fnre  it  was  held  there  was  no  con- 
version —  quoad  the  surplus.    Compare  Jones  «.  Davies.  8  Ch.  D.  216. 

(e)  See  per  Wood,  V.-C-,  Taylors.  Tavlor,  10  Hare,  478,  479;  see  Re  Tugwell,  supra. 

(d)  As  where  the  land  of  persons  under  disabilitv  is  sold  under  the  Partition  Act,  1868, 
Foster  v.  Foster,  1  Ch.  D.  588;  Keltand  v.  Fnlford,*6  Ch.  D.  491;  Mildmay  r.  Quicke,  id. 
563:  WaHac<>  v,  Greenwood,  16  Ch.  D.  362;  Re  Barker,  17  Ch.  D.  241;  Mordaunt  r.  Benwell, 
19  Ch.  D.  302;  or  under  the  Lands  CIan»es  and  connate  actn.  Midland  Railway  v.  Oswin,  1 
Coll.  80;  Re  Taylor,  9  Hare,  596;  Re  Homer.  5  De  G.  &  8.  483;  Re  Stewart,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  32; 
Re  Harrop,  3  Drew.  726.  The  Lunacy  Regulation  Act,  1853,  directs  (ss.  124.  185)  that  money 
arising  by  sale  under  that  act  of  land'  belonging  to  lunatic  tenant  in  fee  shall  devolve  as  realty, 
Re  Marv  Smith,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  79.  But  the  general  rule  in  lunacy  is  that  conversion  by  order 
of  the  Court  is  similar  in  its  operation  to  conversion  by  the  owner  and  effects  an  ademption, 
Re  Freer,  Freer  v.  Freer,  22  Ch.  P.  622. 

(e)  Fellow  v.  Jermyn,  W.  N.  1877,  p.  95-  The  land  sold  was  in  strict  settlement,  and  the 
reinvestment  (of  surplus  after  answering  charges)  was  necessary  to  prevent  the  money  vesting 
absolutely  in  the  first  tenant  in  tail  Jermy  v.  Preston,  13  Sim.  356,  366,  appesra  to  have 
proceeded  on  a  similar  gronnd.  And  as  to  t>ie  propriety  of  reinvestment  where  the  estate  is 
settled,  see  4  D.  M.  &  G.  766,  per  K.  Bruce,  L.  J. 

(/)  21  Beav.  349. 
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point,  and  in  default  of  appointment  over :  the  trostees  had  power  to 
sell,  and  the  proceeds  were  to  be  re-invested  in  land  to  be  settled  to 
the  same  uses.  By  his  will  A.  appointed  the  estate  to  the  children 
of  B.,  and  devised  all  other  his  real  estate  not  thereinbefore  specifi- 
cally disposed  of  to  his  wife.  Afterwards  the  trustees  sold  the  estate, 
and  then  A.  died ;  and  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Bomilly,  M.  R.,  that  the 
appointed  property  was  adeemed  by  the  subsequent  sale,  that  the  ap- 
pointment had  no  effect  either  on  the  purchase-money  (which  had  not 
yet  been  re-invested)  nor  on  the  new  estate  to  be  purchased  with  it, 
but  that  the  right  to  these  passed  by  the  residuary  devise  (ff), 
[*131]  *  He  said  it  must  be  treated  as  a  new  estate  and  a  new  power 
in  relation  to  it.  Having  regard  to  the  direction  that  the  new 
estate  should  be  settled  to  the  old  uses  (which,  of  course,  included 
the  power  of  appointment),  it  would  be  difficult  to  distinguish  this 
case  in  principle  from  one  where  A.  had  the  estate  and  not  a  power 
only.  The  decision  is  questioned  by  Lord  St.  Leonards,  who  says  it 
was  the  old  power  that  remained  over  the  new  estate  (A).  But  Gale 
V.  Oale  was  recognized  by  Jessel,  M.  B.,  in  Blake  v.  Blake  (i),  where 
however  there  was  no  trust  to  reinvest  in  land. 

It  is  now  scarcely  possible  for  any  residuum  of  interest  remaining 
in  the  testator  at  his  death  to  escape  from  the  previous  devise.  In 
Devise  to  A.  Lowndes  V.  Norton  (f),  when  a  testator  devised  an  estate 
from  wMte"^*  to  trustees  during  the  life  of  his  daughter^  without  im- 
foUowed  by  a  peachment  of  waste,  for  her  separate  use,  and  soon  af ter- 
A.°fo/iife*^  Dot  ^s-rds  conveyed  the  same  estate  to  a  different  trustee  for 
■0  exempt.  the  life  of  the  same  daughter  (but  not  making  her  or  the 
trustee  unimpeachable  for  waste)  with  several  successive  remainders 
for  life,  each  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  reversions  to  him- 
self in  fee ;  it  was  argued  that  the  right  to  the  timber  remained  in 
the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and,  notwithstanding  the  deed, 
passed  by  the  devise  to  the  daughter,  who  was  subsequently  unim- 
peachable for  waste :  but  it  was  held  by  K.  Bruce  and  Turner,  L.  J  J., 
that  this  was  an  argument  not  warranted  in  fact  (presumably  because 
the  right  in  question  was  in  fact  disposed  of  by  the  deed  to  the  ten- 
ants for  life  in  remainder),  and  that  the  estates  given  by  the  devise 
had  been  completely  abolished  by  the  deed. 

Bequest  of  term  How  a  specific  bequest  of  leaseholds  is  affected,  under 
how  affected  ^^^jg  gection,  bv  the  subsequent  acquisition  of  the  fee  was 
o!  the  fee.         Considered  in  Cox  t;.  Bennett  (A;),  where  a  testator^  having 

(a)  Ab  to  this,  see  poet,  Ch.  XX.  ^«.,.^», 

(A)  R.  P.  S.  375,  n.,  and  Pow.  808,  8th  ed.    In  Re  De  Beanvoir,  8  D.  P.  &  J.  5,  89  L.  J. 
Ch.  667,  where  the  sale  was  under  the  L.  C.  Act,  and  A.  had  the  eitaU  in  roTeraion,  the  point 
did  not  arise ;  for  by  his  will  the  settled  esUte  and  "  all  other  his  real  estate  "  were  mcluded 
in  the  same  devise. 
(ft)  15  Ch.  D.  481. 

(j)  83  L.  J.  Ch.  58.3.  ^  «,  ..   ^  ^     «    ^    ^ 

(t)  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  422.    See  aUo  Stmthers  v,  Strathers,  5  W.  R.  809.    Both  the«e  cases  ap- 
pear to  require  the  further  support  of  s.  8,  which  enables  a  testator  to  dispose  of  all  real  estafea 
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bequeathed  ''his  hooses  at  T.,  held  on  lease  from  B."  to  X.^ 
and  the  residue  of  *his  real  and  personal  estate  to  Y.,  after-  [*132] 
wards  purchased  and  took  a  conveyance  to  himself  of  the 
reversion  in  fee.  It  was  held  by  Sir  G.  Giffard,  Y.-O.,  that  the  entire 
interest  in  the  houses  passed  by  the  specific  gift  to  X.  He  said, "  the 
clause  iu  the  statute  (u  e.  sect.  23)  says  that  the  will  is  to  pass  such 
estate  or  interest  in  such  real  or  personal  estate  as  the  testator  shall 
have  power  to  dispose  of  at  his  death ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
will  to  confine  its  operation  to  the  interest  which  the  testator  had  at 
the  date  of  the  will : "  the  reference  to  the  lease  ¥ras  merely  a  method 
of  describing  the  property. 

A  revocation  by  alienation  may  be' either  partial  or  total.^  A  sim- 
ple case  of  partial  revocation  occurs  where  a  testator,  having  devised 
lands  in  fee,  demises  the  same  lands  to  a  lessee  for  lives  or  for  years, 
either  at  a  rent  or  not,  in  which  case  the  lease  revokes  or  subverts  the 
devise  pro  tanto,  by  withdrawing  the  demised  interest  from  its  opera- 
tion (l)j  but  the  devise  is  no  further  disturbed ;  and  consequently,  the 
devisee  would,  even  under  the  old  law,  still  take  the  inheritance,  sub- 
ject to  the  term,  and,  as  incidental  thereto,  the  rent,  if  any,  reserved 
by  the  lease  (m).  So,  if  a  testator,  after  devising  lands  in  fee,  con- 
veys them  by  deed  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  as  a  jointure,  without  disposing  of  or  in 
any  manner  assuming  to  convey  the  inheritance,  the  conveyance 
would  revoke  the  devise  pro  tanto,  and  the  reversion  in  fee,  expect- 
ant on  the  decease  of  the  testator's  wife,  would  pass  under  it  to  the 
devisee.  In  both  the  preceding  examples,  it  will  be  perceived,  that 
the  conveyance  i^  not  only  partial  in  its  object,  but  in  its  operation ; 
it  does  not  for  a  moment  disturb  the  testator's  seisin  of,  or  his  estate 
in,  the  inheritance,  and,  therefore,  can  have  no  revoking  effect,  be- 
yond the  estate  which  it  substantially  alienates  and  vests  in  another 

to  which  he  may  be  entitled  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  of  a.  24,  which  enacts  that  every 
will  shall  be  construed,  with  reference  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  it,  to  take 
effect  as  if  it  had  been  executed  immediately  before  the  testator's  death :  for  s.  23  says  only 
that  no  subsequent  act  shall  prevent  the  will  operating,  implying  that  but  for  the  subsequent 
act  the  will  would  have  operated  on  the  interest  in  question;  which  it  would  not  haye  done 
without  the  aid  of  se.  3.  24.    See  as  to  this,  post,  p.  292. 

(0  Hodgkiniion  r.  Wood,  Cro.  Car.  23;  Parker  v.  Lamb,  2  Vem  495,  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  12. 

(M)  A  fortiori,  since  1  Vict.  c.  26,  Barrs  «.  Lea,  33  L.  J  Ch.  437,  where  on  a  mining  lease 
it  was  nnsuocessf  ttUy  argued  that  certain  sums  payable  half  yeariy  were  not  rent  but  purchase- 
money  for  the  minerals,  though  pajrable  by  instalments :  as  to  which,  see  further,  Brook  «. 
Badley,  L.  B.,  4  Eq.  106;  and  compare  Re  Mary  Smith,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  79. 

1  Brown  ».  Thorndike,  16  Pick,  388;  Hawes 
•.  Humphrey,  9  Pick.  350:  Carter  v,  Thomas, 
4  Greenl.  341;  Wells  9,  Wells,  35  Miss.  638; 
Brush  9.  Brush,  11  Ohio,  287;  Taggart  v. 
Thompson,  14  Penn.  St.  149 ;  Skerrett  v, 
Burd,  1  Wbart  246.  If  all  the  estate  de- 
yised  is  afterwards  aliened  and  remains  al- 
iened, the  gift  cannot  have  effect,  directly  or 
indirectly,  whether  it  was  general  or  specific, 
and  whether  of  realty  or  personalty.     Mo- 


Naughton  r.  McNaoghton,  84  N.  Y.  201. 
The  same  is  true  where  the  testator  aliens  so 
much  of  the  estate  devised  that  effect  cannot 
be  giyen  to  the  particular  gift.  In  re  Cooper, 
4  Barr,  88.  Conveyance  by  deed  of  truBt  is 
not  within  the  general  rule.  Stubbs  v.  Hus- 
ton, 33  Ala.  555;  Woolery  v.  Woolery,  48  Ind. 
523.  626;  Clin^n  v.  Mitchelton,  31  Penn.  St 
26;  Jones  v.  Hartley.  2  Whart.  103;  Hughes 
9.  Hnc^,  2  Munf .  209. 
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person.  Consistently  with  this  principle,  it  is  dear  that  (n)  where  a 
testator  by  his  will  charges  his  lands  with  an  annuity,  and  afterwards 
demises  them  for  a  term  of  years  at  rack  rent^  the  devise  is  revoked 
so  far  as  to  deprive  the  devisee  of  his  legal  power  of  distress, 
[*133]  while  *  the  tenancy  lasts  (o),  but  no  further ;  and  the  annu- 
itant would  be  entitled  in  equity,  during  the  suspension  of 
his  power  of  distress,  to  have  the  rent,  or  an  adequate  portion  of  it, 
applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  annuity. 

ZV.  By  Toid  Conveyanoes  nndar  old  Xaw.  —  Under  the  old  law, 

an  instrument  purporting  to  be  a  conveyance,  but  incapable  of  taking 

effect  as  such,  might,  nevertheless,  operate  to  revoke  a 

oonv^ro^        previous  devise,  on  the  principle,  as  it  should  seem,  that 

vokes  a  de.       the  attempted  act  of  conveyance  was  inconsistent  with 

'  the  testamentary  disposition,  and,  therefore,  though  in- 

effectual to  vest  the  property  in  the  alienee,  it  produced  a  revocation 
of  the  devise.  The  rule  obtained  wherever  the  failure  of  the  convey- 
ance arose  either  from  the  incapacity  of  the  grantee,  or  from  the 
want  of  some  ceremony  which  was  essential  to  the  efficacy  of  the 
instrument  (i>).* 

A  question  of  this  nature,  however,  cannot  arise  in  regard  to  wills 
made  since  1837,  for  as,  under  the  Wills  Act,  even  an  actual  convey- 

Ruie  as  to  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  produce  revocation,  except  so  far  as  it  may, 
wills  since  by  alienating  the  testator's  interest,  leave  the  devise 
^^'  nothing  to  operate  upon,  it  is  obvious,  that  a  void  or  at- 

tempted conveyance  cannot,  under  any  circumstances,  have,  as  such, 
a  revoking  effect  (g).* 

XVX  BaqireBS  Revocation  by  a  SubaequAnt  "Will,  CodioU,  or  "Writ- 

Question  how  *****  —  ^^  regard  to  wiUs  made  since  the  year  1837  (r),  it 
affected  by  can  never  be  a  question,  whether  an  informal  or  appar- 
"**°*'^'        ently  unfinished  testamentary  paper  has   a  revoking 


(n)  Parker  v.  Lamb,  8  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  12. 

{o)  This  shows  the  advantage  of  limiting 

would  entitle  them,  as  the  immediate  reversioners,  to  the  rent 


This  shows  the  advantage  of  limiting  a  term  to  trustees  for  securing  the  annuity,  which 


(p)  See  Beard  «.  Beard,  3  Atk.  72.  See  Montague  v.  Jefferies,  MoOr.  429,  pi.  &99;  see 
also  Shore  v.  Pinke  (appointment  extra  vires),  6  T.  R.  124,  310;  MaUhews  v  Venables  (void 
conveyance  to  chariuble  uses),  9  J.  B.  Moo.  286,  2  Bing.  136;  Vawser  r.  Jeffenr  (attempt  to 
convey  cnpyholds  by  deed),  2  Sw.  274;  Eilbeck  v.  Wood  (attemnt  to  convey  by  feme  coverte), 
1  Russ.  564;  and  (as  to  conveyance  void  for  fraud  or  covin)  Siifipson  v.  Walker,  5  Sim.  1; 
Hick  V.  Mora,  Amb.  215;  Hawes  v.  Wvatt,  8  B.  C.  C  156;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Vigor,  8  Yes.  at  p. 
283.    See  further  on  this  subject,  the  4th  Edition  of  this  Work,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  165  et  seq. 

(q)  Ford  9.  Pontte,  80  Beav.  572,  ace.  And  distinguish  between  a  void  convevance  in- 
operative as  such  to  produce  revocation,  and  a  writing  duly  executed  and  ^  declaring  an 
intentk>n  to  revoke,*'  which  takes  effect  under  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s'.  20.    See  infra,  s.  16. 

(r)  For  a  statement  and  consideration  of  the  law  on  this  subject  as  applicable  to  wills  made 
before  the  year  18^,  see  the  4th  Edition  of  this  work,  Vol.  I.  pp.  167  et  seq. 

^  Walton  V.  Walton,  7  Johns.  Ch.  268.  ing  that  the  later  instrument  must  have  been 

*  See  Langhton  v.  Atkins,  1  Pick.  535;  admitted  to  probate.  See  note,  ante,  p.  125. 
Reese  v.  Court  of  Probate,  9  R.  I.  484;  show- 
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operation,  for  the  statute  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  20,  has  placed  a  re- 
yoking  will  or  writing  (s)  *  upon  precisely  the  same  footing,  [*134] 
in  regard  to  the  ceremonial  of  execution,  as  a  disposing  will ;  ^ 
and  when  that  ceremonial  has  been  observed,  it  can  never  be  said  that 
the  will  is  informal  or  unfinished. 

A  will  or  codicil  may  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  prior  testamen- 
tary instrument  by  the  effect  either  of  an  express  clause  of  revocation, 
or  of  an  inconsistent  disposition  of  the  previously  devised  property.' 

Express  revocation  may,  it  seems,  be  produced  in  two  different 
modes,  having  different  effects.    Thus,  if  there  be  a  bequest  by  will 
to  several  persons  as  tenants  in  common,  and  by  codicil     .  .    . 
the  testator  revoke  the  bequest  to  one  of  them,  his  share   between  revo- 
will  not  accrue  to  the  others  (t).    This  is  the  ordinary  <»Jj®"  ^  * 
mode.    But  if  the  testator  revoke  so  much  of  his  will  as   much  of  wiU 
contains  the  gift  to  one  of  such  persons,  here,  if  the  words   SJ^^Jf^"* 
that  remain  are  sensible  per  se,  and  amount  without 
further  alteration  to  a  gift  of  the  whole  subject  to  the  others,  these 
will  take  the  whole,  the  will  being  read  as  if  the  revoked  words  had 
never  been  in  it.    Harris  v.  Davis  (tt),  affords  an  example  of  the  lat- 
ter mode.    In  that  case  there  was  first  a  gift  to  A.  and  B.  in  common ; 
then,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  a  direction  that  C.  should  take 
a  share  with  A.  and  B. ;  and  afterwards  a  codicil  revoking  '^  that  part 
written  in  the  will  which  left  '^  the  share  to  C. :  and  it  was  held  that 
A  and  B.  took  the  whole.    The  frame  of  the  will  was  peculiar,  and 
lent  itself  easily  to  this  construction.    If  the  words  that  are  left  re- 
quire (as  they  generally  would)  some  further  alteration  or  addition 
to  make  them  sensible,  the  construction  will  not  be  made  (x). 

In  order  that  an  express  clause  of  revocation  may  be  effectual,  it 
must  indicate  an  actual  and  present  intention  to  revoke   intention  to' 
the  will ;  and  if  the  testator's  expressions  are  declaratory  ^^^^J!^ 

'  *^  ^     whether  dib- 

only  of  a  future  design,  they  will  not  be  sufficient  (y) ; '  sent  or  futon. 

(<)  The  writing  mnst  "declare  an  intention  to  revoke,"  bat  need  not  be  testamentarr. 
And  nnlese  testamentary  it  will  not  be  admitted  to  probate,  Re  Fraser,  L.  EL,  2  P.  &  D.  40. 
See  also  Be  Hicks,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  683;  Re  Durance,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  406.  Such  a  writing 
may  be  executed  bv  a  married  woman,  Hawkslev  ©.  Barrow,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  147.  As  to 
what  amounts  to  a  declaration  of  intention  to  revoke,  see  Re  Gosling,  II  P.  D.  79. 

(t)  Cresswell  v.  Cheslyn,  2  Ed.  123;  Humble  v.  Shore,  7  Hare,  247.  Compare  Shaw*. 
McMahon,  4  D.  &  War.  481,  as  to  which  see  post,  Ch.  X.,  Ch.  XXUI.,  Ch.  XXXII. 

(«)  I  Coll.  416. 

{*)  Svkes  V.  Sykes,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  200. 

(y)  dleobury  v.  Beckett,  14  Beav.  688. 


1  Sharp  o.  Wallace,  83  Kv.  584;  In  re 
Noyes,  61  Yt.  14.  A  will  may  be  operative 
as  a  revocation,  though  moperative  m  other 
respects.  Bums  p.  Travis,  117  Ind.  44  (citing 
Langhton  v.  AtKins,  1  Pick.  635). 

a  Bums  r.  Travis,  117  Ind.  44.  That  the 
testator  did  not,  in  such  a  case,  intend  to  re- 
voke is  of  no  avail.  See  Wurzell  v.  Beckman, 
52  Mich.  478.  A  codicil  mav  by  implication 
revoke  the  later  of  two  wills,  by  expressly  re- 
cogniaing  the  prior  one  as  the  testator's  wUl. 


Bradish  «.  McClellan,  100  Penn.  St.  607. 
Further,  as  to  inconsistent  wills,  see  Smith  r. 
McChesney,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  359 ;  Simmons  v, 
Simmons,  26  Barb.  68;  Brant  v.  Willson,  8 
Cowen,  56 :  Nelson  v.  McGiffert,  3  Barb.  Ch. 
158;  In  re  Fisher,  4  Wis.  254. 

»  Brown  v.  Thomdlke,  15  Pick.  888;  Ray 
V.  Walton,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  71.  And  this 
though  the  intention  be  expressed  by  writing. 
Rife's  Appeal,  110  Penn.  St.  232. 
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and  in  an  early  case,  before  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  a  distinction  is 
taken  between  the  effect  of  a  testator  saying  "  I  will  revoke  my  will 
made  at  P./'  which  refers  to  a  future  acl^  and  when  he  says  ''my  will 
made  at  P.  shall  not  stand/'  which  is  a  present  resolution,  the 
[*135]  *  latter  being,  it  was  considered,  an  actual  revocation,  and  the 
former  not  («).* 
Of  course,  a  mere  intimation  by  a  testator  of  his  intention  to  make 
by  a  future  act  a  new  disposition,  does  not  effect  an  actual  present  revo- 
cation. Thus,  where  A.  (a)  made  a  will,  disposing  of 
tioTto'nfvoke  ^  ^^  <uid  personal  property,  and  afterwards,  the  res- 
Srt*  '****ISi  iduary  legatee  of  the  personalty  being  dead,  and  A.  hav- 
mope  Te.  ^^^  acquired  other  real  property  he  made  another  will 
whereby  he  devised  the  newly-acquired  property,  and  then  wrote  as 
follows  :  — ''  As  to  the  rest  of  my  real  and  personal  estate  I  intend  to 
dispose  of  the  same  by  a  codicil  to  this  my  will  hereafter  to  be 
made : "  it  was  contended  that  this  clause,  though  inoperative  as  a 
disposition,  indicated  an  intention  to  revoke  the  prior  will ;  but  Lord 
Ellenborough  and  Lawrence,  J.,  held  that  it  was  not  a  revocation. 
They  considered  the  cases  before  the  statute  to  be  applicable,  and  that 
the  testator  merely  intended  to  dispose  of  the  subsequently-acquired 
real  estate,  and  the  property  which  had  lapsed  by  the  death  of  the 
residuary  legatee :  and  that,  even  if  this  had  imported  an  intent  to 
revoke  by  making  a  different  disposition  in  future,  it  would  not,  ac- 
cording to  the  authorities,  have  amounted  to  a  revocation,  unless  the 
Court  could  ascertain  what  the  difference  was. 

And  even  an  express  clause  of  absolute  and  present  revocation  of 
all  former  wills  may  be  reduced  to  total  or  partial  silence,  either  by 

showing  that  the  clause  was  inserted  by  mistake  (b),  or 
of  revocatioiEr  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  give  unrestrained  effect  to  the 
'^'^'tracti  ^^     words ;  as  in  cases  where,  by  one  testamentary  paper,  a 

person  exercises  a  power  of  appointment,  and  then  by 
subsequent  instrument  either  exercises  another  and  distinct  power  (<;), 
or  deals  with  his  own  property,  and  not  with  the  subject  of  the  former 
power  (d) :  in  these  cases  it  has  been  held  that  the  former  appoint- 
ment is  not  revoked. 

(«)  Burton  v.  Gowell,  Cro.  El.  808.  _        ^  .„      .  _      ^^ 

(a)  Thomas  r.  Evann,  2  East,  488.    See  also  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  4  Vea.  197,  n. 

(*)  Powell  V.  Mouchett,  6  Madd.  216  ;  Re  Oswald.  L.  R.,  8  P..&  D.  182 ;  and  cases  cited 

ante.  p.  7ft,  n.  <w).  .      .,  j    *  *u   u-   •    *f  « 

(c)  Ro  Meredith,  29  L.  J.,  Prob.  165.  The  parol  evidence  read  at  the  bar  m  this  case  of 
course  formed  no  ingredient  in  its  decision.  See  also  Re  Memtt,  1  8w.  &  Tr.  112,  4  Jur.  N. 
8. 1192  ;  Re  Jovs.  30  L.  J.,  Prob,  189.  It  is  otherwise  if  the  testator  by  the  second  instru- 
ment again  refers  to  the  same  power,  though  he  fails  thereby  to  dispose  of  the  whole  subject. 
Re  Eustace,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  183.  _  ^  ^^.„.      .^,     „  ^ 

(d)  Hughes  r.  Turner,  4  Hagg.  Eccl.  52 ;  Dennv  v  Barton,  2  Phillim.  575.  But  see  as  to 
the  effector  these  two  decisions,  Sother^  v.  Dening,  20  Ch.  D.  99;  Re  Kingdon,  Wilkins  v, 
Pryors,  32  Ch.  D.  804. 

1  See  Brown  ».  Thomdike,  15  Pick.  888.  p.  118.  The  question  is  alwavs  one  of  inten- 
But  the  signature  should  be  attested,  as  in  tion.  Gelbke  v.  Gelbke,  88  Ala.  427 ;  Bradlsh 
the  case  of  a  disposing  will.     Note,  ante,     «.  McGlellan,  100  Penn.  St.  607. 
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*  XVn.  —  Implied  Revooatlon  by  inoonsistent  Will  or  Cod-  [*136] 
ioil«  —  It  was  decided  at  an  early  period,  that,  iu  order  to  re- 
yoke  a  will,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  existence  of  a  Revocation  br 
snhseqaent  will  should  have  been  found  by  a  jury,  it  inconaistency 
must  be  found  to  be  different  from  the  former  («),  and  ""^  diaposiUon. 
even  the  latter  finding  will  not  avail,  if  it  be  added  that  the  nature  of 
such  difference  is  unknown  to  the  jurors  (/).    And  an  instrument  stat- 
ing itself  to  be  the  testator's  last  will  does  not  necessarily  operate  to 
revoke  a  prior  will,  either  as  regards  real  (g)  or  personal  estate  (A). 

The  most  simple  and  obvious  case  of  revocation  by  inconsistency  of 
disposition,  is  that  of  a  testator  having  devised  lands  to  a  person  in 
fee,  and  then  by  a  subsequent  will  or  codicil  devising  the  same  lands 
to  another  in  fee ;  in  such  case  the  latter  devise  would  operate  as  a 
complete  revocation  of  the  former  (t).  And  here,  the  learned  reader 
cannot  fail  to  perceive  in  the  difference  of  construction  which  has  ob- 
tained, where  two  devises  in  fee  of  the  same  land  are  found  in  one 
and  the  same  will,  and  where  they  are  found  in  several  distinct  wills, 
the  greater  anxiety  evinced  to  reconcile  the  several  parts  of  the  same 
testamentary  paper,  than  to  reconcile  several  distinct  papers  of  differ- 
ent dates,  though  constituting,  in  the  whole,  one  wilL  In  the  former 
case,  the  devisees  (as  hereafter  shown)  take  concurrently  in  order  to 
avoid  making  one  part  of  the  will  contradict  and  subvert  another ;  and 
in  the  latter  case,  no  hesitation  seems  to  have  been  felt  in  holding  the 
second  devise  to  be  revocatory  of  the  first.  And  the  distinction  seems 
to  be  reasonable ;  for  though  it  may  be  very  unlikely  that  a  testator 
should  wholly  change  the  object  of  the  devise  in  the  short  interval 
between  his  passing  from  one  part  of  the  will  to  the  other,  there  is  no 
such  improbability,  that^  in  the  longer  lapse  of  time  between  the  exe- 
cution of  two  testamentary  papers  of  different  dates,  such  a  change  of 
purpose  should  have  occurred. 

So  if  the  residue  of  personal  estate  be  given  by  will  to  A.,  *  and  [*137] 
by  codicil  to  B.,  the  former  gift  is  revoked  (k).    And  this  was 
so  held  in  Earl  of  Hardwicke  v.  Douglas  (Z),  though  the   Qj^^^f    ^ 
g^ft  by  codicil  was  of  personal  estate  "  not  hereinbefore   by  will  re- 
or  by  my  will  or  any  other  codicil  disposed  of."    The   Ji^'^^^i^' 
words  were  construed  to  mean  ''  not  hereinbefore  or  by  codicil 

(e)  Sovmor  «.  Noeworthy,  Hard.  874;  Sbow.  P.  C  146.  If  the  mibfieqaent  will  is  lost  or 
defltro3'ed  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  proTe  its  contents,  Brown  v.  Brown,  8  EU. 
&  Bl.  876.  1-  »  » 

(/)  Goodright  9.  Harwood,  3  WiU.  497,  2  W.  Bl.  087,  Cowp.  87,  7  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  489. 
So  in  the  case  of  a  revocable  appointment  bv  deed  where  the  contents  of  a  subsequent 
appointment  are  unknown,  Rawlins  o.  Rickards,'  28  Beav.  870. 

(a)  Freeman  v.  Freeman  5  D.  M.  &  G.  704. 

(A)  Cutto  0.  Gilbert  9  Moo.  P.  C.  0.  131  ;  Richards  «  Queen*8  Proctor,  18  Jnr.  540 ; 
Lemage  v.  Goodban,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  57 ;  Re  De  la  Sanssaye,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &;  D.  42;  Ra 
Petchell,  id.  153. 

(ft)  8  Mod.  206,  Litt.  s.  168;  Re  Hough's  Estote,  15  Jur.  943,  20  L.  J.  Gh.  422  ;  Evans  «. 
Evans,  17  Sim.  107. 

(k)  Fownes-Luttrell  v.  Clarke,  W.  N.  1876,  pp.  168, 249. 

(l)  7  CI.  &  Fin.  795,  West,  P.  C.  555,  per  Lords  Brougham  and  Ljrndhurst,  reversing 
Douglas  9.  Leake,  5  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.  25,  Coram  Lord  Cotteohami  who  in  D.  P.  retained  his 
opinion.    Compare  Lee  «.  Dalane,  4  De  G.  &  S.  1. 
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Earl  of  Hani,  my  will  disposed  of  by  way  of  particular  legacies/'  thus 
l^^iiu.  leaving  something  for  the  gift  to  operate  upon :  literally 

construed  they  left  nothing.  Again,  in  Kermode  t^. 
Macdonald  (m),  where  a  testatrix  by  her  will  bequeathed  specific  and 
pecuniary  legacies,  and  gave  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  to  A., 
and  then  by  codicil  gave  "  all  her  personal  e^te ''  to  B. ;  it  was  held, 
that  "  all  her  personal  estate  "  meant  the  whole  of  the  personal  estate 
which  by  her  will  the  testatrix  had  divided  into  two  portions,  the  leg- 
acies and  the  residue,  and  that  the  will  was  therefore  wholly  revoked. 
But  where  a  testator  bequeathed  portions  of  ''his  money  in  the 
funds"  to  several  legatees,  and  ''the  surplus  of  his  money  in  the 
'^  .  funds"  to  be  distributed  by  his  executors  among  the 

Gift  of  par-         _  _      -  ,  T   .,       -         -  ,  .      ^ 

ticuiar  residue  legatees,  and  then  by  codicil,  after  bequeathing  some 

codidrar^vhig^  Specific  chattels,  gave  "  the  surplus  remaining  after  the 

thepnenJ  aforesaid  legacies  are  paid"  to  the  children  of  A.;  Sir 

Midue.  J  j^  3^^^^  Y^    ^^^^  ^y^^  ^YiQ  gift  of  surplus  money  in 

the  funds  was  not  revoked  by  the  residuary  gift  contained  in  the  cod- 
icil, whieJi  was  so  expressed  as  to  embrace  other  property  (n). 

If,  from  the  absence  of  date  and  of  every  other  kind  of  evidence,  it 

is  impossible  to  ascertain  the  relative  chronological  position  of  two 

conflicting  wills,  both  are  necessarily  held  to  be  void,  and 

dictory^wins      the  heir  as  to  the  realty,  and  the  next  of  kin  as  to  the 

of  unceruin       personalty,  are  let  in ;  but  this  unsatisfactory  expedient 

is  never  resorted  to  until  all  attempts  to  educe  from  the 
several  papers  a  scheme  of  disposition  consistent  with  both,  have  been 
tried  in  vain  (o).  And  even  where  the  times  of  the  actual  execution 
—  tobereoon-  ^^  ^®  respective  papers  are  known,  so  that  if  they  are 
ciled  if  po*-  inconsistent,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  determining 
•*'*^®»  which  is  to  be  preferred,  the  Courts  will,  if  possible, 

adopt  such  a  construction  as  will  give  effect  to  both,  sacrificing  the 
earlier  so  far  only  as  it  is  clearly  irreconcilable  with  the  lat- 
[*138]  ter  paper  (p)  ;  ^  supposing,  of  course,  that  such  latter  *  paper 
contains  no  express  clause  of  revocation,  or  other  clear  indica- 
tion of  a  contrary  intention  (q). 

As  where  a  testator  made  a  will  devising  his  lands  to  trustees,  for 
two  hundred  years,  to  pay  his  debts,  and  afterwards,  by  another  will, 
devised  the  same  lands  to  other  trustees  for  three  hundred  years,  to 
discharge  some  particular  specialty  debts  mentioned  in  a  deed  exe- 

(m)  L.  R..  1  Bq.  457,  8  Cb.  684. 

(»)  Inglefleld  v.  Co^hlan,  2  Coll.  247. 

(o)  See  Phipps  r.  Earl  of  Anfcle»ea.  7  B.  P.  C.  Tomf.  443. 

(p)  Richards  p.  Queen's  Pmctor,  18  Jar.  540  ;  Re  Hartley,  60  L.  J.  Prob.  1. 

{a)  Pentv  o.  West,  6  C.  B.  201, 16  Bear.  173;  Dempiey  «.  Lawson,  2  P.  D.  98.  In  Jenner 
«.  Finch,  5*  P.  I>«  106,  parol  evidence  was — on  the  autbonty  of  cases  decided  before  1  Vict, 
c.  26— admitted  to  prove  whether  the  subsequent  document  was  intended  to  act  as  a  eodicil 
or  in  substitution  for  the  prior  will. 

1  Austin  9.  Oakes,  117  N.  T.  677.  In  prevail  over  subordinate  particulars.  Id. 
such  cases  the  paramount  intention  should     (citing  Taggart  v.  Murrey,  63  N.  T.  233.) 
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cuted  after  the  first  will,  and  all  incumbrances  affecting  the  property ; 
Lord  Talbot  held,  that  the  first  term  of  two  hundred  years  was  not 
revoked,  as  the  two  terms  were  not  inconsistent^  the  testator's  inten- 
tion in  creating  the  term  of  three  hundred  years  being  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  priority  in  payment  to  the  specialty  debts,  and  the 
charges  affecting  the  estate  (r). 

The  inclination  to  such  a  construction  as  would  preserve,  either 
wholly  or  in  part,  the  contents  of  the  prior  document,  however,  exists 
only,  either  when  the  subsequent  document  is  inadequate  _  provided 
to  the  disposition  of  the  entire  property,  so  that  the  con-  ^^^'^^n^  J^J. 
sequence  of  rejecting  the  prior  document  would  be  to  ment  is  a  cudl- 
produce  partial  intestacy  («)  ;  or  else  where  the  posterior  Sj^^JJpiJt^ 
paper  is  styled  a  codicil  (t) ;  for  the  office  of  a  codicil   will, 
being  to  vary  or  add  to  and  not  wholly  supplant  a  previous  will,  such 
a  designation  of  the  instrument  seems  to  demand  that  some  part,  at 
least,  of  the  will,  whose  existence  it  supposes  and  recognizes,  should, 
if  possible,  be  sustained.    If  the  subsequent  instrument  does  not  pro- 
fess to  be  a  codicil  and  is  adequate  to  the  disposition  of  the  entire 
property,  there  is  no  such  k  priori  improbability  that  it  was  intended 
wholly  to  supplant  the  prior  instrument.    The  case  then  rests  on  the 
true  construction  of  the  contents  of  the  two  instruments,  and  the  com- 
plete disposition  contained  in  the  second  must,  unless  controlled  by 
the  context,  wholly  revoke  the  first    Thus,  in  Henfrey  v.  Hen- 
frey  (u),  where  a  testator  by  will  gave  *  his  household  effects  [*139] 
and  other  benefits  to  his  w^e,  and  all  the  residue  of  his  estate 
and  effects  to  A.,  and  appointed  him  executor,  and  then  by  subsequent 
will  left  all  he  possessed  "  containing  furniture,  books,  &c.,''  to  his 
wife,  but  did  not  appoint  an  executor,  the  first  will,  including  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  executor,  was  held  to  be  wholly  revoked.    **  Con- 
taining "  was  read  "  inclusive  of.'' 

(r)  Weld  V,  Acton,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  777,  pi.  98.  The  word  "deed,"  ooearring  four  times  In 
this  report,  seems  a  mistake  for  "will,"  though  the  report  might  be  made  eonslstent  bv  read- 
log  **  demise  "for  "  devise  ; "  and  see  Coward  v.  Marshal,  Cro.  Ell.  721. 

(«)  See  Freeman  9.  Freeman,  Kay,  479,  6  D.  M  &  G.  704;  Re  Hartley,  50  L.  J.  Prob.  1 ; 
in  Plenty  «,  West,  1  Rob.  264,  4  No.  Cas.  108^  9  Jur.  468,  Sir  H.  J.  Fust' would  not,  even  in 
such  cases,  recognize  the  existence  of  the  inchnation  as  regards  personalty;  but  see  OookMn 
V.  Handcock,  1  Kee.  817,  2  My.  &  Cr.  606;  Lemage  v,  Ooodban,  L.  R.,  f  P.  &  D.  67;  Birks 
t.  Birks,  4  8w.  &  Tr.  23,  34  L.  J.  Prob.  90. 

(0  Re  Howard,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  686:  Robertson  v.  Powell,  2  H.  &  C  762. 

(u)  2  Curt.  468,  Moo.  P.  0.  C.  29,  6  Jur.  356.  And  mm  Oottrell  «.  Cottrell,  L.  R.,  2  P.  & 
p.  397;  Re  Turnour,  66  L.  T.  671;  Re  Palmer,  68  L.  J  Prob.  44  ;  Re  Macfarlane,  13  L.  R., 
Ir.  Prob.  264;  McAra  v.  McCay,  28  L.  R.,  Ir.  Prob.  138.  In  the  la«tca«e  the  s««ond  will 
could  not  be  found,  and  parol  eyidence  of  its  contents  was  admitted.  By  the  ciytl  law  the 
appointment  of  an  executor  was  a  complete  disposition  of  the  p<*r8onal  entate;  and  in  some 
early  cases  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  the  mere  appointment  of  a  different  executor  In  a 
subsequent  paper,  purporting  to  be  a  distinct  will,  was  h^ld  to  be  a  reyocation  of  a  prior  will 
and  appointment,  Whitehead  t.  Jennings  and  Burt  9.  Burt,  cit.  1  Phlllim.  412.  But  such 
new  appointment  was  afterwards  decided  not  to  be  conclusive.  Richards  9.  Queen*s  Proctor, 
18  Jur.  540;  Birks  v.  BIrks,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  23,  84  L.  J.  Prob.  90.  And  it  seems  doubtful 
whether  eyen  the  appointment  by  subsequent  will  of  a  "sole**  executor  amounts  per  se  to  a 
reyocation  of  the  first  See,  for  revocation,  Re  Lowe,  8  Sw.  &  Tr.  478,  33  L.  J.  Prob.  166 ; 
Re  Bally.  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  628.  Contra,  Geayes  «.  PHce,  2  Sw.  k  Tr.  71,  32  L  J.  Prob. 
U3 ;  Re  Lease,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  442,  81  L.  J.  Prob.  169;  Re  Morgan,  L.  B.,  1  P.  &  D.  823. 
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XVm.  —  'Will  not  dUtnrbed  f nrther  than  is  naoasMuy.  —  Numerous 
are  the  questions  which  have  arisen  in  regard  to  the  extent  to  which 
a  codicil  affects  the  disposition  of  a  will  or  antecedent  codicil,  and 
which  are  commonly  occasioned  by  the  person  framing  the  codicil 
not  having  an  accurate  knowledge  or  recollection  of  the  contents  of 
the  prior  testamentary  paper. 

In  dealing  with  such  cases  it  is  an  established  rule  not  to  disturb 
Codicil  not  to  ^^^  dispositions  of  the  will  further  than  is  absolutely 
disturb  will  ncccssary  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  codicil, 
Absolutely  as  will  appear  from  the  following  adjudications,  which 
necesMu-y.         hsYe  been  selected  from  a  large  mass  of  cases  (sc),  that 

might  be  cited  in  illustration  of  the  principle.^ 
[*  140]  *  Thus,  where  a  testator  by  his  will  devises  lands  to  A.  in 
fee,  and  by  a  codicil  devises  the  same  lands  in  fee  to  the  first 
son  of  B.  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  shall  as- 
sume the  testator's  name,  the  first  devise  will  be  revoked  only  quoad 
the  interest  comprised  in  the  executory  devise  in  the  codicil ;  so  that, 
until  B.  has  a  son  who  attains  his  majority  and  assumes  the  testator's 
name,  the  property  will  pass  to  A.  under  the  devise  in  the  will  (y). 

So,  where  a  testator  devises  lands  to  A.  subject  to  a  charge  in  favor 

Charge  not  ^^  ^*>  ^^^  ^^^  ^7  ^  codicil  revokes  the  devise  to  A.  of 

revoked  by  the  land,  which  he  gives  to  another,  without  noticing 

dev^of  land  the  charge,  the  land  remains  subject  to  the  charge  m  the 

<*^*"K«^'  hands  of  the  substituted  devisee  («). 

(x)  Cases  as  to  the  combined  effect  of  a  will  and  several  codicils  are  frequently  not  only 
very  long,  but  are  too  special  to  be  of  much  use  as  ffeneral  authorities.  Doe  d.  Hearle  v. 
Hicks,  8  Bins.  476 ;  1  CI.  &  Fin.  20  i  Hicks  v.  Doe,  1  You.  &  J.  470  ;  Alexander  v.  Alexander, 
9  Jur.  N.  S.  898,  6  D.  M.  &  O.  698,  Agnew  «.  Pope,  1  De  O.  &  J.  49;  Patch  v.  Graves,  8 
Drew.  848;  Farrer  v.  St.  Catherine's  Coll.,  Cambridfre,  L.  R.,  16  £q.  19  ;  Follett  v.  Pettman, 
Sd  Ch.  D.  at  p.  842.  The  question,  whether  a  codicil  was  wholly  or  nartially  revocatory',  was 
much  discussed  in  Cookson  «.  Hancock,  1  Kee.  817,  2  My.  &  C.  606;  see  also  Schofleld  v, 
Cahnao,  4  De  Q.  &  S.  688;  Lord  Lovat  ff.  Duchess  of  Leeds,  2  Dr.  &  8m.  62.  A  question 
often  arises  whether  the  whole  or  only  a  part  of  a  series-  of  limitations  is  revoked  by  a 
codicil,  as  to  which  nee  Philippe  v.  Allen.  7  Sim.  446;  Murray  «.  Johnston,  8  D.  &  War.  148; 
Fry  V,  Fry,  9  Jur.  894;  Twininff  v,  Powi-ll,  2  Coll.  262;  Sandford  «.  Sandford.  1  De  G.  &  8. 
67  ;  Ives  v.  Ives,  4  T.  &  C.  84 ;  Dalv  v.  Daly,  2  J.  &  Ut.  768 ;  Morrison  «.  Morrison,  2  T.  & 
C.  C.  C.  652;  Boulcott  v.  Boulcott,*  2  Drew.  26,  86:  Wells  v.  Wells  JL7  Jur.  1020;  Alt  9. 
Gregory,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  221 :  Robertson  «.  Powell,  2  H.  &  C  762.  Where  the  residue  was 
given  to  executors  bv  will,  and  a  codicil  directed  that  A.  should  also  be  executor,  and  that 
the  will  should  take  effect  as  if  his  name  had  been  inserted  therein  as  executor,  A.  was  held 
not  entitled  to  a  share  of  residue,  Hillersdon  v.  Grove,  21  Beav,  618;  and  see  Qibs<.n's  Trusts. 
2  J.  &  H.  666,  stated  post,  p^  148.  «       .         *««>-- 

(•)  Duffield  9,  Duffleld,  8  Bli.  N.  8.  261,  1  D.  &C1.  268,  896,  Bug.  Uw  of  Prop.  216;  and 
see  Doe  d.  Evers  9.  Ward,  16  Jur.  709,  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  146  :  Re  Colshead,  2  De  G.  &  J.^690  ; 
Norman  9,  Kvnaston,  29  Beav.  96, 8  D.  F.  &  G.  29,  with  which  compare  Nevill  r.  Boddam« 
28  Beav.  664,*  where  there  was  an  express  clause  of  revocation.       •  «.        «      ^  • 

t)  Beckett  9.  Harden,  4  M.  &  Sel.  1 :  Young  ».  Hassard,  1  Dr.  &  War.  688 ;  Fnr «.  Fry,  9  Jur. 

I;  and  compare  Ravens  «.  Taylor,  4  Beav.  426;  Hinchcliffe  «.  Hincbcliffe,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  96. 


Z 


1  Qrimball  «.  Patton,  70  Ala.  626:  Bu- 
chanan 9,  Lloyd,  64  Md.  806;  Crozier  9. 
Rrey,  120  N.  t.  866 ;  Austin  9.  Oakes.  117 
N.  r.  677;  Hard  9.  Ashlev,  id.  606;  New- 
oomb  V.  Webster,  118  N.  Y.  191;  Pierpont 
V.  Pttrick.  68  N.  T.  696;  Brent  9.  WIIImu,  8 
Cowen,  66;  Hallvburton  0.  Canon,  86  N.  C. 
290 ;  Bndley  9.  Gibbs,  2  Jones,  Eq.  18 ;  Reich- 


ard's  Appeal.  116  Penn.  St  282;  Rodgen  «. 
Rodgers,  6  Heisk.  489;  Brown  «.  Cannon,  8 
Head,  8i57.  An  intention  expressed  in  a 
codicil  to  change  the  will  in  one  particular 
negatives  presumptively  any  intention  to 
change  it  in  any  other.  Qnincy  «.  Rogers,  9 
Cuab.  291;  Vaughaa  9,  Bunch,  68  Miss.  61SL 
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So,  where  a  testator  by  his  will  devised  his  estates  to  G.  B.  for  life 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  and  by  a  codicil  directed  his  trustees 
to  let,  until  tenant  for  life  married,  the  lessees  to  be  im-  Example*  of 
peachable  of  waste,  and  the  rents  to  be  accumulated  and  non-revoca- 
laid  out  in  lands  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses ;  it  was  **'*°  ^^  *^^' 
contended  that  this  was  inconsistent  with,  and  therefore  revoked,  the 
devise  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste;  but  Sir  W.  Grant, 
M.  B.,  held,  that  there  was  no  inconsistency,  and  nothing  to  take  the 
timber  from  the  tenant  for  life  (a). 

Again,  where  a  testator  by  his  will  bequeathed  as  follows :  '^  As  to 
my  leasehold  house  in  S.,  and  my  household  goods  and  furniture  there 
and  at  S.,  and  as  to  all  my  plate,  linen,  china-ware,  pio-  /^  end 
tures,  live  and  dead  stock,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  preMjon  in 
my  goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estate,"  he  gave  the  fi^tolt?" 
same  to  A.    By  a  codicil  he  revoked  the  bequest  ef  the  meaning  in 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  A.,  and  gave  the  same      ^^^  ' 
to  B.    It  was  held,  that  the  revocation  was  confined  to  the  "  residue," 
and  did  not  extend  to  either  the  leasehold  house  and  furniture,  or 
the  other  enumerated  articles,  namely,  the  plate,  &c.  (b).    And 
where  by  *  his  will  a  testator  devised  tithes,  and  then  de-  [*141] 
vised  all  his  real  estates  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  and 
by  codicil  devised  in  a  different  manner  all  his  real  estates  of  what 
nature  or  kind  soever.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  Y.  C,  held  that  the  second 
gift  in  the  will  did  no^  but  that  the  gift  in  the  codicil  did,  include 
the  tithes ;  the  Court  of  Q.  B.,  however,  differed  from  him  on  the  last 
point,  holding  that  the  words  "  real  estates  "  in  the  codicil  were  to  be 
interpreted  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  will  (c). 

Again,  in  Doe  d«  Murch  v,  Marchant  {d),  where  by  will  an  estate 
was  devised  to  A.  in  fee,  and  by  codicil  "  instead  of  "  that  devise  the 
estate  was  given  to  A.  for  life,  with  alternative  contin-  ^j^^  .^^  ^^^^.j 
gent  remainders  to  her  children  and  her  collateral  rela-   *'  instead  of  '* 
tions,  which  failed;   A.  was  held  entitled  to  the  fee:   »>'«^^^l- 
**  instead  of  the  devise  in  the  will "  being  read  ''  instead  of  so  much 
of  it  only  as  was  incompatible  with  the  codicil,"  and  the  codicil  not 
disposing  of  the  ultimate  fee.    And  where  a  trust  fund,  which  by 
will  was  given  to  the  children  of  A.  living  at  a  stated  period,  with  a 
power  of  advancement  in  the  trustees,  was  by  codicil,  ''in  lieu  of  such  . 
disposition,"  given  to  the  children  of  A.  living  at  a  different  period, 
and  in  other  respects  the  will  was  confirmed ;  it  was  held  that  the 
power  of  advancement  was  not  revoked  (e).    But  though  the  expres- 
sion "  instead  of "  need  not  mean  total  substitution,  it  naturally  im- 

J  a)  Luabfaigton  v.  Bold«ro,  O.  Goop.  916.    See  also  Gkeen  v.  Britten,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  649. 
b)  Clarlie  v,  Butler,  1  Mer.  804  ;  see  also  Barclay  «.  Ifaskelyne,  5  Jor.  N.  S.  13 ;  Hinch- 
b  V.  Hincbdiffe,  9  lOr.  &  Sm.  96. 

le)  Evans  9.  Evans,  17  Sim.  86  :  Williams  t.  Evans,  1  Ell.  &  BI.  787. 
(<0  6  M.  &  Or.  818,  7  Seott,'  N.  R.  644.    See  the  case  more  inWy  stated  Ch.  Till,  on  the 
question  of  republication. 
<•)  Hill  V.  Walker,  4  K.  &  J.  168;  see  also  Butler  «.  Greenwood,  28  Beav.  808. 
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plies  some  substitution ;  as  was  held  —  still  in  favor  of  non-revocation 
—  in  Barclay  v.  Maskelyne  (f),  where  the  will  gave  legacies  to  the 
six  children  of  A.,  naming  them,  and  the  codicil  revoked  the  legacies 
"  to  the  children  of  A.,  and  in  lieu  thereof  "  gave  a  sum  amongst "  the 
children  of  A.,  to  wit "  (naming  five  of  them) ;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  legacy  to  the  sixth  was  not  revoked,  because  nothing  was  substi- 
tuted for  her. 

Again,  in  Se  Arrowsmith's  Trust  (^),  where  by  will  a  testator  be- 
queathed a  specific  fund  to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  and  after  the 

Specific  gift    death  of  his  wife  gave  them  all  his  remaining  property ; 

iu  will  not      he  then  by  codicil  bequeathed  certain  legacies  (one  of 

^oerai  Kift    them  to  be  paid  at  his  wife's  death),  and  gave  ''all  his 

m  codicil.       j^ai  and  personal  estate  "  to  his  wife  for  her  life :  it  was 
held  that  the  specific  gift  to  the  nephews  and  nieces  was  not  dis- 
turbed, and  that  the  codicil  was  meant  only  to  remove  the 
[*142]  doubt  which  might  *  arise  on  the  will  whether  the  wife  was 
to  take  the  residue  for  life. 

Where  a  testator  directed  his  trustees,  to  whom  he  had  given  all 
his  property,  to  carry  on  his  business  for  ten  years,  and  then  to  sell 

and  hold  the  proceeds  upon  trust,  as  to  one  moiety  for 
held  ciiange  of  his  daughter  and  her  children,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety 
and  no  rer^^^  ^^'  *^®  children  of  his  son,  and  by  a  codicil  revoked  that 
cation  of  part  of  his  will  which  empowered  his  trustees  to  sell,  and 

^*"^'  instead  thereof  authorized  his  daughter  to  take  possession 

of  his  property  and  to  dispose  thereof  at  her  discretion ;  it  was  held, 
that  this  was  not  an  absolute  gift  to  the  daughter,  but  only  consti- 
tuted her  a  trustee  in  place  of  the  trustee  named  in  the  will  (A.). 

Where  a  person  is  appointed  to  more  than  one  of  the  offices  of 
guardian,  executor,  and  trustee,  a  revocation  by  codicil  of  his  appoint- 
Bevocation  aa  inent  to  one  of  the  offices,  is  not  a  revocation  of  the  ap- 
to  one  office  pointment  to  any  other  office  (t) ;  unless  the  context 
t^  to  other  shows,  as  by  directing  ''  trustees  "  to  pay  debts  and  leg- 
offices.  acies,  that  the  several  offices  (of  trustee  and  executor) 

are  to  be  filled  by  the  same  persons  (k) ;  nor  is  a  legacy  to  a  trustee, 
as  a  mark  of  respect,  revoked  by  the  appointment  of  another  trustee 
in  his  place  (2). 

It  may  be  observed,  that  where  a  testator,  in  order  to  avoid  repeti- 
tion, has  by  his  will  declared  his  intention  respecting  a  property, 

'    (/)  5  Jur.  N.  8. 18. 

(o)  9  D.  F.  &  J.  474. 

(h)  Newman  v.  Lade,  1  T,  &  C.  C.  C.  680 ;  and  see  Bany  v.  Crondall.  7  Sim.  490  ;  Frog- 
ffatt  0.  Warden,  8  De  O.  &  S.  685 :  and  compare  Schofield  v.  Cahnae,  4  De  O.  &  S.  688. 

(t)  Ex  parte  Park,  14  Sim.  89 ;  Fry  v.  Fry,  0  Jur.  894  ;  Graham  9.  Graham,  16  Beav.  660; 
Cartwriffht  9.  Shepheard,  17  Beav.  801;  Worley  r.  Worley,  18  Bear.  58;  and  see  Hare  •. 
Hare,  6  Bear.  629. 

rib)  Barrett  9.  Wilklne,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  687. 
~   Burgess  v.  Bugesa,  1  CoU.  867.     See  also  Bnbb   «.  Telverton,  L«  B.,  18  Eq. 
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(say  Whiteacre),  then  being  devised  by  him,  to  be  similar   Esutes  A.  «nd 
to  what  he  had  before  expressed  concerning  another  ^'£]^Mme^ 
property  (say  Blackaore)  antecedently  given,  and  he  iim«:  revoc*- 
after wards  by  a  codicil,  or  by  obliteration,  or  otherwise,   doa  nouif.' 
revokes  the  devise  of  Blackaore,  such  revocation  does  not  ^^^  ^ 
affect  the  devise  of  Whiteacre.    Thus,  in  Darley  v.  Langworthy  (m), 
where  a  testator  by  his  will  devised  a  certain  estate  to  certain  limita- 
tions, and  then  proceeded  to  annex  thereto  another  estate,  declaring 
that  the  same  should  go  unto  and  be  enjoyed  by  the  possessor  of  the 
other  estate,  and  not  be  separated  therefrom,  and  subsequently 
*  by  an  act  in  his  lifetime,  he  revoked  the  devise  of  the  prin-  [*143] 
cipal  estate,  the  property  so  annexed  was  held  not  to  be  af- 
fected, but  went  according  to  the  uses  declared  of  the  principal  estate 
by  the  will. 

So,  where  a  testator  by  his  will  bequeathed  a  specific  fund  to  his 
residuary  legatee  after  named,  and  then  bequeathed  the  residue  to 
A.,  and  by  a  codicil  revoked  the  bequest  of  the  residue,  it  was  held  that 
this  was  no  revocation  of  the  specific  bequest  (n).  And  where  a 
testator  bequeathed  several  pecuniary  legacies,  including  one  to  A., 
and  the  residue  to  his  before-mentioned  legatees  in  proportion  to  their 
pecuniary  legacies ;  and  by  codicil  executed  after  A.'s  death  gave  A.'s 
pecuniary  legacy  to  B.,  but  was  silent  as  to  the  residue :  it  was  held 
that  B.  was  not  entitled  to  A.'s  share  of  residue  (o). 

Again,  where  a  testator  by  his  will  devised  certain  freehold  prop- 
erty (on  failure  of  the  objects  of  a  preceding  devise)  to  trustees  to 
be  sold,  and  directed  the  produce  to  be  applied  upon  the  trusts  there- 
inafter expressed  concerning  his  residuary  personal  estate ;  he  then 
bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate  upon  certain  trusts,  and  af- 
terwards by  a  codicil  duly  attested  for  devising  freehold  estates,  re- 
voked the  residuary  bequest,  and  disposed  of  the  personalty  in  a 
different  manner :  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  B.,  held  that  by  this  alteration  in 
the  disposition  of  the  personal  estate,  the  devise  of  the  realty  was 
not  affected ;  the  effect  being  the  same  as  if  the  testator  had  in  terms 
applied  the  trusts  in  question  to  the  produce  of  the  freehold  estate, 
in  which  case  it  is  obvious  that  the  revocation  by  the  codicil  of  the 
residuary  gift  of  the  personal  estate  by  the  will,  would  have  been  no 
revocation  of  the  disposition  of  the  produce  of  the  freehold  estate ; 
and  his  Honor  observed,  it  could  make  no  difference  in  principle, 
that  the  testator  saves  himself  the  trouble  of  repeating  those  trusts, 
intents  and  purposes,  by  compendious  words  of  refer-  Rule  different 
ence  (p).    This  construction,  however,  does  not  seem  to  «» to  heirioomi. 

(m)  3  B.  p.  C.  Toml.  859,  reversing  Lord  Gamden's  decree  in  Dsrley  v.  Darler,  Amb. 
653.;  see  also  Lord  Sidney  Beauclerk  r.  Mead,  9  Atk.  167  i  Salter  v.  Fary,  12  L.  J  'Ch.  411; 
Martineaa  v.  Briggs,  21  W.  R.  620,  23  W.  R.  889  (in  D.  P.)  ;  Bridges  v.  Strachan.  8  Ch.  D. 
558. 

(n)  Roach  v.  Haynes,  6  Ves.  153. 

(o)  Re  Qibaon*8  Yniets,  2  J  &  H.  666. 

(p)  Francis  v.  Collier,  4  Rosa.  331. 

TOL.  1.  12 


178  BEYOCATION  OF  WILLS.  [CH.  VII. 

apply  wheie  plate^  pictures^  &c.,  are  direoted  to  go  along  with  a  man- 
sion-house to  the  persons  who  may  succeed  to  the  testator's  real 
estates  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  of  his  will  {q). 

If  the  devise  of  the  principal  estate  is  not  simply  revoked,  but  is 
modiiied  only,  it  is  not  too  hastily  to  be  concluded^  that  the  con- 
struction adopted  in  the  class  of  cases  just  stated  would 
[*144]  *  apply,  however  forcibly  the  reasoning  in  some  of  them, 
and  especially  that  of  the  M.  E.  in  the  last  case,  might 
seem  to  conduct  to  such  a  conclusion;  for  a  different  construction 
Distinction.  prevailed  in  Lord  Carrington  v,  Payne  (r),  where  a  tes- 
d?vis«  is  modi-  ^^^  deviscd  his  real  estate  to  trustees  to  be  conveyed 
fiedoniy.  to  certain  uses,  and  bequeathed  personal  estate  to  be 

laid  out  in  land  to  be  settled  to  such  uses  and  upon  such  trusts,  &c., 
as  he  had  declared  concerning  his  real  estate.  By  a  codicil  he  re- 
voked so  much  of  his  will  as  directed  the  settlement  of  his  real  estate 
to  those  limitations,  and  devised  it  to  other  limitations,  the  effect  be- 
ing merely  to  change  the  order  in  which  some  of  the  devisees  were 
to  take.  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  bequest  of  the  per- 
sonalty was  not  revoked.  He  considered  that  though  the  devisor 
had  used  the  expression  "  revoke,"  yet  the  codicil  was  not  a  revoca- 
tion as  to  the  union  of  the  estates,  but  merely  an  alteration  in  the 
order  of  the  limitations  to  be  inserted  in  the  settlement  (of  both  prop* 
erties)  ;  and  that  it  was  no  more  than  if  the  devisor  had  with  his  own 
hand  inserted  the  name  of  one  devisee  before  another,  and  then 
republished  his  will. 

The  case  of  Lord  Carrington  v,  Payne  was  referred  to  by  Lord 
Hatherley  in  Re  Gibson's  Trusts  («),  where  his  lordship  pointed  out 
that  the  ground  of  the  decision  was  that  if  there  is  on  the  face  of  the 
will  a  sui&cient  indication  of  intention  to  unite  two  sets  of  estates, 
one  only  of  which  is  referred  to  in  the  limitations  contained  iifthe 
will,  and  altered  by  the  codicil,  the  intention  to  unite  not  being  al- 
tered or  revoked,  that  intention  must  be  carried  into  effect  as  far  as 
possible,  though  in  terms  the  codicil  only  refers  to  one  set  of  estates, 
and  not  to  the  other.  And  in  a  recent  case  the  decision  in  Lord 
Carrington  v.  Payne  was  referred  to  the  same  principle,  and  followed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (t). 

It  is  to  be  collected  from  Holder  v,  Howell  (w),  that  where  a 
testator  in  a  codicil  recites  that  an  inconvenient  consequence  may 
Absolute  f-  result  from  a  devise  in  his  will,  as  that  in  a  particular 
noTrestra^nSi  ®^®^*^  *^®  devisce  Or  legatee  would  be  unprovided  for 
by  reciul.         contrary  to  his  intention,  and  then,  instead  of  confining 

<q)  Evans  v.  Evans,  17  Sim.  lOS. 

(r)  6  Ves.  404. 

{$)  2  J.  &  H.  656,  anta,  p.  143. 

(0  Re  Toirry*s  Settled  EsUte,  Dallas  v.  Towrr,  41  Gh.  D.  64,  reversing  the  decision  of 
8tir1ini;«  J. 

(«)  8  Ves.  97;  and  fle<>  Cole  v.  Wade,  18  Yes.  46;  Visooont  Holmesdale  v.  West,  L.  R^  S 
£q.  486,  on  app   (bnt  this  point  not  touched),  L.  R.,  4  H.  L.  543. 
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himself  to  simply  effecting  the  declared  purpose  of  the  codicil,  he 
proceeds  to  revoke  the  whole  devise,  giving  the  land  again  to  the 
same  trustees  upon  certain  trusts  which  he  particularizes, 
and  which  are  *  the  same  as  the  former  trusts,  with  the  ex-  [*145] 
ception  of  the  matter  expressly  intended  for  correction,  and 
of  one  other  of  the  trustSf  which  he  wholly  omits ;  this  omission, 
though  probably  undesigned,  cannot  be  supplied*  The  principle  of 
this  case  seems  to  be  inconsistent  with,  and  it  may,  therefore,  be 
considered  as  overruling,  the  earlier  case  of  Matthews  v.  Bowman  {x\ 
where  a  testator,  having  devised  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his 
daughters  as  tenants  in  common,  by  a  codicil  made  for  a  particular 
purpose  re-devising  it  to  them,  omitting  the  words  of  severance,  and 
it  was  held,  that  the  legatees  were  tenants  in  common. 


—  AmUgnoiu   and   Informal   Bacpreflslons   will  not  Revoke 
a  Clear  Gift.  —  Another  principle  of  construction  is,  ... 

that  where  the  will  contains  a  clear  and  unambiguous   wiu  not  r»- 
disposition  of  property,  real  or  personal,  such  a  gift  is  JoJ^bJu^^ex- 
not  allowed  to  be  revoked  by  doubtful  expressions  in  a  pressions  in 
codicU.^  «^^*- 

Thus,  in  Goblet  v,  Beechey  {y\  where  a  testator  by  his  will  gave  a 
specific  chattel  to  A. ;  afterwards  by  a  codicil  he  gave  a  number  of 
articles  of  a  different  kind,  and  of  much  less  value,  to  B.,  and  in 
enumerating  those  articles  introduced  an  imperfectly  written  word, 
which  might  be  supposed  to  designate  the  chattel  previously  given  to 
A. :  it  was  held,  that  the  bequest  to  A.  was  not  thereby  revoked* 

In  Gtordon  v.  Hoffman  (4;),  a  legacy  of  3,000/.  was  given  by  will, 
and  by  codicil  a  legacy  of  4,000/.  "  in  addition  to  the  legacy  of  2,000/. 
given  by  my  will ;  *'  the  mention  of  the  legacy  of  3,000/.   Q^g^^  ^1,^^ 
as  being  only  of  2,000/.  was  held  not  to  reduce  it  to  the  T*^^'^**  ^^ 
latter  amount.    Again,  in  Bunny  t;.  Bunny  (a),  a  testa-  j^^ignoiu™ 
'  trix  by  her  will  gave  to  the  seven  children  of  J.  B.  a  •»P"»«»n«» 
legacy  of  200/.  each,  and  other  interests ;  by  a  first  codicil  she  re- 
voked the  legacies  of  200/.  each  to  the  children  of  J.  B.  and  all  other 
benefits  given  them  by  her  will,  and  in  lieu  thereof  gave  only  the 
legacy  of  200/.  each  to  A.,  B.,  C,  D.,  and  E.,  five  of  the  children  of 
J.  B.    By  a  second  codicil  she  revoked  all  the  legacies  she  had  left 
in  her  wUl  to  J.  B.'s  children ;  and  by  a  third  codicil  she  revoked 
the  legacy  of  200/.  by  a  previous  codicil  to  her  said  will 
given  to  *  A.    The  question  was,  whether  the  legacies  given  [*146] 
by  the  first  codicil  to  the  plaintiffs  B.,  C,  D.,  and  E.  were  re- 

(«)  8  Anst  797,  a  reporter  of  very  doabtfal  autboritjr,  and  see  Be  Lewis,  14  Jur.  914,  7 
No.  Gas.  436. 


(y)  3  Sim  H  9  B.  &  My.  684;  compare  Baldwin  «.  Baldwin,  S8  Bear.  413. 
s)  7  Sim.  S9;  and  Mann  «.  Poller,  Kay,  624. 
a)  3  Beav.  109 ;  and  see  Farrer  v.  St.  Catharine*s  College,  L.  R.,  16  Eg.  19;  Pratt «.  Pratt, 


mpare 
fs)  7  Sim.  S9 ;  and  Maim  «.  Poller,  Kay,  624. 
(a)  3  Beav.  109 ;  and  see  Parrer  v.  St.  Cathari 
14  Sim.  129;  Sawrey  v.  Ramney,  5  De.  O.  &  S.  698;  Stokes'v.  Heron,  IJ  CI.  &  Fin.  161. 

1  Johns  Hopkins  Univ*  «.  Finckney,  55  Md.  365;  Joiner  9.  Joiner,  S  Jones,  Eq.  68. 
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▼oked  by  the  seoond  codicil ;  which  depended  on  what  the  testatrix 
meant  1^  the  word  '^  will "  in  the  second  codicil.  The  word  might 
mean  all  the  previons  unrcYoked  testamentary  papers  (b) ;  but  if  that 
was  what  the  testatrix  meant^  it  was  not  easy  to  account  for  the  sub- 
sequent revocation  (by  the  third  codicil)  of  a  supposed  existing  gift 
to  A.  in  the  first  codicil.  It  was  true  that  if  she  meant  the  will  only 
without  the  codicil,  then  she  was  doing  what  was  unnecessary,  as  the 
legacies  in  the  will  had  already  been  revoked  by  the  first  codicil ; 
nevertheless  it  was  held,  that  the  former  interpretation  best  answered 
the  apparent  meaning  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  the  legaci^s  to  B.,  C, 
D.,  and  E.  were  not  revoked.  And  this  construction  was  aided  by 
the  third  codicil,  which  revoked  the  legacy  given  to  A.  by  a  previous 
codicil,  showing  that  the  testatrix  considered  that  A.,  and  conse- 
quently the  plaintiffs  also,  had  at  that  time  legacies  left  by  the  pre- 
vious testamentary  papers.  And  in  Gleobury  v.  Beckett  (c),  where 
legacies  were  given  in  a  codicil  to  a  class  of  persons  **  except  A.,  who 
is  not  intended  to  take  any  benefit  under  my  will  or  this  codicil ; "  it 
was  held  by  Sir  J.  Komilly,  M.  R.,  that  these  words  did  not  operate 
as  a  revocation  of  an  express  gift  by  the  will  to  A.  He  observed 
that  such  words  were  extremely  ambiguous,  and  did  not  seem  to  him 
to  import  a  distinct  and  present  revocation  of  the  devise  in  the  wilL 

And  where  (d)  a  testatrix  having  a  testamentary  power  to  appoint 
a  sum  of  4,000^.  among  her  husband  and  children,  by  her  will,  after 
.  ^  ...  making  certain  bequests,  gave  the  residue  of  her  prop- 

pointment  by  crty,  including  the  4,000/.,  over  which  she  had  a  dispos- 
revocatJoii  of  ^"^  power,  to  her  husband  and  children  equally ;  and 
▼aiid  appoint-  afterwards,  a  son  having  died  leaving  two  children,  she 
mentbywiU.  ^y  codicil  bequeathed  the  share  of  her  residue  which 
would  have  gone  to  him  if  he  had  survived  her  in  trust  for  his  chil- 
dren :  it  was  held  by  Sir  E.  Kay,  J.,  that  the  invalid  appointment  by 
the  codicil  did  not  operate  as  a  revocation  pro  tanto  of  the  gift  of  the 
4,000/.  made  by  the  will. 

But  an  intention  to  revoke,  though  expressed  in  loose  and  untech- 
nical  language,  or  in  terms  capable  per  se  of  a  limited  inter- 
[*147]  pretation,  must  nevertheless  prevail,  if  it  can  be  clearly  *  col- 
Iptentionto  Icctcd  from  the  whole  will  (e).  On  this  principle,  it  is 
Td^  ted*^  ^  °^*  necessary  that  the  gift  to  be  revoked  should  be  accu- 
iSforaiai  ^  rately  referred  to  (/),  or  that  the  legatee  by  the  will 
expresfliona.       ghould  be  actually  named  in  the  codicil  (g). 

ZX. — ReTOcation  under  an   erroneous  Assumption  of  Faot.— 

Where  a  testator  by  a  codicil  revokes  a  devise  or  bequest  in  his 

(b)  See  above,  p.  105,  and  below,  p.  158. 

[cj  14  BenT.  583;  see  also  Agnew  «.  Pope,  IDe  O.  &  J.  49. 

\d)  Duguid  V.  Fraser,  81  Ch.  D.  449. 

e)  Read  v.  Backboose,  9  R.  &  Mt.  546. 

^)  Pilcher  v.  Hole,  7  Sim.  208;  CaniDgton  v.  Payne,  5  Yes.  428. 

r)  ElliB  V.  Baitrnm,  25  Beav.  107. 
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will,  or  in  a  previous  codicil,  expressly  grounding  such  RcTocations 

revocation  on  the  assumption  of  a  fact,  which  turns  out  ^-^^  **** 

to  be  false,  the  revocation  does  not  take  effect ;  being,  it 

is  considered,  conditional,  and  dependent  on  a  contingency  which 

fails.* 

Thus,  in  Campbell  t^.  French  (A),  where  a  testator,  having  by  will 
bequeathed  to  the  two  grandchildren  of  his  late  sister  500L  each,  by 
a  codicil  declared  that  he  revoked  the  l^acies  bequeathed  by  his  will 
to  such  grandchildren,  '<  they  being  all  dead,"  and  the  &ct  appearing 
to  be  that  they  were  living.  Lord  Loughborough  held,  that  the  lega-> 
cies  were  not  revoked. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Evans  v.  Evans  (t),  where  a  testatrix  by  her  will, 
dated  July,  1819,  devised  lands  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  his  daughters  in  tail ; 
and  by  a  codicil,  dated  in  1829,  after  reciting  the  above  devise,  and 
that  A.  had  died  without  leaving  issue,  she  devised  the  lands  to  B. 
The*  fact  was  that  A.  died  in  1827,  leaving  a  posthumous  child,  whose 
birth  was  not  known  to  the  testatrix  when  she  made  her  codicil,  but 
she  afterwards  became  acquainted  with  it.  The  Court  considered 
that  this  was  a  conditional  revocation ;  and  the  fact  being  contrary 
to  what  the  testatrix  supposed,  the  devise  in  the  will  remained  in 
force. 

Had  the  testator  in  the  preceding  cases,  instead  of  pj^iQ^tion 
making  the  death  of  the  devisee  or  legatee  under  the  when  th«  fact 
circumstances  described  the  ground  or  reason  of  the  revo-  l^ere^e 
cation,  founded  such  revocation  on  his  advice  or  belief  «dvice  or  b«- 
only  of  the  fact,  it  is  conceived  that  the  result  would  ^^t^Vthe 
have  been  different.    A  distinction  of  this  nature  seems  Kronnd  of  re. 
to  be  warranted  by  Att.-Qen.  r.  Lloyd  (A;),  where  a  testa-  ^°^  **°* 
tor,*  by  a  will  made  before  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  9  [*148] 
Geo.  2,  c.  36  (Z),  devised  lands  and  bequeathed  personalty  to 
be  laid  out  in  lands  for  charitable  uses.    By  a  codicil  posterior  to  the 
act  he  recited  that  he  was  in  doubt  whether  the  devise  would  be  good 

(A)  3  Yei.  821. 


it)  S  Per.  &  p.  878, 10  Ad.  &EI1.  9». 


Atk.  662;  1  Ves.  82;  and  see  the  observAtions  of  Lord  Eldon,  t  Mer.  148, 149.  In 
Thomas  v.  Howell,  L.  R.,  18  Ea.  198,  209,  a  testator  by  wlU  beqaeathed  certain  charity  lega- 
cies, and  br  codicil,  *' presuming  and  believing  that  the  r^^ntal  of  his  estate  woirld  produce 
from  16,0001:  to  18,000(.,"  he  doubled  those  legacies.  The  inoome  of  his  whole  estate  fell 
short  of  16,000/.,  and  Bfalins.  V.^O.,  held  that  the  additional  bequest  failed  as  being  founded 
on  a  mistalie.  The  Y.-C.  said,  Att-Oen.  r.  Lloyd  was  a  peculiar  case,  and  added,  he  thought 
the  decision  would  now  be  the  other  way.  Sed  on :  it  was  recognised  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Ireland,  Newton  v.  Newton,  12  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  118;  and  is  not  opposed  to  the  Y.-O/s  decision 
if  the  words  which  he  had  to  construe  are  (as  they  appear  to  be)  equivalent  to  ''upon  the  as* 
sumption,  which  I  believe  to  be  correct,  that  &c.,*'  making  the  bequest  clearly  conditional. 
(0  See  Ch.  IX.  eub-dlv.  i.  s.  4,  post?  »  i*       — i 

1  Mendinbairs  Appeal,  124  Penn.  St  887.  in  fact  he  had  sold  them  to  him.  Id.  The  mis- 
But  where  the  fact  stated  is  evidently  im-  take  must,  it  seems,  appear  in  some  statement 
material,  seeus;  as  where  a  bequest  is  revoked  in  the  will,  and  it  should  appear  what  would 
on  the  ground  stated  in  the  will,  that  the  testa-  have  been  the  testator's  will  out  for  the  mis- 
tor  has  given  the  person  certain  things,  when  take.    Qifford  «.  I>3rer,  2  R.  I.  99. 
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or  not,  and  that  he  was  desirous  of  confirming  it,  nevertheless  if  the 
estate  was  not  well  devised,  then  he  gave  it  to  B.  Afterwards  he 
made  a  second  codicil  by  which,  after  reciting  that  beinff  advised  the 
devise  of  his  lands  would  be  void,  and  it  being  his  intention  that  the 
charity  should  be  continued,  and  being  advised  his  personal  estate 
could  be  given,  he  did  by  such  codicil  give  his  personal  estate  to  the 
charitable  uses  before  mentioned ;  and  he  did  thereby  give  his  real 
estate  to  B.  Though  the  testator's  notion  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the 
devise  in  the  will  was  erroneous  (m),  it  was  held  that  the  devise  to 
B.  took  effect.^  Lord  Hardwicke  said  the  testator  had  put  it  on  the 
advice  he  had  received,  which  was  a  fact  within  his  own  knowledge, 
and  he  had  grounded  it  on  that  advice  and  not  on  the  reality  of  the 
law.  If  he  had  intended  a  new  devise  only  if  the  will  was  void  he 
would  have  left  it  on  the  first  codicil. 

So,  where  a  testatrix  by  her  will  bequeathed  300Z.  among  such  of 
the  children  as  should  be  living  of  E.,  and  by  a  codicil  proceeded  as 
follows :  "  I  give  to  my  brother's  son  C.  the  300Z.  designed  for  E.'s 
children,  as  I  know  not  whether  any  of  them  are  alive,  and  if  they 
are  well  provided  for,"  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  held  C.  to  be  entitled, 
though  the  children  of  E.  were  living.  He  observed,  that  ''  it  was 
argued,  and  with  some  ground,  that  if  it  rested  upon  her  not  knowing 
whether  they  were  living,  there  -would  be  some  reason  to  contend 
that  it  fell  within  the  case  (so  often  cited  from  Cicero  de  Oratore)  of 
pater  credens  filium  suum  esse  mortuum  alteram  instituit  hseredem ; 
filio  domi  redeunte  hujus  institutionis  vis  est  nulla :  but  the  testatrix 
goes  further,  that  she  doubted  if  they  were  living  whether  they 
might  not  be  well  provided  for,  and  she  totally  deprives  them  of  that 
provision.  The  Court  will  not  inquire  whether  they  are  well  pro- 
vided  for  or  not  (n)." 

The  rule  that  revocation  expressly  grounded  on  a  mistaken  assump- 
tion of  fact  is  inoperative  is  further  exemplified  by  Barclay 
[*149]  *  V,  Maskelyne  (o),  where  a  gift  by  will  to  A.  was  referred  to 
in  a  codicil  as  a  gift  to  B.,  and  as  lapsed  by  the  death  of  B., 
whereupon  the  subject  of  gift  was  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the  codicil ; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  gift  to  A.  was  not  revoked. 

In  Allen  v,  Bewsey  {p\  a  testator  devised  an  estate  as  copyhold ; 
by  codicil  reciting  that  he  had  since  discovered  that  the  estate  was 
freehold,  he  confirmed  the  devise.  It  turned  out  that  the  estate  was 
copyhold,  and  it  appears  to  have  been  argued  that  the  confirmation 
was  conditional, — that  the  devise  was  meant  to  stand  becattse  (and 
not  unless)  the  estate  was  freehold  and  was  in  effect  revoked:  but  it 


t 


m)  Willett  V.  Sandford,  1  Ves.  178, 186. 
n)  Att.-6en.  v.  Ward,  8  Ves.  887. 
(o)  Johns.  124. 
{p)  7  Ch.  D.  468,  464. 

1  Skipwith  «.  Cab«Il,  19  Gxtttt  768. 


CH.  Vn.]  ADDITIONAL  AND  SUBSTITUTED  GIFTS.  183 

was  held  withont  difficulty  that  the  intention  was  to  confirm  the  de- 
vise whether  the  estate  was  freehold  or  copyhold,  and  that  there  was 
no  revocation. 


—  Additional  and  sabstltated  GMfta.  —  It  is  often  a  question 
whether  a  legacy  bequeathed  by  a  codicil  is  payable  out  of  the  same 
fund,  or  is  subject  to  the  same  restrictions,  as  a  legacy  ^^^ther 
bequeathed  to  the  same  person  by  the  will.^    If  the   legacies  by 
second  legacy  is  expressly  given  upon  the  same  condi-  ^^e  wmY terms 
tions,  &c ,  of  course  the  affirmative  does  not  admit  of  « those  given 

DV  Will 

doubt  (q)  ;  and  the  same  construction  prevails  where  the 
legacy  by  codicil  is  expressed  to  be  in  addition  to  (r),  or  in  substitu- 
tion for  («),  the  legacy  given  by  the  will.    But  it  seems  that  where  a 
legacy  is  given  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  over,  another  legacy 
given  to  A.  in  addition  to  the  legacy  before  mentioned,  will  be  con- 
strued an  absolute  gift  to  him;   and  it  is  only  where  the 
original  legacy  is  absolute  or  *  defeasible  on  certain  terms  in  [*160] 
the  party  to  whom  the  additional  legacy  is  given,  that  the 
second  gift  is  held  to  be  on  similar  terms.     In  no  case  has  it  been 
held  that  the  latter  gift  is  to  go  to  parties  entitled  under  the  subse- 
quent limitations  of  the  former  gift  (t). 

The  intention  to  assimilate  the  respective  legacies  or  classes  of 
legacies  has  in  some  instances  been  traced,  though  less  distinctly  in- 
dicated than  in  the  cases  mentioned  above.    As  in  Lea-   ^j^^q  legacies 
croft  V,  Maynard  (u),  where  a  testator  devised  his  real  by  codicn  are 
estate  in  trust  to  sell  and  apply  the  produce  in  paying   ^^  fund'u 
(among  other  legacies)  50L  to  each  trustee,  to  the  Found-  lesaoies  by 
ling  Hospital  2,000^.,  and  to  the  hospitals  of  L.  and  S.   ^' 

(q)  Llovd  V,  Brantoo,  3  Mer.  108;  see  also  Cooper  v.  Day,  id.  164:  Corporation  of  Gloa- 
CMler  V.  Wood,  3  Hare,  131,  I  H.  L.  Ca.  272. 

(r)  Crnwder  v.  Clowes,  2  Ves.  Jr.  449;  Rassell  v.  Dickson,  2  D.  &  War.  138;  Day  v. 
Croft,  4  Beav.  561;  Burrell  v.  Earl  of  Egnnemont,  7  Beav.  223;  Cat  or  v.  Cator,  14  Bear.  463; 
Warwiclc  «.  Hawkins^  5  De  G.  &  S.  481;  Duffield  v.  Currie,  29  Beav.  284;  bat  the  context 
may  orevent  an  additional  le^cy  from  being  paid  precisely  in  the  same  manner  as  the  ori^ 
nal,  Orerend  «.  Gumey,  7  Sim.  128;  King  v.  Tootel,  25  ileav  23. 

($)  Cooper  V.  Day,  3  Mer.  154;  Russell  «.  Dickson,  2  D.  &  War.  133;  Martin  o.  Drink- 
water,  2  Beav.  215;  Bristow  v,  Bristow,  5  Beav.  289;  Earl  of  Shaft esburv  i^.  Duke  of  Marl- 
boroagfa.  7  Sim.  237;  Fenton  v.  Farington,  2  Jur.  X.  S.  1120;  Rnowles  v.' Sadler,  W,  N.  1879, 
p.  20;  Re  Boddington,  Boddington  v,  Clairat,  25  Ch.  D.  685;  Re  Colver,  Millikin  v  SnHling, 
W.  K.  1886,  p.  159,  55  L.  T.  344.  In  re  Courtauld*s  Estate,  Courtauld  v.  Causton,  W.  N. 
1882,  p.  185,  a  testator  by  his  will  gave  several  legacies  and  gave  the  residue  among  the 
legatees  pro  rata  in  proportion  to  the  legacies;  by  a  codicil  he  revoked  the  le^picies  given  by 
tM  will  and  gave  in  substitution  therefor  other  legacies  of  larger  amounts:  it  was  held  by 
Kay^  J.,  that  the  alteration  in  the  amount  of  the  legacies  involved  an  alteration  in  the  pro- 
portions of  the  residue.  But  express  terms,  annexed  to  a  legacy  £[iven  by  codicil  **  instead 
of*'  one  jriven  by  will,  excluded  the  substitutional  construction,  in  Haley  v.  Bannister,  23 
Beav.  336.  As  to  whether  legacies  are  cumulative  or  the  one  instead  of  the  other,  see  Wilson 
«.  0*Leary.  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  448,  and  the  cases  here  cited. 

(t)  Re  More's  Trust,  10  Hare,  171;  Mann  v.  Fuller,  Kay,  624.  See  also  Hill  «.  Jones,  87 
L*  J.  Ch.  465. 

(«)  1  Yes.  Jr.  S79,  8  B.  C.  C.  883;  see  also  Brudnell  v.  Bonghton,  2  Atk.  268;  Bonner  v. 
Bonner,  13  Yes.  879;  Williams  v.  Hughes,  24  Beav.  474 

1  See  Brown  «•  Brown,  187  Mass.  539 ;  Churchill,  60  Yt  371;  Barnes  v.  Hanks,  65 
Snow  «.  Foley,  119  Mass.  108  ;  Thompeon  v.     Yt.  317. 
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1,000/.  each.  Afterwards,  by  a  codioil  he  revoked  the  devise  and 
legacy  to  one  of  the  trustees,  and  substituted  another  trustee,  to 
whom  he  gave  a  legacy  of  50Z.  He  also  revoked  the  legacies  to  the 
three  hospitals,  and  gave  1,5001.  to  the  Foundling,  500^  to  the  Infir- 
mary of  N.,  and  a  sum  to  be  distributed  among  the  poor  of  S.  It  was 
unsuccessfully  contended  for  the  charities,  that  the  legacies  given  by 
the  codicil  were  not,  like  those  of  the  will,  charged  on  the  land,  and 
were  therefore  valid.  Lord  Thurlow  seems  to  have  thought,  that  the 
necessity  which  this  would  have  occasioned  of  holding,  that  the  leg- 
acy to  the  new  trustee  must  also  come  out  of  the  persoualty,  formed 
a  conclusive  argument  against  the  construction.  But  it  seems  that 
even  without  this  ground  the  decision  must  have  been  the  same  (x). 

So,  in  Fitzgerald  v.  Field  (y),  where  a  testator  gave  his  personal 
and  freehold  estates  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  with  the  money  arising 
from  his  personal  estate,  and  in  aid  thereof,  by  sale  or  moi^gage  of 
part  of  the  freeholds,  to  pay  certain  annuities  and  legacies.  By  a 
codicil  he  revoked  this  bequest  and  devise,  and  gave  the  real  and 
personal  estate  to  other  trustees  upon  the  trusts  in  his  will  and 
codicil  mentioned.  He  then  bequeathed  an  annuity  to  A.  for  life, 
with  the  payment  of  which  he  charged  the  residue  of  his  said  lands, 
and  with  a  power  of  distress.  Lord  Oifford,  M.  R,  held,  that,  what- 
ever might  be  the  construction  if  the  codicil  stood  alone,  it  was  evi- 
dent, looking  at  the  will  and  codicil  together,  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was,  that  all  his  personal  estate  should  be  applied  in  the  first 

instance  to  the  payment  of  annuities  and  legacies.     But  this 
[*151]  does  not  apply  where  *  the  residue  is  by  the  will  given  to  the 

legatees  in  proportion  to  the  legacies  ''herein,"  or  ''by  the 

will ''  bequeathed  to  them,  and  by  codicil  additional  legacies  are  given 

to  some  of  the  legatees ;  the  proportion  in  which  the  residue  is  to  be 

divided  here  remains  unaltered  («). 

Whether  a  legacy  bequeathed  by  a  codicil  is  to  participate  in  an  ex- 

emption  from  duty  created  by  the  will  in  favor  of  the  legacies 
[*152]  in  general  given  by  the  will  (a),  or  of  some. particular  •  legacy 

(x)  Johnstone  v.  Earl  of  Harrowby,  1  D.  F.  &  J.  183;  Re  Smithj  9  J.  &  H.  694. 

fy)  1  Raro.  42S. 

m  Hall  «.  Severne,  0  Sim.  616;  see  Sherer  v.  Bishop,  4  B.  G.  C.  56. 

(a)  The  following  expressions  nave  been  held  to  exempt  the  legatees  from  payment  of 
duty.  A  direction  to  execators  to  make  payment  of  all  the  legacies  voithout  nny  dtdueiiim 
(Barkfldale  9.  Gilliat,  1  Sw.  562) ;  or  to  pay  the  annuities  and  legacies  eltar  of  property  ia» 
and  all  exptnte»  vhaUoever  aittnding  /Ae  $afM  (ConrtoT  t,  Vincent,  T.  &  R.  438);  or/ree 
from  any  charge  or  Uabiiity  in  retpect  thereof,  altnoagh  in  the  same  will  there  was  a  bequent 
fret  from  anyduiy^  Warbrick  «.  Varley,  wBear.  841;  or  a  gift  of  real  and  personal  estate 
to  execators  in  trust,  to  pay  to  J.  D.  for  life  an  annuity  of  46/7  c/eir  of  all  dfdvctumt  what' 
iotvtr :  though  it  was  contended  that  the  words  excluding  deduction  referred  to  the  payment 
of  the  land  taz«  being  applicable  to  the  annuity  only  as  a  charge  on  real  estate,  Dawkins  «. 
Tatham,  2  Sim.  402.  As  to  the  distinction  in  this  respect  between  legacy  duty  and  succession 
duty,  see  Re  Higgins,  Dar  v.  Tumeli,  81  Ch.  D.  142  (covenant). 


Again,  where  the  dirertion  was  that  annuities  should  be  paid  to  the  legatees  without  any 
(tedudion  or  abatement  out  of  the  »am€  on  any  account  or  pretence  tohattoerer :  and  the 
argument  for  the  exemption  was  considered  to  be  strengthenea  by  the  fact  that  there  were  no 
otner  deductions  to  which  the  annuitants  were  liable,  Smith  v.  "Anderson,  4  Russ.  852.    So, 


where  the  legacies  were  to  be  paid /ree/rom  all  expenn^  Oosden  «.  Dottenll,  1  Mv.  &  K.  56. 
Again,  where  the  annuity  was  to  be  paid  oat  of  land  clear  tfaU  taxes  and  deduettont  tohatso' 
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for  which  the  legacy  in  the  codicil  is  substituted,  has  often  been 
a  point  of  dispute.     Even  in  the  latter  case,  it  seems  the  inten- 
tion to  exempt  the  substituted  legacy  must  be  distinctly  ^.  ^ 
indicated,  there  being  no  necessary  inference  that  the   legacy  giT«a 
legacy  bequeathed  by  the  codicil  is  to  stand  pari  passu  e^emptfrom 
in  all  respects  with  the  legacy  for  which  it  is  substi-  duty  like  tboM 
tuted«    Thus,  where  the  legacies  bequeathed  by  a  will  ^'^'^^* 
were  to  be  paid  free  from  legacy  duty,  and  the  testator  by  a  codicil 
bequeathed  to  the  husband  of  one  of  the  legatees  who  had  died  an 
equal  legacy,  ^^nstead  of   the  legacy  given  by  the  will  to  the 
deceased  wife;   it  was  held  by  Lord  Eldon,  affirming  a  decree  of 
Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  that  the  legacy  given  by  the  codicil  was  an  in- 

ever,  Stow  v.  Davenport,  6  B.  &  Ad.  809,  S  Nev.  &  M.  835.  So,  where  an^aonulty  or  dear 
yearly  sum  of  800/.  was  chaived  on  a  certain  farm,  and  was  to  be  paid  hslf-yearl^r  cltar  of 
all  taxe*  and  outgoingM^  Loucu  o.  Peters,  1  My.  &  K.  489.  So,  where  a  tostetor  devised  to  /. 
M.  for  his  life  one  annuity  or  c/ear^vearly  sum  of  100/.  cliarged  upon  his  (-states  at  C,  which 
estates  he  then  devised  in  trust  to  raise  tlie  annuitv,  and  the  oune^  ck  irsftt,  and  eapenut  attend* 
ing  the  raittng  and  paying  the  mam;  and  then  lu  trust  for  A.  for  liie,  with  remainder  over, 
Oude  V.  Mumford.  S  x.  &  C.  448.  The  preoedinff  cases  have  overruled  Hates  v.  Freeman,  4 
J.  B.  Moo.  21, 1  Br.  &  B.  391,  where,  however,  the  question  whether  the  legacy  was  liable  to 
dutv  was  never  raised.  And  it  should  seem  (notwithstanding  the  oases  of  Burrows  0.  Cot- 
treli,  8  Sim.  876  —  where,  indeed,  the  question  was  not  raised),  Sanders  «.  Kiddell,  7  Sim.  538, 
and  Marris  «.  Burton,  11  Sim.  161,  that  a  gift  of  a  clear  sum  or  annuity  involves  an  exemption 
from  duty,  Harper  v.  Morley,  9  Jur.  853;  Ford  v.  Ruzton,  1  Coll.  403  {  Bailey  «.  Bouit,  14 
Beav.  595;  Haynes  9.  Haynes,  8  D.  M.  &  O.  590;  Re  Colons  Will,  L.  R..  8  Eq.  271;  and  see 
Hodf^worth  «.  Crawlev,  2  Atk.  876 :  Re  Robins,  Nelaon  v,  Robins,  W.  N.  1888,  p.  41  (where 
another  legacy  was  given  "  free  of  legacy  duty);  *'  Be  Currie,  BJorkman  v.  Lord  Kimberley, 
W.  N.  1808,  p.  IM  (testamentary  appointment).  A  distinction  has,  indeed,  been  taken 
between  this  simple  ca-se  and  the  case  of  a  direction  to  trustees  to  set  apart  a  sum  uf  miuej 
sufficient  to  produce  a  dear  vearlv  sum,  where  the  trust  of  the  corpus  is  for  persous  in  suo- 
cession,  Sanders  «.  Kiddeil;  Marris  9,  Burton;  Bailey  v.  Boult;  ana  it  was  actually  decided 
in  Pridie  v.  Field.  19  Beav.  499,  th;it  in  such  a  ease  the  word  *'  clear  **  did  not  mean  free  of 
duty.  See  also  Banks  v.  Braithwaite,  82  L.  J.  Ch.  85.  But  this  disti  ction  does  not  seem  to 
be  tenable  on  principle,  Wilks  v.  Groom,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  798;  Harper  e.  Morley,  ubi  sup. 

But  where  a  teetitrix  gave  her  real  and  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  p«v  off  the  debte  of 
her  late  husband,  it  was  neld  that  the  legacy  duty  was  to  be  borne  by  the  lentee-creditors, 
though  It  was  contended  that  the  testetriz's  object  would  not  be  completely  effected  without 

Eying  the  duty  out  of  the  general  esUte;  but  the  C.  J.  observed  that  the  entire  debt  had 
Bn  paid,  and  the  legacy  duty  was  a  burthen  imposed  on  the  legatee  after  he  had  received 
the  l^cy.  Foster  0.  Ley,  2  Scott,  438,  2  Blng.  N.  0.  269. 

A  direction  in  a  will  that  the  legacy  duty  on  the  legacies  "  herein'*  given  shall  be  paid 
out  of  his  estate,  doeis  not  extend  to  legacies  given  by  codicil,  even  though  the  codicil  it 
directed  to  be  token  as  part  of  the  will,  Early  9,  Benbow,  2  Coll.  855;  and  see  (as  to 
r 5S7*°  ''^  R«dhum  9.  Jervis,  8  Beav.  450;  Fuller  9,  Hooper,  2  Ves.  242 ;  Jauncev  9.  Att  -(Jen., 
8  Gif.  808;  secus  where  lesacies  generally  are  given  duty  fr«e,  Byne  9.  Cufrey,  2  Cr.  & 
Mees.  608,  4  Tyr.  479 ;  see  also  Williams  9.  Hughes,  24  Beav.  474. 

A  direction  to  par  ^Mogacies  "  free  of  duty  will  not  generally  include  the  proceeds  of  realty 
directed  to  be  sold,  White  9,  Lake,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.,  188;  but  probably  would  include  legacies 
payable  out  of  ^uch  proceeds,  see  Hodge*  9.  Grant,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  140.  **  I/»gacy,"  "  legatee," 
niay  however  be  explained  by  the  context  to  refer  to  realty,  post,  Ch.  XXTI.  Aj*  to  ppeciflo 
beqneste  of  chattels,  see  Re  Johnston,  Cockerell  9,  Earl  of  Ennex,  26  Ch.  D.  538,  556. 

Propertv-tax  is  a  charge  on  the  person,  and  therefore  a  gift  of  an  annuity  to  be  paid  vnth^ 
wt  ang  deduction  (Abadam  i».  AbaHam,  33  Beav.  475),  or  free  from  Uqncy  dutv  and  other 
dedHCttane  (Lethbridge  «.  Thurlow,  15  Beav.  839;  Sadler  «.  Rickards,  4  K.  &  J.  5)2;  Peareth 
V.  Marriott,  22  Ch.  D.  182;  Oleadow  «.  Leatham,  22  Ch.  I).  269),  does  not  exempt  from  the 
tax  unless  the  testetor  has  elsewhere  shown  that  he  considers  income  tax  to  be  a  *'  deduction," 
Turner  v.  Mullineox,  1  J.  &  H.  334.  But  a  gift  of  an  annuity  without  any  deduction  on 
aectmnt  ofnng  tatses^  &c.  (Festing  9,  Taylor,  3  B.  &  S.  235).  or  a  direction  to  trustees  to  pay 
all  taxes  tweeting  the  hereditamentt  gi9en  to  the  devisee  (Lord  Lovat  0.  Duchess  of  Leeds,  ll 
Dr.  &  Sm.  82,  see  Re  Bannerman^s  &tate,  Bannerman  9.  Tonnff,  21  Ch.  D.  105),  exempu 
the  annuitant  or  devisee  from  income  tax  as  between  himself  and  tne  testators  estate;  and  the 
exemption  does  not  contravene  the  income  tax  acto,  id.  Wall  v.  Wall,  15  Sim.  513,  appears  to 
be  overruled. 
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dependent^  distinctly  substantive  bequest;   and,  therefore,  was  not 
within  the  exemption  (6). 

So,  where  a  testator  by  his  will  gave  to  A.  and  B.  an  annuity  of 
300L  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  during  their  joint  lives, 
free  from  all  taxes  and  stamp  duties^  and  after  the  death  of  one  of 
them,  to  the  survivor  during  her  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor,  over  to  C.  for  life.  By  a  codicil  the  testator  revoked  the 
annuity  of  300^.,  and  gave  A.  and  B.  a  clear  annuity  of  100^  each, 
with  benefit  of  survivorship.  It  was  held,  that  the  gift  by  the  codi- 
cil was  independent  of  the  gift  in  the  will,  and,  therefore,  the  annui- 
ties were  not  exempt  from  the  duty  (c). 
[*163]  *  It  is  clear,  however,  that  if  a  testator  by  his  will  gives  a 
legacy  free  from  duty,  and  by  a  codicil,  after  reciting  his  in- 
tention of  increasing  the  legacy,  revokes  it,  bequeathing  in  lieu  thereof 
a  larger  sum  to  the  same  legatees  upon  the  same  trusts,  &c.,  the 
latter  is  also  exempt  {d). 

Implied  revo-  XXTT.  —  Codioll  revlTing  Barlier  'Will.  —  Sometimes  a 
cation  by  the  codicil  has  the  effect  of  impliedly  revoking  the  posterior 
cil  reviviDg  '  of  two  wiUs,  by  expressly  referring  to  and  recognizing  the 
an  earlier  will,  prior  One  as  the  actual  and  subsisting  will  of  the  testator. 
Thus,  if  a  testator  makes  a  will  in  the  year  1880,  and  at  a  subse- 
quent period  (say  in  1890),  makes  another  will  inconsistent  with  the 
former,  but  without  destroying  such  former  will,  and  he  afterwards 
makes  a  codicil  which  he  declares  to  be  a  codicil  to  his  will  of  1880, 
this  would  set  up  the  will  so  referred  to,  in  opposition  to  the  pos- 
terior will  {e) ;  and  parol  evidence  that  the  testator  actually  intended 
to  refer  to  the  will  of  1890  would  be  inadmissible  (/).  An  inaccu- 
racy in  regard  to  the  date  of  the  will  referred  to  would  not  prevent 
the  application  of  this  doctrine,  unless  the  mistake  were  such  as  to 
render  it  doubtful  which  of  the  two  wills  the  testator  had  in  view  (^). 
And  it  seems  to  have  been  considered,  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  at 
least,  that  the  fact  of  the  codicil  being  written  on  the  same  piece  of 
paper  as  the  prior  will  (though  it  does  not  in  terms  refer  to  such 
will),  sufficiently  indicates  an  intention  to  treat  that  as  the  subsist- 
ing will,  especially  if  (as  happened  in  the  case  referred  to)  the  pos- 
terior will  was  out  of  the  testator's  custody,  so  that  he  had  no 
opportunity  of  cancelling  it  (A).    But  in  a  case  (t)  where  the  refer- 

{h)  Chatteris  «.  Tonng,  2  Buss.  183;  see  also  f.  c.  6  Had.  ao,  where  the  bequests  are 
baccnrately  stated. 

(c)  Burrows  v.  Cottrell,  8  Sim.  875. 

id)  Cooper  v.  Day,  8  Mer.  164.    See  also  Fisher  «.  Brlerley,  80  Beav.  S67. 

(«)  tord  Walpole  v.  Karl  of  Orford,  8  Ves.  402;  «.  c.  nom.  Lord  Walpole  ».  Earl  Chol- 
inondeley.  7  T.  R.  188;  Payne  «.  Trappes,  11  Jur.  654,  1  Bob.  583;  Be  Chapman,  8  Jar. 
102,  I  Bob.  1. 

{f)  Crosbie  «.  Maedottal,  4  Yes.  610;  Payne  «.  Trappes,  supra. 

Tg)  Jansen  9.  Jansen,  cit.  1  Ad.  89. 

(A)  Bngers  v.  Pittis,  1  Ad.  80;  see  also  Lord  C.  B.  Eyre^s  judgment  in  Barnes  «.  Crowe,  1 
Ves.  Jr.  488;  Guest «.  Willaser,  12  J.  B.  Moo.  2,  2  Bing.  420. 

(0  Be  Ince,  2  P.  D.  Ill;  and  oee  Thompson  v,  HempensUll,  1  Bob.  788,  18  Jur.  814^ 
where  the  Internal  evidence  was  sufficient  to  correct  the  mistake  as  to  date. 
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encd  was  to  **  my  last  will  dated/'  &c.  (giving  the  date  of  the  first 
will),  it  was  held  that  the  will  which  was  really  the  last  was  meant, 
and  that  the  date  was  a  mistake. 

In  applying  the  doctrine  that  a  reference  in  a  codicil  to  the  prior 
of  two  wills  as  the  actual  will  of  the  testator  sets  it  up  against  a 
posterior  will,  it  is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind,  that  every  codicil  is  a 
constituent  part  of  the  will  to  which  it  belongs ;  for  in  a  gen- 
eral *  and  comprehensive  sense  a  will  consists  of  the  aggre-  ["^154] 
gate  contents  of  all  the  papers  through  which  it  is  dispersed ; 
and,  therefore,  where  a  testator  in  a  codicil  refers  to  and  confirms  a 
revoked  will,  it  is  not  necessarily  to  be  inferred  that  he  Republication 
means  to  set  up  the  will  (using  the  word  in  its  special  of  win  bycodi- 
and  more  restricted  sense)  in  contradistinction  to,  and  in   re/erring  to 
exclusion  of,  any  intermediate  codicil  or  codicils  which  jj?*^*^*'** 
he  may  have  engrafted  on  it.    He  is  rather  to  be  consid-   not  revoke 
ered  as  confirming  the  will  with  every  codicil  which   ^'^''• 
may  belong  to  it;  and,  accordingly,  in  a  case  (k)  where  a  person 
made  his  will,  and  afterwards  executed  several  codicils  thereto, 
containing  partial  alterations  of,  and  additions  to  the  will;  and  by 
a  further  codicil,  referring  to  the  wUl  by  dcUe,  he  changed  one  of  the 
trustees  and  executors,  and  in  all  other  respects  expressly  confirmed 
the  will,  this  confirmation  of  the  will  was  held  not  to  revive  the  parts 
of  it  which  were  altered  or  revoked  by  the  preceding  codicils :  Sir  R. 
P.  Arden,  M.  R,  observing,  that  if  a  man  ratifies  and  confirms  his 
last  will,  he  ratifies  and  confirms  it  with  every  codicil  that  has  been 
added  to  it. 

But  the  doctrine  of  Burton  v,  Newbery  (I)  is,  that  where  by  codicil 
a  ^'wilP'  is  referred  to  by  date,  it  is  a  reference  to  that  instrument 
alone,  exclusive  of  any  intermediate  codicil.    And  Cros-  . 

bie  i;.  Macdoual  is  treated  as  a  case  where  the  interme-  theulterir^ 
diate  codicil  was  not  revoked,  rather  than  as  one  where   Pfevjousiv 
it  was  actively  confirmed  (m).     According  to  this,  the 
direct  action  of  the  latest  codicil  is  upon  the  instrument  called  a  will, 
and  on  that  only.    The  codicil  is  left  untouched,  and  operates  by  its 
own  inherent  force,  if  it  has  any ;  and  the  ultimate  result  is,  that  the 
will  is  confirmed  as  modified  by  the  codicil  (n).    If  that  is  the  correct 
view  of  the  case,  it  will  not  govern  one  where  the  intermediate  codi- 
cil has  previously  been  revoked  with  the  will  to  which  it  belonged, 
and  where,  therefore,  it  has  no  force  except  such,  if  any,  as  may  be 

(h)  Crosbie  9.  Macdoaal,  4  Tee.  610;  see  aIao  Gordon  0.  liOrd  Rear,  5  Sim.  274,  stated 
ante,  p.  105;  Wade  9.  Nazer,  19  Jnr.  188,  6  No.  Cas.  46,  1  Rob.  627;*  Re  De  la  Sanmave, 
L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  42;  Green  «.  Tribe,  9  Ch.  D.  231 ;  Follett «.  Petman,  23  Ch.  D.  887;  Re 
Vyvran,  W.  N.  18S8,  p.  47. 

(t)  1  Ch.  D.  334,  ante,  p.  105. 

(m)  .The  M.  R.  is  even  reported  to  have  said  that  Crosbie  «.  Macdonal  **  eoes  to  this,  that 
a  mere  referenoe  to  an  instroment  with  a  date  is  not  a  reference  to  the  snDseqaent  instrn- 
ment,'*  \  Ch.  D.  at  p.  240. 

(»)  Where  the  first  of  two  inconsistent  wills  is  set  up,  the  modns  operandi  wonld  be  similar, 
though  the  idtimate  rseolt  (vix.,  tha  unavoidable  revocation  of  the  second  wiU)|  ii  different. 
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supplied  by  the  subsequent  codicil :  and  Burton  v.  Newbery,  deciding 
that  a  mere  reference  by  date  to  an  unreroked  will  does  not 
[*155]  set  up  an  invxdid  codicil  to  that  will,  goes  *  far  to  decide  also 
that  in  the  case  supposed  the  intermediate  codicil  would  not 
be  reinstated*  However,  Sir  B.  P.  Arden's  language,  which  has  been 
adopted  by  later  judges  (o),  implies  a  more  intimate  connection  be- 
tween will  and  codicil,  and  a  more  active  operation  upon  the  latter 
by  an  instrument  referring  to  and  confirming  the  wUl,  though  de- 
scribed by  its  date,  than  Sir  Q.  Jessel  would  appear  to  admit  or 
approve.  Where,  however,  a  testator  referring  to  his  will  by 
date  revokes  it,  the  case  is  different,  because  there  the  principle 
applies  that  a  clear  disposition  is  not  to  be  revoked  except  by  clear 
words  (p). 

In  one  case  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  it  was  held,  that  the  mere 
fact  of  the  testator  ratifying  his  will  and  certain  specified  codicils, 
did  not  of  itself  amount  to  an  implied  revocation  of  other  codicils  not 
so  specified  (q).  But,  in  another  case,  the  Court  arrived  at  a  different 
conclusion,  on  a  comparison  of  the  contents  of  all  the  instruments, 
and  looking  at  the  conduct  of  the  testatrix  in  relation  to  them  (r). 

Such  questions  may  occur  even  in  regard  to  wills  made  since  the 

year  1837;  for  though  the  22nd  section  of  the  Wills  Act  (s),  prevents 

^^  the  revival  of  a  revoked  will,  except  by  re-execution,  or 

•i>piied  to         by  ''a  codicil  showing  an  intention  to  revive  the  same," 

the  Mwlr       *^^  therefore,  no  such  effect  would  follow  from  the  mere 

revocation  of  a  posterior  revoking  will ;  yet  it  still  holds, 

according  to  the  doctrine  of  Ijord  Orford's  case,  that  a  recognition  in 

^^  a  codicil  of  the  earlier  of  two  inconsistent  and  unde- 

a  co<ficii  of\  "  stroyed  wills,  by  date  or  otherwise,  as  the  will  on  which 

revoked  will      ^^g  codicil  is  founded,  shows  an  intention  to  revive  such 

'    earlier  will  (t).    It  has  been  decided,  however,  that  if 

the  earlier  and  revoked  will  has  been  destroyed  by  the  testator  or  by 

his  authority,  it  cannot  be  thus  revived,  though  its  con- 

!n"ordeM?be*    ^^^  might  be  satisfactorily  proved  from  other  sources ; 

revived,  must    on  the  ground  that  the  will  being  non-existent  as  well 

nee.   .^  j^^  ^  .^  j^^^  ^j^.^  would  be  to  make  a  new  will 

without  the  formalities  required  by  sect.  9  of  the  statute  (u).    And 

to)  sir  J.  Hannen,  In  Re  De  la  Sanswire,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  4S,  and  Sir  E.  Frj,  Green  «, 

Ibi,  9  Ch.  D.  238. 

(p)  Per  Fry,  J.,  9  Ch  D  887,  citincr  Fftrrer  v.  St.  Catharine's  College,  L.  R.,  16  Kq.  19. 

(q)  Smith  v.  Cunningham,  1  Ad.  44iB. 

(r)  GreenoQffh  v.  Martin,  9  Ad.  289.    And  eee  Re  Reynolds,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  85. 

h)  Ante,  pp.  114. 126.  ^ 

(0  Pavne  o.  Trapper,  11  Jnr.  854,  1  Rob.  588;  Re  Chapman,  8  Jar.  902,  1  Rob.  1;  Re 
M'Cabe,'31  L.  J.  Proh.  190;  Re  Revnolds,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  85;  Re  Stedham,  6  P.  D.  205; 
Re  Dylce.  6  P.  D.  207.  Sir  J.  Wilde  expressed  a  contrary  opinion;  see  his  Judgment,  Re 
Steele,  L.  R ,  1  P.  &  D.  675 :  sed  qu.  the  statute  is  there  not  quite  accnratelv  represented 

(u)  Hale  V,  Tokelove,  2 Rob.  818. 14  Jur.  8t7;Newton f».  Newton,  12 Ir.  Ch*  Rep.  118;  Rogera 
V.  Goodenoufrh.  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  842,  81 L.  J.  Prob.  49.  "  I  limit  this  in  mr  Judgment,  to  cases 
where  (he  will  has  been  destroyed  by  the  testator  or  by  some  person  in  iua  presence  and  hf 
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*  the  reference  to  the  earlier  will,  being  insufficient  to  effect  [*156] 
its  revivaly  is  insufficient  also,  of  itself,  to  effect  the  revo- 
cation of  the  later  will  (a;);  on  the  principle  alluded  to  at  the 
commencement  of  this  section,  that  an  instrument  inoperative  to 
effect  its  direct  purpose  (viz.  revivor)  does  not  give  effect  to  an  in- 
tention (viz.  revocation)  of  which  nothing  is  known  but  by  that 
purpose  (y). 

The  latter  part  of  sect  22  provides,  that  '<  when  any  will  or  codicil 
which  shall  be  partly  revoked  and  afterwards  wholly  revoked  shall 
be  revived,  and  such  revival  shall  not  extend  to  so  much  thereof  as 
shall  have  been  revoked  before  the  revocation  of  the  whole  thereof, 
unless  an  intention  to  the  contrary  shall  be  shown.''  Now  if  partial 
revocation  of  a  will  —  as,  of  a  devise  of  Blackacre  to  A.  in  fee — has 
been  caused  by  a  codicil  devising  Blackacre  to  B.  in  fee ;  and  if  this 
codicil  has  itself  been  afterwards  included  in  the  final  revocation  of 
the  will,  and  the  ^^will^'  is  then  revived;  the  devise  of  Blackacre 
remains  revoked  unless  a  contrary  intention  is  shown.  The  will  is 
restored  as  modified  by  the  codicil,  but  by  a  short  statutory  method, 
without  having  recourse  to  the  codicil,  concerning  which  the  statute 
is  silent;  and  it  may  still  be  a  question  what  becomes  of  the  codiciL 
In  Neate  v.  Pickard  (z)  a  will  and  codicil  were  revoked  by  marriage, 
and  afterwards  by  another  codicil  the  testator  confirmed  his  ''last 
will''  without  referring  to  the  date  ;  and  it  was  held  that  both 
were  revived.  At  the  date  of  the  second  codicil  there  were  several 
alterations  (unexecuted  it  would  seem)  on  the  face  of  the  will, 
and  it  was  further  held  that  the  will  was  revived  in  its  altered 
condition. 

his  authority.  I  saj  notbing  as  to  what  woald  be  the  effect  if  the  iostrament  had  been  des- 
troyed without  his  knowledge;  that  question  majr  arise  another  day/'  Per  Cresswell,  J.  in 
Bogers  v.  Goodenough. 

(x)  Rogers  v,  Qoodenoufb,  3  Sw.  &  TV.  34S,  31  L.  J.  Prob.  49.  But  see  Hale  v.  Tokelove. 
S  Rob.  318, 14  Jur.  817;  Newton  v.  Newton,  Law  Times,  Oct.  26, 1861,  reversed  on  app.  IJ 
Ir.  Gh.  Rep.  118;  in  both  of  which  cases  the  codicil,  besides  reference  to  the  earlier  (destroyed) 
will,  contained  an  express  confirmation  thereof,  and  great  stress  was  laid  on  this  circumstance 
by  the  Court.    Sed  qu. 

(y)  Ex.  p.  Esrl  of  Ilchester,  7  Ves.  877-8 ;  Powell  v.  Powell,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D.  309. 

(s)  3  No.  Cas.  406.  See  also  Re  M'Gabe,  31  L.  J.  Prob.  190;  Be  Reynolds,  L.  R.,  3  P.  & 
D.  85,  in  neither  of  which,  however,  was  sect.  32  mentjoned. 
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IL    Effect  of  Bepablication 


.  159 


I.  —  Express  and  ConstruotlTe  Republication.  —  Eepublication  is 
of  two  kinds,  express  and  constructive.  Express  republication  occurs 
RepubiicatioiL  ^^®^  ^  testator  repeats  those  ceremonies  which  are  es- 
what.  sential  to  constitute  a  valid  execution,  with  the  avowed 

Exprew  repub-  design  of  republishing  the  will.*  Under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  to  republish  a  devise  of  freehold  estate  required 
an  attestation  by  three  witnesses ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  a  will 
might  have  been  republished  with  respect  to  copyholds  and  personalty 
without  any  attestation  (a).  It  was  not  often  necessary,  however,  to 
inquire  as  to  the  republication  of  wills  of  personal  estate  (6),  inasmuch 
as  a  residuary  bequest,  even  under  the  old  law,  embraced  all  that 
species  of  property  of  which  the  testator  died  possessed;  so  that 
republication  (which  merely  caused  the  will  to  speak  and  operate 
from  the  period  of  its  being  republished)  had  no  effect  in  enlarging 
the  operation  of  such  a  bequest. 

(a)  See  generally  as  to  rapablication  under  the  old  law,  the  4th  edition  of  this  work,  YoL 
I.  pp.  193,  et  seq. 

(6)  Ab  to  the  republication  of  wills  of  personalty,  vide  Long  v.  Aldred,  8  Ad.  48;  Miller  v. 
Brown,  2  Hagg.  200. 


1  Lore  V,  Johnston,  12  Ired.  355.  In  Penn- 
sylvania a  will  may  be  repnblished  by  parol. 
Jones  V.  Hartley,  2  Whart  103;  Geddis*s 
Appeal,  9  Watts,  284.  Such  republication 
must  there  be  proved  bv  two  witnesses;  and 
the  identity  of  the  will  spoken  of  by  the 
tetttator  with  that  produced  must  be  satisfac- 
torily shown.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  will  should  be  present  at  the  time  of  re- 
publication, nor  toat  the  subscribing  wit^ 
nesses  should  prove  the  republication;  nor 
need  the  declarations  be  made  at  the  same 
time  to  the  witnesses.  And  where  evidence 
of  such  repnblication,  bv  two  or  more  compe- 
tent witnesses,  is  offered,  it  is  error  to  refuse 
to  allow  it  to  go  to  the  jury.  Geddis*s  Ap- 
peal. 9  Watts,  284.  Generally,  however,  an 
attested  will  cannot  be  republished  by  parol. 
Love  V.  Johnston,  12  Ired.  355.    A  re-«xec«- 


H<m  of  a  will  and  codicils  has  no  other  ef- 
fect than  a  republication.  Although  the 
will  and  codicils  are  declared  to  be  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  the  testator,  the  re- 
execution  could  not  annul  the  prior  execu- 
tions of  the  instruments,  or  alter  or  rtry  the 
effect  of  the  instruments,  anv  further  than 
as  a  republication,  and,  therefore,  would  not 
make  tne  will  or  codicHs  speak  as  from  the 
date  of  the  republication  so  as  to  revive  a 
legacv  which  had  been  revoked,  adeemed,  or 
satisffed.  Powvs  9.  MansfieM,  3  Mylne  &  C 
359;  Drink  water  9.  Falconer,  2  Ves.  Sen.  623; 
Crosbie  v.  McDouall,  4  Ves.  611 :  Brooker  v, 
Allen,  2  Russ.  &  M.  270;  Langdon  «.  Astor, 
16  N.  T.  9.  A  defect  in  the  execution  of  a 
will  is  made  good  bv  a  good  codicil.  In  re 
Murfield,  74  fowa,  4t9. 
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Constractive  republication  takes  place  where  a  testator^  for  some 
other  purpose,  makes  a  codicil  to  his  will ;  in  which  case 
the  effect  of  the  codicil,  if  not  neutralized  by  internal   repubiicatk!a 
evidence  of  a  contrary  intention,  is  to  republish  the   by  codicil, 
will  (c).^ 

(e)  By  this  meaiu,  under  the  old  law,  Unds  of  inheriUnoe  aoqaired  since  the  execution  of 
the  will  were  often  brought  within  the  opention  of  any  general  or  residuary  devise  contained 
In  such  will,  as  if  the  devise  had  been  incorporated  into  the  codicil  itself.  Acherlev  r.  Ver- 
non, Com.  381,  S  Eq.  Ab.  769,  pi.  1,  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  85;  Potter  v.  Potter,  1  Ves.  437;  Pig- 
Sott  9.  Waller,  7  Ves.  98:  Goodtitle  v.  Meredith,  2  M.  &  Sel.  5;  Guest  «.  Willasey,  12  J.  6. 
[oo.  2,  2  Bing.  429.  8  Biug.  614;  Skinner  v.  Ogle,  4  No.  Cas.  74,  9  Jnr.  432;  Re  £arl's 
Trust,  4  K.  &  J.  673;  see  also  Doe  v.  Davy,  Cowp.  158;  Gibson  v,  Montford,  1  Ves.  485. 
And  the  same  principle  applied  to  a  devise  of  estates  within  a  certain  locality,  see  Beck- 
ford  V,  Pameoott,  Cro.  El,  493;  Barnes  v,  Crowe,  1  Ves.  Jr.  486,  4  B.  O.  C.  2 ;  Vaniold  v. 
Wallis,  4  Y.  &  C.  160;  Doe  d.  York  v.  Walker,  12  M.  &  Wels.  591,  and  see  1  Wms.  Saunders, 
278,  n. 


1  Hence,  by  virtue  of  a  codicil,  lands  ao- 

J[ttired  after  tne  execution  of  the  will  and  be- 
ore  the  execution  of  the  codicil  pass  by  the 
will.  Brown  o.  Clark.  77  N.  Y:  369;  Van 
Cortlandt  v.  Kip»  1  Hill,  590;  #.  c.  7  Hill, 
346;  Brownel  v.  De  Wolfe,  3  Mason,  488; 
Loing^on  «.  Astor,  16  N.  i.  9;  Powys  «. 
Mansfield,  3  Mylne  &  C.  359.  See  Musser  v. 
Curry,  3  Wash,  a  C.  481;  Witter  v.  MoU, 
2  Conn.  67;  Jackson  9.  PoUer,  9  Johns.  312 ; 
Love  0.  Johnston,  12  Ired.  855;  Murray  «. 
Oliver,  6  Ired.  Eq.  55;  Sawyer  v.  Sawver,  7 
Jones,  134;  Battle  v.  Speight,  10  Iredl  459; 
Jones  V.  Hartley,  2  Whart.  103:  Wallace  v, 
Blair,  1  Grant,  Cas.  75 ;  Reynolds  v.  Shireley, 
7  Ohio,  Pt  2,  39;  Prini^le  v.  M'Pherson,  2 
Brev  279;  Pringle  v.  McPherson,  2  Desana. 
524;  Cogdell  v.  Cc«dell,  3  Desaus.  346;  Dun- 
lap  V.  Dunlap,  4  Desaus.  305.  But  where  a 
codicil,  in  its  dispositive  part,  is  applicable 
solely  and  expressly  to  the  property  previ- 
ously devised  oy  the  will,  it  has  not  the  effect 
of  republishing  the  will,  so  as  to  carry  after- 
puiuhased  property,  notwithstanding  a  more 
general  intent  mdicated  in  its  recital.  Mony- 

gsnny  v.  Bristow,  2  Russ.  &  M.  117.  See 
aven  v  Foster,  14  Pick.  541. 

To  give  a  codicil  the  effect  to  republish  a  will 
so  as  to  pass  estates  acauired  between  the 
date  of  the  will  and  the  aate  of  the  codicil, 
the  words  of  the  will  must  be  of  such  a  char- 
acter as,  if  used  at  the  date  of  the  republicar> 
tion,  would  include  the  estate  in  controversy. 
If  the  language  of  the  original  will  be  such 
as,  if  used  at  the  date  of  the  republication, 
would  not  include  the  after-purchased  estate 
in  its  terms  or  description;  or  if  the  act  of 
republication  be  accompanied  with  other  pro- 
visions indicating  that  it  was  the  intent  of 
the  testator  to  limit  the  operation  of  the  will, 
as  republished,  to  the  same  estate,  which  was 
given,  and  would  legally  pass  by  the  original 
will;  then,  notwithstandm^  such  republican 
tion,  the  devise  will  not  mclude  the  after- 
purchased  estate;  because  although  there  ex- 
ists the  power  to  devise,  yet  the  intent  is 
wanting;  and  as  both  do  not  concur,  the 
after-purchased  estate  does  not  pass.  Haven 
V.  Foster,  14  Pick.  541. 

Since  the  provisions  of  Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
{  24,  and  similar  provisions  in  some  of  the 


states,  making  the  devise  pperate  on  all  the 
real  estate  of  the  testator  at  his  death,  the 
republication  of  a  will  made  since  those  acts 
went  into  operation,  by  which  it  is  merely 
made  to  speak  from  a  subsequent  date,  is  di- 
vested of  much  of  its  importance  in  that  par- 
ticular. See  York  v.  Walker,  12  Mees.  &.  W. 
591 ;  Ashley  v.  Waogh,  4  Jur.  572.  In  other 
respects  the  efficacy  of  a  codicil  as  a  republi- 
cation of  the  will  remains  untouched.  Thus, 
a  will  executed  under  undue  influence  may 
be  republished  and  confirmed  by  a  codicil  ex- 
ecuted afterwards,  when  the  testator  is  firee 
from  such  influence.  0*NeaIl  v.  Farr,  1  Rich. 
80.  See  1  Williams,  Ex.  r6th  Am.  ed.)  225. 
So  if  a  married  woman  make  a  will,  being,  at 
that  time,  intestable  in  law;  still,  if  surviving, 
she  republishes  that  will,  subsequently  to  the 
death  of  her  husband,  it  is  a  good  will.  Bra- 
ham  V.  Burchell,  3  Addams,  243.  Where,  from 
an  alteration  in  the  circumstances  of  the  tes- 
tator, or  other  cause,  a  will  is  revoked  by  im- 
plication, yet  if  the  testator  refer  to  it  In  an 
instrument  itself  duly  attested,  the  will  is  re- 
published.   Brady  v.  Cubitt,  1  Doug.  81. 

A  codicil  duly  executed  will  operate  as  a 
republication  of  the  will  to  which  it  refers, 
whether  the  codicil  be  or  be  not  annexed  to  the 
will,  or  be  or  be  not  expressly  confirmatory 
of  it;  for  every  codicil  is.  in  construction  of 
law,  part  of  a  man's  will,  whether  the  will 
be  described  in  such  codicil  or  not.  Brown 
V.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  369;  Uttcrton  9.  Robins, 
1  Adol.  &  E.  423;  Miles  v.  Boyden,  3  Pick. 
216;  Brownell  v.  De  Wolf,  3  Mason,  486; 
Haven  «.  Foster,  14  Pick.  543.  See  Linnard's 
Appeal,  93  Penn.  St  313;  McCurdy  v.  Neall, 
42  N.  J.  Eq  333;  Van  Cortlandt  v.  Kip,  1 
Hill,  590;  Dunlap  v.  Dunlap,  4  Desaus.  305, 
321;  Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  14  B.  Mon. 
333.  A  codicil  referring  inaccurately  to  a  will 
may  republish  it.  See  Jansen  o.  Jansen,  cited 
by  Sir  John  Nicholl,  in  Rogers  v.  Pittis,  1 
Addams,  38;  St.  Helens  «.  Exeter,  3  Phillim. 
461.  in  note  to  Fawcett  if.  Jones.  A  codicil 
will  refer  to  the  last  in  date  of  several  wills,  if 
no  express  date  is  named.  Crosbie  v.  Mac- 
doual,  4  Ves.  615.  In  Bagwell  v.  Elliott,  2 
Rand.  190,  a  will  was  reacknowledged  by 
the  testator,  and  regularly  attested  befora 
witnesses  some  time  after  its  original  execu- 
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[*158]  *  In  regard  to  specific  devises  it  is  also  clear  that  the  devise 
of  a  particular  property  republished  by  the  re-execution  of  the 
will^  or  the  execution  of  a  codicil,  comprises  a  new  estate  in  that 
Effect  of  r^  property  intermediately  acquired  by  the  testator,  and  f all- 
publication  ing  within  the  terms  of  the  republished  devise.  The  rule 
dtfvrs^^d^  ^^  the  same  even  under  the  old  law  (d),  Bepublication 
appointments,  by  codicil  or  Otherwise,  however,  did  not  under  the  old 
law  extend  a  specific  gift  in  the  will  to  property  which  that  gift  was 
not  originally  intended  to  embrace,  though  answering  to  the  same 
description.  So  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  a  legacy  to  a  child, 
which  has  been  adeemed  or  satisfied  by  a  subsequent  advancement  to 
the  legatee,  is  not  revived  by  a  constructive  republication  of  the  will 
by  means  of  a  codicil,  such  codicil  not  indicating  an  intention  to  re- 
vive the  legacy,  though  containing  an  express  confirmation  of  the  will 
in  the  iisual  general  terms  (e).  Nor  did  republication  extend  so  as  to 
render  the  will  a  good  execution  of  a  new  power  (/).  Under  the  act 
1  Yict.  c.  26,  s.  24,  it  is  clear  that  the  power,  if  general,  may  be  exer^ 
cised  although  not  in  existence  at  the  time  the  will  was  made  (g). 
And  the  same  rule  seems  now  to  apply  also  to  special  powers.  So,  in 
a  recent  case  (A),  a  marriage  settlement  gave  the  survivor  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife  (in  the  events  which  happened  ''  after  the  decease  of 
the  other  of  them  ")  a  power  to  appoint  the  settled  funds  by  will 
among  their  children.  The  husband  in  1854,  during  the  wife's  life- 
time, made  a  will  by  which  he  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  estate  and 
property  real  or  personal  of  which  he  might  be  possessed  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  or  over  which  he  might ''  have  the  power  of  bequest  or 
disposal,"  in  trust  for  his  younger  children.  In  1882,  after  the  death 
of  his  wife,  he  made  a  codicil  whereby  he  confirmed  his  will.  It  was 
held  by  North,  J.,  that  the  codicil  had  the  effect  of  repeating  the  will, 
and  making  it  as  good  and  effectual  as  if  it  had  been  executed  for  the 

(d)  Jackson  v.  Haslock,  9  Ed.  263;  so  a  lease  for  lives  renewed  subsequently  to  a  will 
Mssed  by  a  devise  of  the  lease  in  the  will,  Carte  v.  Carte,  8  Atk.  180;  see  also  Alford  v. 
£arle,  2  Vem.  209. 

(e)  Izard  v.  Hurst,  2  Freem.  224,  2  Eg.  Ca.  Ab.  769;  Monck  v.  Lord  Mnnck,  1  Ba  &  Be. 
298:  Booker  r.  Allen,  2  R.  &  My.  270;  Powys  v.  Hannfield,  3  My.  &  Cr.  376;  see  also  Drink- 
water  V.  Falconer,  2  Yes.  623;  Crosbie  v.  Macdoaal,  4  Yes.  610;  Cowper  v.  Ma^ntell,  22  Beav. 
223. 

(/•)  Holmes  v.  Co^hilt,  7  Yes.  499;  s.  c.  12  Yes.  206;  see  also  Jowett  «.  Bo-rd,  16  Sim. 
882;  Cowper  v.  Mantell,  22  Beav.  223;  Du  Hourmelin  v.  Sheldon,  19  Beav.  389;  Hope  «. 
Hope,  5  Gif.  18.    Cf.  Gale  v.  Gale,  21  Bear.  349 ;  ante.  p.  130. 

{a)  Cofield  v.  Pollard,.3  Jar.  N.  S.  1208;  and  post,  Ch.  X.  ad  fin. 

{ft)  Re  Blackburn,  Smiles  v,  Blackburn,  43  Ch.  D.  75. 

tion.  and  the  court  decided  that  the  time  of  testator  to  republish,  the  ordinary  prrsump- 

Subiication  was  not  necessarily  fixed  by  the  tion  arising  from  the  existence  of  the  codicil, 

ate  of  the  will,  and  proof  was  held  ailmis-  as  has  been  intimated  above,  will  be  rebutted, 

sible  that  it  was  published  on  a  day  subse-  Strathmore  r.  Bowes,  7  T.  R.  482,  «.  e.  nom. 

quent  to  the  date  thereof;  although  it  had  Bowes  v.  Bowes,  2  Bos.  &  P.  500;  Hughes 

been  previously  admitted  to  probate,  without  v.  Turner,  3  Mylne  &  K.  666,  Smith  v.  Dear- 

any  particular  notice  that  it  was  published  mer,  3  Younge  &  J.  278;  NeflTs  Appeal,  48 

on  a  different  day  from  its  date.  Penn.  St.  501;  Kendall  v.  Kendall,  5  Munf. 

If,  however,  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  272. 
codicil  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
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first  time  after  the  death  af  the  wife,  and,  accordingly,  that  the  power 
was  well  executed. 

*  It  has  been  seen  that  in  order  that  a  codicil  may  operate  [*159] 
so  as  to  republish  or  revive  a  revoked  will,  the  codicil  must 
show  "  an  intention  to  revive  the  same ''  (i).    Such  intention  must 
be  shown  by  some  reference  to  the  will  (f),  either  by   Republication 
formal  words,  as,  «  This  is  a  codicil  of  my  will,  dated,"   ^r  <^«'^- 
&C.  {k)f  or  by  some  other  clear  mode  of  reference.    In  Serocold  v. 
Hemming,  (Q  a  testator  wrote  at  the  bottom  of  his  will  a  codicil  not 
expressly  mentioning  the  will,  but  directing  certain  annuities  to  be 
paid  "\)y  my  executors  above  named ;  '^    it  was  held  that  the  refer- 
ence was  sufficient  to  revive  the  will. 

The  same  principle,  of  course,  applies  to  the  objects  of  gifts ;  it  is. 
clear,  therefore,  that  a  codicil  does  not,  by  its  republishing  operation,, 
revive  a  devise  or  bequest,  the  object  of  which   has   Republication 
previously  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.    Thus,  if  a  a'devUe™/'"'* 
testator  devises  lands  to  his  nephew  John,  who  dies  in  bequest  lapMd. 
the  testator's  lifetime,  and  he  afterwards  has  another  t£  devisee  or 
nephew  of  the  same  name,  the  republication  of  the  will  i«satee 
would  be  inoperative  to  carry  the  property  to  the  second  nephe:s9; 
John  (Tit). 

XL — Bffect  of  Republication.  —  The  effect  of  republication  can  never* 
extend  further  than  to  give  the  words  of  the  will  the  same  force  audi 
operation  as  they  would  have  had  if  the  will  had  been  ex-  Republication 
ecuted  at  the  time  of  the  republication ;  it  cannot  invest  ^  not^cure 
with  a  devising  efficacy  expressions  which  originally  had  expression  in 
none  (i»),  or  alter  the  construction  of  the  will  so  as  to  ^"^' 
cure  any  defect  of  expression  therein.    So,  if  the  will  refer  expressly 
to  the  date  of  its  own  execution  (o),  or  to  a  particular  custom 
then  existing  (p),  a  codicil  *  will  not  so  republish  it  as  to  [*160] 
make  it  speak  of  the  later  date,  or  of  an  altered  custom. 


i 


(i)  Stat.  1  Viet,  c  S6,  s.  93,  see  ante,  p.  155. 

'  )  Re  Smitli,.  Bilke  v.  Roper,  45  Ch.  D.  633. 
)  See  the  cases  cited  ante,  p.  155,  note  (t).    The  decision  in  Rowley  v,  Ejton,  S  Mer. 
as  there  reported,  seems  contra,  but  see  45  Ch.  D.  637- 

(0  8  Lee  Eccl.  Rep.  490.  See  also  Re  Van  Cutsem,  63  L.  T.  252,  where  there  was  a  refer- 
ence to  provisions  as  to  guardianship. 

(m)  See  Drinlcwater  v.  Falconer,  2  Yes.  626 ;  see  also  Doe  v.  Kett,  4  T.  R.  601.  The  case 
of  Perkins  v.  Thicklethwaite,  1  P.  W.  275,  which  at  flnt  sight  appears  contra,  must  be  re- 
ferred to  the  express  terms  of  the  codicil. 

So  where  a  married  woman  harinff  under  her  marriage  settlement  a  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment over  the  settled  property,  br  her  will  appointed  and  beqaeathed  all  the  property 
comprised  in  the  settlement  over  wnich  she  had  any  power  of  appointment  or  disposal  by 
will,  to  be  held  upon  certain  tmsts;  after  the  date  of  tne  will  she  acquired  other  property  of 
considerable  value  under  her  husband^s  will;  and  subseanently  she  made  a  codicil  whereby 
she  devised  part  of  such  after-acquired  property,  but  dia  not  expressly  confirm  her  will;  it 
was  held  by  Chitty.  J.,  that  the  effect  of  the  codicil  was  to  confirm  the  will  as  it  originally 
stood,  but  not  to  enlarge  the  scope  thereof,  and  that  the  residue  of  the  after-acquired  property 
not  devised  by  the  codicil,  did  not  pass  by  the  will,  Re  Taylor,  Whitby  «.  Highton,  W.  N. 
1888.  p.  26,  58  L.  T.  842,  36  W.  R.  683. 

(a)  Lane  v.  Wi1Un<i,  10  East,  241. 

(o)  Srillwell  V.  Mellenh,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  856. 

(/})  Doe  d.  Biddnlph  «.  Hole,  16  Q.  B.  848. 
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If  the  residuary  devise  itself  has  lapsed,  of  coarse  the  republication 
of  the  will  is  inoperative  to  impart  new  efficacy  to  the  devise,  as  well 

where  the  lapse  affects  an  aliquot  share  only  of  the  resi- 
sidui^devise  due,  as  where  it  embraces  the  entirety.  Thus,  if  a  tes- 
«to aliquot      tator  devise  the  residue  of  his  lands  to  A.,  B.,  and  C.  as 

tenants  in  common  in  fee,  and  A.  dies,  and  then  the  tes- 
tator makes  a  codicil  to  his  yrillf  by  the  effect  of  which  the  will  is 
republished,  he  would  nevertheless  die  intestate  as  to  one-third,  since 
the  subsisting  devise,  which  originally  embraced  two-thirds  only,  could 
never,  by  the  mere  effect  of  the  republication,  be  expanded  into  a  gift 
of  the  entirety  (q).  And  where  by  codicil  the  testator  revoked  the 
share  of  one  tenant  in  common,  and  directed  that  it  should  *'  fall  into 
the  residue  and  be  disposed  of  accordingly,"  it  was  held  that  these 
special  words  did  not  contain  any  gift  to  the  others  or  distinguish  the 
case  from  one  of  mere  revocation  of  the  share  (r). 

The  doctrine  of  republication  has  lost  much  of  its  interest  under 
the  Stat.  1  Yict.  c.  26,  not,  indeed,  by  the  effect  of  the  provision  which 
Republication,  dispenses  with  publication  as  part  of  the  ceremonial  of 
how  far  execution  (though  this  may  seem  to  render  the  term  r^- 

act*i  Vicl  publication  scarcely  appropriate  («)),  but  by  the  operation 
c.  96.  of  the  enactment,  which  makes  the  will  speak,  in  regard 

to  the  subjects  of  disposition,  from  the  death  of  the  testator :  and 
more  especially  of  the  provision,  which  extends  a  general  or  residuary 
devise  to  all  the  real  estate  to  which  the  testator  may  happen  to  be 
entitled  at  his  decease  (t). 

It  is  to  b^  remembered,  however,  that  with  respect  to  the  objecU  of 
gift,  the  statute  leaves  the  pre-existing  law  untouched ;  though,  con- 
sidering how  slight  an  effect  is  produced  by  a  republishing  codicil  in 
this  respect  (for  we  have  seen  that  it  does  not  revive  a  lapsed 
[*161]  gift),  this  forms  no  very  large  exception  to  the  *  remark,  as 
to  the  diminished  practical  interest  of  the  doctrine  of  repub- 
lication, in  connection  with  the  new  law. 

Where  a  will  made  since  the  act  is  so  worded  as  to  exclude  after- 
acquired  lands  from  a  general  devise,  a  codicil  republishing  the  will 
has  no  more  effect  in  altering  the  effect  of  the  general  devise,  than  it 
would  have  had  if  both  instruments  had  been  subject  to  the  old 
law  (u). 

Iq)  See  SkTymsher  v.  Noithcote,  1  Sw.  666;  Re  Wood's  Will,  89  Bear.  886. 

(r)  Hamble  v.  Shore,  7  Hare,  847, 1  H.  &  M.  651,  d.  See  for  the  case  of  mere  reTocatioii, 
Ciesswell  v.  CheslTn,  3  Ed.  188. 

(#)  Bat  see  sect.  84. 

{t)  See  as  to  the  effect  of  republication  of  a  will  made  under  the  old  law  br  a  codicil 
made  since  1837,  Winter  «.  Winter,  6  Hare,  806;  Doe  d.  Tork  v.  Walker.  18  M.  & 
Wels.  691;  Andrews  v.  Tamer,  3  Q.  B.  177;  Skinner  v.  Ogle,  4  Ko.  Cas.  74,  9  Jar.  488: 
Brooke  v.  Kent,  8  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  834.  It  would  seem  that  a  legacy  bequeathed  br  a  will 
made  before  1837  would  not  be  defeated  bj  re-exeontion  of  the  will  after  that  date  in  tne  pres- 
ence of  two  witnesses  of  whom  the  legatee  was  one.  See  Dann  v.  Dunn,  L.  R.,  1.  P.  ec  D. 
877. 

(«)  Re  Farrer,  8  Ir.  Com.  L.  Rep.  870* 
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It  remains  only  to  be  observed,  that  a  codicil  or  re-execntion  may 
still,  as  formerly,  operate  to  reyive  a  will  which  has  been  revoked  by 
marriage,  or  by  a  subsequent  will,  or  otherwise ;  but  the  remarks  on 
this  subject  have  been  anticipated  in  a  former  chapter  (x),  to  which 
the  reader  is  referred. 

(«}  Anta,  pb  19S. 
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X.  —  The  Mortmain  and  Charitable  tJsea  Act,  188a  —  This  act  (a) 
(51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42),  which  passed  into  law  on  the  13th  of  Au- 
gust, 1888,  has  repealed  (s.  13)  a  long  series  of  enact- 
ments relating  to  mortmain  and  gifts  to  superstitious 
and  charitable  uses,  and  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to  the 
act  (b).  But  it  is  by  that  act  expressly  provided  (s.  12) 
that  '^  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect  the  operation  or 
yalidity  of  any  charter,  licence,  or  customs  in  force  at  the  passing  of 
this  act  enabling  land  to  be  assured  or  held  in  mortmain ; "  and  fur- 
ther (s.  13)  that  the  repeal  of  previous  enactments  shall  not  affect 
<'  (a)  Any  enactment  not  hereby  repealed  referring  to  any  enactment 
hereby  repealed,  except  that  in  lieu  of  that  reference  the  unrepealed 
enactment  shall  be  construed  as  if  it  referred  to  the  corresponding  pro- 
visions of  this  act ;  or,  (b)  The  past  operation  of  any  enactment  here- 
by repealed,  or  any  instrument  or  thing  executed,  done,  or  suffered, 
before  the  passing  of  this  act ;  or,  (c)  Any  right,  obligation, 
[♦163]  or  liability  acquired,  accrued,  or  incurred  under  any  *  enact- 
ment hereby  repealed;  or,  (d)  Any  action,  proceeding,  or. 


(a)  The  Act  does  not  extend  to  Scotland  or  Ireland :  see  s.  11.  Gifts  of  realty  m  Ireland 
for  charitable  purposes  are  goYemed  bv  the  stat  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  97. 

(b)  7  Edw.  1 :  18  Edw.  1,  c.  89;  18  fidw.  8,  st.  8,  c.  8;  15  Ric.  2,  c.  5;  28  Hen.  8,  c.  10;  48 
Eliz.  c.  4;  7  &S  Wra.  8,  c.  87:  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36  (the  whole  Act,  except  so  mnch  of  sect.  5  as 
Js  unrepealed);  9  Geo.  4.  c.  86;  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  9;  26  &  26  Vict.  c.  17;  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  18; 
^  &  80  Vict  c.  57;  81  &  82  Vict  c.  44,  sects.  1,  2;  84  &  85  Vict.  c.  18;  36  &  86  Vict.  c.  24, 
s.>18. 
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thing  pending  or  uncompleted  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this 
Act'* 

This  act  is  mainly  a  consolidating  statute,  whereby  the  former  law 
on  mortmain  and  charitable  uses  is  restated  in  a  brief  and  simple 
form.  Such  alterations  as  have  been  introduced  by  this  act  will  be 
noticed  in  the  following  pages ;  but  for  the  most  part  the  decisions 
hereinafter  referred  to  bearing  on  the  operation  and  construction  of 
the  statutes  preyiously  in  force  with  regard  to  the  subject-matter  of 
this  Section,  are  still  applicable  under  the  recent  act  (c). 

ZI. — What  mx9  Bvpentltious  Uses. — ^About  the  period  of  the 
Beformationi  statutes  were  passed  to  defeat  or  prevent  dispositions  of 
property  to  purposes  which  were  then  accounted  super-  Sopentitioiis 
stitious  (d).  Thus,  the  statute  1  Edw.  6,  c.  14,  declared  "^^^^^^  ^^ 
the  king  entitled  to  all  real  (e)  and  certain  corporate  per-  ofthe  law. 
sonal  (/)  property  theretofore  disposed  of  for  the  perpetual  finding  of 
a  priest,  or  maintenance  of  any  anniversary  or  obit  or  other  like  thing, 
or  of  any  light  or  lamp  in  any  church  or  chapel.  This  statute  affects 
previous  dispositions  only.  But  by  the  earlier  statute  23  Hen.  8,  c.  10, 
all  uses  thereafter  declared  of  land  (except  for  terms  of  not  more  than 
20  years)  to  the  intent  to  have  obits  perpetual,  or  the  continual  ser- 
vice  of  a  priest  or  other  like  uses,  were  made  void.  But  there  is  no 
statute  making  superstitious  uses  void  generally  (g),  and  the  latter 
statute  does  not  relate  to  personalty.  Superstitious  uses,  which  are 
not  within  the  letter  of  these  statutes,  and  whether  they  seek  to  affect 
land  or  personal  estate,  are  nevertheless  void  by  the  general  policy  of 
the  law;  and,  in  such  cases,  if  charity  be  not  the  object,  but  the  de- 
sign of  the  bequest  be  to  secure  a  benefit  to  the  testator  himself  (as 
to  say  masses  for  his  soul,  &g.)^  the  testator's  own  representative 
(who  would  be  entitled  if  there  was  no  such  gift),  and  not  the 
Crown,  would  be  let  in  (A).     And  this  principle  of  the  English 

(e)  See  the  remarki  of  North,  .1.,  in  Re  David,  Buckley  v.  Royal  National  Lifeboat  Iii-> 
ttitation,  41  Gh.  D.  at  p.  175;  «.  c.  affirmed  43  Ch.  D.  27. 

(d)  See  the  statute  33  Hen.  8,  c.  10  (repealed  by  the  recent  Act),  whidi  related  only  to  naet 
declared  of  land;  and  the  statute  1  Edw.  6,  c.  14 

<€>  See  Att«-(^n.  v.  Vivian,  1  Russ.  226  ^  Att-Gen.  v.  Fishmongers*  Company,  2  Beay. 
151,  5  My.  &  Cr.  11. 

(  f)  Sect.  7. 

\a)  Per  Sir  W  Grant,  Gary  v.  Abbot,  7  Ves.  495. 

(A)  West  ».  Shuttleworth,  2  My.  &  K.  684.  See  also  Re  Blundell's  Trusts,  80  Bear.  860, 
better  "ported  31  L.  J.  Cb.  52;  Heath  v.  Chapman,  2  Drew.  417;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Fishmongers* 
Gompani%  2  ^v.  151,  5  M.  &  Cr.  11.  See  also  an  analof^nus  Chinese  ceremonv,  Yeap  v. 
Ong,  L.  R.,  6  P.  C.  896.  Including  the  souls  of  others  with  his  own  in  the  intended  benefit 
will  not  save  the  bequest,  see  s.  cc.  In  West  v.  Shuttleworth  there  was  a  residuary  bequest, 
and  vet  the  void  pecuniary  legacies  were  held  to  belong  to  the  next  of  kin.  On  this  point, 
•ee  Shanley  v.  Baker,  4  Ves.  732;  and  observe  that  m  West  v  Shuttleworth,  the  residuary 
legatees  made  no  claim  to  the  void  legacies,  and  in  fact  supported  the  bequest  of  them.  If 
the  superstitious  use  had  charitv  for  its  object,  it  would  be  executed  cv-pr^s,  see  Gary  v. 
Abbot.  7  Ves.  495,  and  per  Lord  Eldon,  19  Ves.  487.  But  it  is  not  clear  that  any  nse  (ex- 
cept of  the  kind  mentioned  m  the  stat.  1  Edw.  6)  would  now  be  held  void  solely  as  being 
•uperstitioos.  In  Thornton  ».  Howe,  81  Beav.  14,  Lord  Romillv  held  that  even  a  trust  for 
propagating  the  sacred  writings  of  Joanna  Soutbcote  would  be  enforced  by  the  Court    Those 
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[*164]  law  will  invalidate  *a  bequest  of  personalty  for  masses  or 

like  purposes  made  by  a  testator  domiciled  in  England  to 

persons  resident  in  a  foreign  country  in  which  the  purposes  are  to  be 

carried  out,  and  where  such  gifts  are  allowed  by  law  (t). 

It  has  been  decided,  that  devisees  may  be  compelled  to  disclose 

whether  they  take  subject  to  a  secret  trust  of  this 

*~^'™^'     nature  O). 

It  is  clear,  that  not  only  is  a  bequest  to  the  poor  ministers  of 
Protestant  dissenters  good,  but  one  having  for  its  object  the  propa- 
ProtMtant  gation  of  their  religious  opinions  is  also  valid  i  provided 
dinentoiB.  that  such  opinions,  although  at  variance  with  the  doc- 
trines of  the  Established  Church,  are  not  contrary  to  law  (k)  $  thus 
bequests  to  an  Unitarian  chapel  (Q,  or  for  the  benefit  of  poor  Irving* 
ite  ministers  (m),  or  to  the  minister  of  a  specified  Baptist  chapel  (n), 
are  valid. 

Before  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4^  c.  116,  bequests  for  the 
[*1663  *  propagation  of  the  Soman  Catholic  religion  were  unlaw* 
f ul  (o)  ;  but  s.  1  of  that  act,  after  noticing  the  acts  in  favor  of 
Protestant  dissenters,  and  a  Scotch  Act  imposing  penalties  on  Boman 
sut. S&3  Catholics;  and  reciting  that,  notwithstanding  the  pro- 
Will.  4,  c.  115.  visions  of  various  acts  passed  for  the  relief  of  his  Majes- 
ty's Roman  Catholic  subjects,  doubts  had  been  entertained  whether 
it  were  lawful  for  his  Majesty's  subjects  professing  the  Boman  Cath- 
olic religion  in  Scotland  to  acquire  and  hold  as  real  estate  the  property 
necessary  for  religious  worship,  education,  and  charitable  purposes,  and 

writiogB  aver  that  Joaniui  Southooto  wts  with  chfld  hr  the  Holy  Ghoct,  &c^  delusiona 
Almost  identical  with  those  which  in  Smith  v.  Tebbitt,  L.  R..  1  P.  &  D.  308,  were  held  to 
render  a  woman  possessed  by  them  incapable  of  making  a  will.  In  Read  v.  Hodgens,  7  Ir. 
£q.  Rep.  17,  it  was  decided  that  a  beqaest  in  Ireland  for  masses  for  the  testator's  soul  was 
yaud.  See  also  Brennan  «.  Brennan,  I.  R.  2  £q.  321.  Bat  such  bequests  are  not  charitable, 
and  consequently  they  are  yoid  if  they  infringe  the  mles  as  to  perpetuities ;  see  Keboe  «. 
WUson,  7  L.  R.,  Ir.  Ch.  10:  Morrow  «.  M^Conyille,  11  L.  R.,  Ir.  Ch.  836. 

(t)  Re  Elliott,  Elliott  v.  Elliott,  W.  N  1891,  p.  9. 

(j)  King  V,  Lady  Portington,  1  Salk.  162, 1  Uq.  Ca.  Ab.  96,  pi.  6;  see  further  as  to  secret 
trusts  for  charitable  purposes,  post,  pp.  194  et  seq.  See  as  to  superstitious  uses.  Duke.  Char. 
Uses,  106,  4  Rep.  104,  Cro.  Jac.  61,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  96,  pi.  1  et  seq.,  and  Shelf.  Ch.  Us.  89, 
where  the  cases,  early  and  modem,  are  collected. .    ^,-     *w  --». 

(i)  Att.-Gen.  r.  Hickman,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  193 ;  West  v.  BhutUeworth,  2  My.  &  K.  684;  and 
see  sUtntes  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  81.  ss.  2,  8,  and  c.  86,  s.  2.  In  Doe  •.  Hawthorne,  2  B.  &  Aid. 
96,  Abbott,  J.,  afterwards  Lord  Tenterden,  said,  that  the  trust  there  m  question  of  a  chapel 
for  the  use  of  a  congregation  of  Protestants  "  assembling  under  the  patronage  of  the  trustees 
of  the  late  Countess  of  Huntingdon's  College,"  was  either  a  sunerstitions  use  withm  28  Hen. 
8,  c.  10,  or  a  chariuble  use  within  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36.    But  as  to  the  former  alternative  it  is  no- 


Gen. 

as 

863, 

Dissenters. 

(0  Shrewsbury  v.  Hornby,  6  Hare.  406;  Re  Bamett,  29  L.  J.  Ch.  871. 

rm)  Att.-Gen.  v,  Lawee,  8  Hare,  32. 

(li)  Att.-Gen. «.  Cock,  2  Ves.  278.  _  -•..,...•*,. 

(o)  Cary  v.  Abbot.  7  Yes.  480;  see  alM  4  Tea.  483, 6  Yet.  866, 1  Ba.  &  Be.  146;  GfttM  9. 
Jones,  citi  2  Yem.  266. 
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that  it  was  expedient  to  remove  all  doubts  respecting  the  right  of  his 
Majesty's  subjects  professing  the  Roman  Catholic  religion  in  England 
and  Wales  to  acquire  and  hold  property  necessary  for  religious  worship, 
'  education,  and  charitable  purposes,  enacts,  ''  That  his  Majesty's  sub- 
jects professing  the  Koman  Catholic  religion,  in  respect 
of  their  schools^  places  for  religious  worship,  education,   olics  placed  on 
and  charitable  purposes  in  Oreat  Britain,  and  the  prop-   •*™®  ^?^^t 
erty  held  therewith,  and  the  persons  employed  in  or  dissenters  in 
about  the  same,  shall,  in  respect  thereof,  be  subject  to   SSlooU**&c^*'' 
the  same  laws  as  the  Protestant  dissenters  are  subject  to 
in  England,  in  respect  to  their  schools  and  places  for  religious  wor- 
ship, education,  and  charitable  purposes,  and  not  further  or  other- 
wise."   By  sect  3,  the  act  is  not  to  extend  to  any  suit  actually  pend- 
ing or  commenced,  or  any  property  then  in  litigation,  in  any  Court  in 
Oreat  Britain  (jd). 

It  has  been  held,  that  the  act  is  retrospective,  i.  a.  that  it  applies 
to  the  will  of  a  testator  who  died  before  its  passing  (^) ;  and  also, 
that  it  authorizes  a  bequest  for  the  promotion  of  the   Bequest  for 
Soman  Catholic   religion,   as  it  places  persons  of  this   proMgation 
persuasion  on  the  same  footing  as  Protestant  dissenters,   CatkoHc^ 
the  diffusion  of  whose  religious  tenets  (as  already  ob-  ^^o°- 
served)  may  be  the  subject  of  a  valid  trust    It  is  settled,  however, 
that  the  Koman  Catholic  Belief  Act  has  no  effect  in  rendering  valid 
gifts  to  superstitious  uses,  as  legacies  to  priests  for  offering  masses 
for  the  repose  of  the  testator's  soul,  &c.  (r);  nor,  it  is  presumed, 
would  it  render  valid  such  a  trust  as  that  which  was  the  sub- 
ject of  discussion  in  *  De  Themines  v.  De  Bonne  val  {s),  namely,  [*166] 
for  printing  and  publishing  a  book  which  taught  that  the 
Pope  had  in  all  ecclesiastical  matters  a  supremacy  which 
was  paramount  even  to  the  authority  of  the  temporal   ^^ic  policy, 
sovereign.    The  case  arose  before  the  statute  referred  to,  but  Sir  J. 
Leach  rested  his  decision  entirely  on  the  ground  that  to  allow  such 
a  publication  was  against  public  policy. 

Jews  also  are  now  by  statute  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  59,  placed  Jews, 
on  the  same  footing  as  Protestant  dissenters  (t). 

fp>  See  also  3S  &  Si  Vict.  c.  184. 

(9)  Bradshaw  «.  Tasker,  2  Mr.  &  K.  231 ;  and  see  Re  Michers  Trasts,  28  Bear.  82;  but 
air  £.  Sugden  questioned  this  decision,  1  D  &  War.  880. 

(r)  West  V.  ShutUeworth,  2  My.  &  K.  684.  Re  Blnndell^s  Trasts,  80  Bear.  860;  Heath  v. 
Chapman,  2  Drew.  417.  See  also  Re  Fleetwood,  Sidgreares  o.  Brewer,  15  Ch.  D.  594,  609. 
As  toflpfts  for  the  benefit  of  monastic  orders  see  Sims  v.  Qainlan,  16  Ir.  Ch.  191, 17  Ir.  Ch. 
43;  Walsh  v,  Walsh,  I.  B.  4  Eq.  896;  Kehoe  «.  Wilson,  7  L.  R.,  Ir.  10;  Liston  v.  Kegan,  9  L. 
B>,  Ir.  681. 

(«)  5  Ross.  288. 

(0  The  ea«es  relating  to  Jews  before  this  act  were.  Da  Costa  «.  De  Pks,  Amb.  228,  1  Dick. 
258,  2  Yes.  274,  276,  7  Yes.  76,  2  Sw.  487,  2  J.  &  W.  308;  and  Straus  v  Goldsmid,  8  Sim. 
614.  The  only  dtiference  between  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  116,  s.  1,  and  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  69,  s.  2, 
is  the  omission  from  th«  latter  enactment  of  the  words;  "and  the  person!*  emplnred  in  or 
abont  the  same ;  *'  which  appears  immaterial  to  the  pnrpones  of  this  Treatise.  This  enact- 
ment also  hat  been  held  to  be  retrospectire,  Be  Michel's  Trusts,  28  Bear.  82. 
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nz.  —  What  are  Charitable  Ums.  —  Charity  haa  been  defined  to  be 
a  general  public  ^  use  (u).*  In  order  to  ascertain  what  are  charitable 
8ut.  48  Eiiz,  purposes,  recourse  is  usually  had  to  the  preamble  of  the 
^  ^'  statute  43  Eliz.  c.  4  (repealed  by  the  recent  act)/  which 

enumerates  various  kinds  of  charity :  viz.  the  relief  of  aged/  impo- 
tent, and  poor  people  (v)/  maintenance  of  sick  and  maimed  soldiers 
and  mariners,  schools  of  learning  (ir)/  free  schools  and  scholars  in 
universities ;  ^  repair  of  bridges,  ports,  havens,  causeways,  churches, 
sea-banks  (x),  and  highways ;  education  and  preferment  of  orphans ; 
the  relief,  stock,  or  maintenance  for  houses  of  correction ;  marriages 
of  poor  maids;  supportation  and  help  of  young  tradesmen,  handi- 
craftsmen, and  persons  decayed ;  relief  or  redemption  of  prisoners  or 
captives  (y) ;  and  aid  or  ease  of  any  poor  inhabitants,  concerning 
payment  of  fifteens,  setting  out  of  soldiers,  and  other  taxes.*  The 
recent  act,  after  setting  out  fully  this  preamble,  and  reciting  that  in 
divers  enactments  and  documents  reference  is  made  to  charities 
within  the  meaning,  purview,  and  interpretation  of  the  stat. 
[*167]  43  Eliz.  c.  4,  enacts  that  *  references  to  such  charities  shall 
be  construed  as  references  to  charities  within  the  meaning, 
purview,  and  interpretation  of  the  said  preamble  («). 

(«)  Amb.  661.  See  aho  per  Lord  Gairos,  Goodman  v.  Mayor  of  Saltash,  7  App.  Ca.  68B, 
650. 


gotent,"  or  "  poor/'  u  not  necessary  to  a  good  charitable  gift:  see  Att.-Gen.  v.  Comber,  2 
im.  &  St.  93;  Powell  v.  Att.-Gen.,  3  Mer.  w.   As  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  *'poor/*  see 
Att.-Gen.  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland.  7  Ch.  D.  746. 
(to)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Nash,  8  B.  0.  C.  587. 
(x)  Wilson  9.  Barnes,  88  Ch.  D.  507. 

(y)  Does  not  inclade  prisoners  fur  crime,  as  poachers,  Thmpp  v.  CoUett,  S6  Bear.  1S5.    A 
bequest  for  such  a  purpose  is  against  public  poiicj  and  void. 
(2)  See  sect.  13  (3).    As  to  whether  the  statute  of  Eliz.  is  to  govern  the  construction  of  tha 

1  Stratton  v.  Physio-Medical  CoUegp,  149  *  Not  in  force  in  some  of  the  states.    Kain 

Mass.  606  (citing  Boxford  Reliirious  ^oc.  r.  r.  Gibboney,  101  U.  S.  862  (Virginia U  Hol- 

Harriman,  126  Mass.  321;  Morvillev.  Fowle,  land  v.  Alcock,  108  N.  Y.  812;  Giltnan  «. 

144  Mass    109);  Bullard   v.  Chandler,   149  McArdle,  99  N.  Y.  461;  Cottman  v.  Grace, 

Mass   632  ^Dublic  charitv,  though  the  gift  112  N.  Y.  299;  Fosdick  v,  Hemnstead,  125 

was   "strictly  for  private    charSies;"    the  N.  Y.  681;  Tilden  v.  Green,  180  N.  Y.  29. 

charitv  to  be  administered  bv  private  alms-  What  in  EngUnd  are  called  chariuble  trusts, 

irivinff)  ■    Bates   v.  Bates,    184  Mass.   110;  in  New  York  and  in  some  other  states  stand  on 

Snta  Clara  Academy  v.  Sullivan,  116  111.  the  same  footing  as  private  trusts.    See  same 

876  ("  pecuniary  profit ")  cases ;  Gray,  Perpetuities,  H  609  et  seq. ;  m- 

In  some  states  a  gift  cleariy  charitable  is     f«,  P-  173,  note.  ^    ,    ^,   _         ^^  ,„ , 

bad  by  sUtute  if  a  certain  specified  time  ha*  *  Coit  v.  Comstock,  51  Conn.  852  ("  aged, 

not  elapsed  between  the  making  of  the  wiU  indigent,  infirm,  &c.") ;  Fellows  •.  Miner,  II6 

and  the  testator's  death.     As  to  such  cases  Mass  641;  Gooch  v.  A«oc.  for  Aged  temalea, 

•ee  Hollis  v.  Drew  Theological  Sem.,  96  N.  Y.  109  Mass.  688. 

166;  Stephenson  v.  Short.  92  N.  Y.  433:  Kerr  »  As  to  what  is  necessary  to  constitute  a 

V.  Dougherty,  79  N.  Y.  327;  Patton  r.  Pattan,  chanty,  see  Old  South  Soc  v.  Crocker.  119 

89  Ohio  St.  690:  Lutheran  Cong.  Appeal,  118  Mass    1 ;  Saltonstall  v.  Swiders,  11  Allen, 

Penn.  St.  32;  CarPs  Appeal.  106  Penn.  St.  446 ;  Norcross  j  Murphy,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  622. 

686;  McGladc»s  Appeal,  99  Penn.  St.  888  ;  •  Tavlor  v.  Bryn  Mawr  College,  34  N.  J. 


Rhvmer's  Appeal,  98  Penn.  St.  142.  Eq  lOf .                      ,     .a    n           o.     19^ 

^  Dhtcv  r  Kelley,  168  Mass.  433;  Suter  v  »  (^rewon's   Appeal.    80   Penn.    St.   487; 

HiIliard/132  Ma«s.  412;  Hunt  v.  Fowler,  121  Frankfleld  v.  Armfleld,  2  Sneed,  306. 

111.  269;  Dascomb  v.  Manton,  80  Maine,  228;  •  See  further  the  enumeration  m  Jackson 

In  re  Robinson,  63  Cal.  620.  »•  Phillips,  14  Allen,  549. 
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Charity  is  not  confined  to  the  objects  comprised  in  this  enumersr 
tion ;  ^  it  extends  to  all  cases  within  the  spirit  and  intendment  of  the 
statute.'  Thus,  gifts  (a),  for  the  erection  of  waterworks  for  the  use 
of  the  inhabitants  of  a  town  (b)  ;  *  to  be  applied  for  the  ''good''  of  a 
place  (c),  or  for  ''charities  and  other  public  purposes  in"  a  parish  (d\ 
or  for  the  general  improvement  of  a  town  (e),  or  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  life-boat  (/),  or  of  a  botanical  garden  (^)  ;  ^  to  the  trustees 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  British  Museum  (A);  to  the  Eoyal,  the 
Greographical,  and  the  Humane  Societies  (t) ;  to  the  widows  and  or- 
phans (J)*OT  the  poor  inhabitants  (Jc)  of  a  parish*  ("poor"  being 
construed  those  not  receiving  parochial  relief  {I)  ) ;  or  to  trustees  for 
the  benefit  of  a  parish  (m) ;  or  to  the  churchwardens  in  aid  of  the 
poor's  rate  (») ;  or  for  providing  a  workhouse  (o) ; '  to  the  widows 

Income  Tax  Act,  1843  (5  &  6  Vict  c.  85),  b.  61,  Sched.  A.  exempting  property  held  br  triu- 
tees  for  "  charitable  purpoees,"  eee  K^.  «.  CommiasionerB  of  Income  Tax,  2^  Q.  B.  D.  296. 

(a)  It  makes  no  difference  that  the  fund  is  raised  by  tax  on  the  inhabitants  of  the  town ; 
the  purpose  alone  is  the  criterion.  Att.-Gen.  v.  Eastlake,  11  Hare,  205;  He  Bishopegate 
Parish  Estate,  35  Ch.  D.  142. 

[h)  Jones  V.  Williams,  Amb.  651. 

c)  Au.-Gen.  r.  Earl  of  Lonsdale,  1  Sim.  105;  Att.-den.  v.  Webster,  L.  R.,  20  £q.  488. 

\d)  Dolan  v.  Macdermott,  L  B.,  5  Eq.  60,  8  Ch.  676. 

V)  HowMe  V.  Chapman,  4  Ves.  542;  Att-Qen.  «.  Heelis,  2  S.  &  St.  67;  Mitford  v.  Rey- 

Ids.  1  Phil  185. 


if)  Johnston  v.  Swanu,  8  Mad.  457. 


j)  Townley  v.  Bed  well,  6  Ve«.  194;  where  the  testator  has  si^ified  his  expectation  that 
the  garden  would  be  a  public  benefit.  According  to  the  report  it  would  seem  that  the  gift 
was lield  bad  as  being  a  gift  of  land  for  a  charitable  purpose;  but  Lord  St.  Leonards  regarded 
the  decision  as  grounded  on  the  vagueness  of  the  expression  '*  public  benefit.*'  Egerton  v. 
Earl  Brownlow,  4  H.  L.  C  242,  sed  qu. 


(h)  BriUsh  Museum  «.  White,  2  S.  &  St  505. 

(i)  Beaumont  o.  OUveira,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  534,  4  Ch.  809. 


( /)  Att.^Gen.  v.  Comber,  2  S.  dc  St.  tfS ;  Thompson  v,  Corby,  27  Beav.  649. 

(t)  AU.-Gen.  tr.  Clarke,  Amb.  422,  also  14  Ves.  364. 

(/)  Bishop  of  Hereford  v.  Adams,  7  Ves.  324;  Att.-Gen.  «.  Wilkinson,  1  Bear.  872;  and 
see  Att.-Gen.  «.  Bovill,  1  Phill.  762 ;  Att.-6en.  r.  Corporation  of  Exeter,  2  Russ.  45.  As  to 
a  gift  to  the  inhabitants  of  a  place,  see  Rogers  v,  Thomas,  2  Kee.  8;  Goodman  v.  Mayor  of 
Siutash,  7  App.  Ca.  642,  650;  Re  Christ  Church  Inclosure  Act,  35  Ch.  D.  855,  870 ;  Re  Nor- 
wich Town  Close  Estate,  40  Ch.  D.  298,  306. 

(m)  St.  Stephen,  Coleman  Street,  39  Ch.  D.  492. 

(fi)  Doe  V.  Howell,  2  B.  &  Ad.  744. 

(o)  Webster  v.  Soathe}',  86  Ch.  D.  9  (lease);  the  decision  to  the  contrary  in  Bamaby 


1  Jackson  «.  Phillips,  14  Allen,  549. 
Charity  is  highly  favored  by  the  Courts. 
Coit  V,  Comstock,  51  Conn.  35Si  (citing  White 
V.  Howard,  38  Conn.  366) ;  Sowers  v.  Cyre- 
nins,  89  Ohio  St.  29;  Jones  «.  Renshaw,  130 
Penn.  St.  327. 

*  See  Price  9.  Maxwell,  28  Penn.  St.  85. 
Gift  of  residue  to  A.  to  be  disposed  of  by  him 
for  such  charitable  purposes  as  he  shall  think 
proper,  is  charitable.  Minot  «.  Baker.  147 
Mass.  348  (citing  White  v.  Ditson,  140  Mass. 
851,  853;  Schouler,  Petitioner,  134  Mass. 
426;  Saltonstall  v.  Sanders,  11  Allen,  446, 
453 ;  Weils  «.  Doane,  8  Gray,  201 ;  Everett  v. 
Carr,  59  Miine,  325;  Pooock  «.  Att.-Gen.  3 
Ch.  D.  842).  Gift  in  aid  of  suppressing 
manufacture,  sale,  and  nse  of  intoxicating 
liquors  sustained.  Heines  v.  Allen,  78 
Ind.  100. 

*  Or  drainage  works.  Henry  v.  Winne- 
bago Drainage  Co.,  52  111.  454.    Or  a  town 


house.  Coggeshall  v.  Pelton,  7  Johns.  Ch. 
292. 

^  See  Rotch  v.  Emerson,  105  Mass.  438. 

^  See  In  re  Robinson,  63  Cal.  620  ^or  des- 
titute women  and  children) ;  CHmp  v.  Crocker, 
54  Conn.  21 ;  De  Bruler  v.  Ferguson,  54  Ind. 
549;  County  Com*rs  v,  Rogers,  55  Ind.  Wl\ 
Moore  v.  Moore,  4  Dana,354;  Fink  v.  Fink,  12 
La.  An.  201. 

0  Goodrich's  Appeal,  57  Conn.  275  (citing 
Coit «.  Comstock,  51  Conn.  352;  Beardsley  v, 
Bridgeport,  53  Conn.  352;  Bronson  v.  Strouse, 
57  Conn.  147);  Dascomb  v,  Marston,  80 
Maine,  228;  Hesketh  v.  Murphv,  36  N.  J.  Eq. 
804;  Webeter  «.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  dis- 
tinguishing Heiss  V.  Murphy,  40  Wis.  276. 
But  see  In  re  Hoffen,  70  Wis.  522.  So  to  the 
poor  members  of  certain  named  churches. 
Union  Church  «.  WUkinson,  86  N.  J.  Eq. 
141. 

7  But  see  Hughes  «.  Daly,  49  Conn.  84 
C*  boys'  reformatory"). 
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and  children  of  seamen  belonging  to  a  port  (p)  ;  to  "  poor  credible 
industrious  personsi  residing  at  A.^  with  two  children  or  upwards,  or 
above  fifty  years  of  age,  maimed  or  otherwise  unable  to  get  a 

living  "  (q) ;  ^  for  preaching  a  sermon,  keeping  the  chimes  of 
[*168]  the  *  church  in  repair,  playing  certain  psalms,  and  paying 

the  singers  in  church  (r)  ;  for  building  an  organ  gallery  in  a 
church  («),  or  repairing  and  ornamenting  a  chancel  (t),  or  repairing  a 
memorial  window  and  mural  monuments  in  a  church  (li),  or  repairing 
and  keeping  in  repair  a  parish  churchyard  (i;) ;  for  endowing  or  erect- 
ing a  hospital  (w)  ;  *  to  a  society  formed  principally  for  teaching  poor 
children  and  nursing  the  sick  (x) ;  *  to  found  prizes  for  essays  (y)  ; 
to  deserving  literary  men  who  have  been  unsuccessful  («)  ;  ^  for  let- 
ting out  land  to  the  poor  at  a  low  rent  (a)  ;  for  the  increase  and  en- 
couragement of  good  servants  (b) ;  for  the  benefit  of  ministers  of  any 
denomination  of  Christians  {e)  ;  *  or  for  the  benefit,  advancement, 
and  propagation  of  edttcaiion  and  learning  in  every  part  of  the 
world  (d)  ;  *  for  advancement  of  education  in  economic  and  sanitary 

V.  Banby,  4'H.  &  N.  690,  appean  incontifttent  with  the  current  of  aathoritjr,  and  cannot 
be  relied  on. 

(p )  Powell  9.  Att.-Gen.,  3  Mer.  4S. 

iq)  BobmII  v.  Kellett,  8  Sm.  &  Gif.  264.  It  was  held  first,  that  the  gift  pointed  to  indi- 
▼iduals,  and  some  having  died  before  pa^'ment,  that  there  could  be  no  execut.on  cj-prte ;  but 
secondly,  that  the  gifts  were  chnritable,  and  did  not  pass  to  the  representatives  of  those  who, 
though  they  sorvived  the  testatrix,  died  before  payment.  See  Mahon  v.  Savage,  1  Sch.  & 
L.  Ill,  stated  poet,  Ch.  XXIX. 

(r)  Turner  v,  Ogden,  1  Cox,  816,  see  also  Durour  «.  Motteux,  1  Yes.  820. 

(«)  Adnam  v.  Cole,  6  Beav.  863. 

it)  Hoare  «.  Osborne,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  685. 

(«)  Hoare  v.  Osborne,  su^;  Be  Rigley's  Trust,  86  L.  J.  Ch.  147.  As  to  the  meaning  of 
oniaments  of  a  church,  see  Ke  Palatine  Estate  Charity,  89  Ch.  D.  64. 

(«)  Re  Yaughan,  Yaughan  v.  Thomas,  83  Ch.  D.  187. 

(w)  Pelham  v.  Andeison,  2  Ed.  296, 1  B.  C.  C.  444;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Kell,  2  Beav.  676. 

<x)  Cocks  V.  Manners,  L.  R.,  12  Eq.  674. 

iy)  Farrer  v.  St  Catherine's  College,  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  19. 

z)  Thompson  t*.  Thompson,  1  Coll.  896. 

a)  Crafton  «.  Frith,  15  Jur.  737,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  198. 

b)  Loscombe  «.  Wintringham.  18  Beav.  87. 
e)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hickman,  2  Eq.  Abr.  193;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Gladstone,  18  Sim.  7;  Att.-Gen. 

V.  Cock,  2  Yes.  278;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Lawes,  8  Hare,  32;  Slirewsbnry  «.  Hornby,  6  Hare,  406; 
Grieves  v.  Case,  4  B.  C.  C.  67,  2  Cox,  801, 1  Yes.  jnn.  648;  Hilbank  tr.  Lambert,  28  Beav.  206; 
Thomber  v.  Wilson,  8  Drew.  246,  4  id.  850;  secus  if  it  be  to  the  person  now  minister,  semb. 

id.  351. 

(d)  Whicker  v.  Hume,  14  Beav.  509. 1  D.  M.  &  G-  606,  7  H.  L.  Ca.  124.  *<Leaniin{r''  was 
taken  to  mean  *'  being  taught,**  not  **  knowledge,*'  which  would  have  been  too  indefinite. 

1  Hunt  9.  Fowler,  121  HI.  969  (gift  to  the  Kimball,  84  Maine,  424;  Dublin  <^^  N. 

"worthv  poor  of  the  city  of  L.»*  sustained).  H.  469;  Brown  v.  (^^^fJ^J^-    o,,    * 

But  see  Hughes  ».  Dalv,  419  Conn.  34  (gift  *  See  Nichohi  f».  Allen,  1«0  Mass.  211. 

for  "the  most  deserving  poor  of  the  city  of  *  See  Storrs  Agncultural  School  v.  Whit. 

N.,"  held  void  for  uncertainty).  nev,  64  Conn.  342.        .     .-  ^    ,   f^    7kt 

«  McDonald  v,  Mass.  Hospital,  120  Mass.  J  George  ».  B™i<*oc>ii  **J?^;  •'•  f^^^Jz 

432  gift  for  disseminating  the  books  of  Henry 

tSee  Heuser  r.  Harris,  42  III.  426;  New-  George  on  political  science  surtained;reveij. 

son  V.  SUrke,  46  Ga  88.    So  for  the  educa-  mg  Hutchins  v.  Geom,  .44  ^.  J,  M.  124. 

tion  of  worthv  indigent  females.    Dodge  i^.  See  also  Jackson  ».  Phillips,  ^J  Allen,  639. 

Williams,  46  Wis.  70.    Or  of  pious,  indigent  These  authorities  hold  it  no  objection  to  a 

young   men.    preparing  for   the    ministry,  book  that  it  seeks  to  overturn  «»»tinff  Uw 

McCord  p.  Ochiltree.  8  Blackf .  16.    Further  as  wrong  or  sinful.    A  gift  for  buying  tooks 

see  Brown  r.  Kel w,  2  Cush.  243 ;  Sohier  r.  and  forming  a  useful  Iibrarv  is  charitable. 

8t.  Paul's  Church,*  12  Met.    260;  Going  v.  Brown  v.  Pancoast,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  821. 
&nery,  16  Pick.  107;  Universalist  Soo.  «. 
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science  (e) ;  for  establisliing  and  upholding  an  institution  for  the  inves- 
tigation and  cure  of  diseases  of  quadrupeds  and  birds  useful  to  man, 
and  for  maintaining  a  lecturer  thereon  (/  );  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit 
of  animals  generally  (^);  and  gifts  in  aid  of  the  public  revenue  of  the 
state  {h) ;  and  finally,  gifts  for  any  purpose  which  is  either  for  the 
public  or  general  benefit  of  a  place  (i),  or  tends  towards 
*  public  religious  ^  instruction  or  edification  (j),*  have  been  [*169] 
respectively  held  to  be  charitable.  And  in  this  respect  the 
court  makes  no  distinction  between  one  sort  of  religion,  or  one  sect 
and  another.  Their  promotion  or  advancement  are  all  equally  <<  chari- 
table/' provided  their  doctrines  are  not  subversive  of  all  religion,  or 
all  morality  {k).  It  is  evident  from  the  preceding  examples,  that,  to 
constitute  a  charity  m  the  legal  sense,  the  poor  need  not  be^though 
they  commonly  are)  its  sole  or  especial  objects ;  on  which  principle, 
Sir  J.  Leach  treated  a  school  for  the  education  of  gentlemen's  sonSi 
as  a  ''  school  of  learning  "  within  the  statute  43  Eliz.  (Q. 

A  gift  to  procure  masses  for  the  soul  of  the  testator  and  others  is 
not  charitable  (m) ;  *  nor  is  a  gift  to  a  convent  of  nuns  whose  sole 
object  is  the  sanctifying  their  own  souls,  and  not  per-   what  an  not 
forming  any  external  duty  of  a  charitable  nature  (n) ;   chsritable 
nor  a  gift  for  the  erection  or  repair  of  a  monument, 
vault,  or  tomb  (o),^  whether  it  be  to  the  memory  or  for  the  interment 

(e)  Be  Berridge,  Berridge  v.  Turner,  S3  L.  T.  470. 

(/)  London  University  «.  Turow,  83  Beav.  150,  1  De  G.  &  J.  72.  And  see  Marsh  v. 
Meanii,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  700. 

(g)  Re  Douglas,  Obert  v.  Barrow,  85  Gh.  D.  472;  see  Armstrong  v.  Reeves,  25  L.  R.,  Ir. 
825  i  bat  not  gifts  for  the  support  of  particular  animals,  c.  g,,  the  testator's  horses  and  hounds. 
Re  Dean,  Cooper-Dean  v,  Stevens,  41  Ch.  D.  552. 

{h)  Theilttsson  «.  Woodford,  4  Yes.  227,  Nightingale  v.  Goulboum,  5  Hare,  484,  2Pha. 
604,  Newland  v.  AtL-Qen.,  3  Mer.  684;  Ashton  v.  Lord  Lanedale,  4  De  G.  &  S.  402. 

(t)  Per  Lord  Cottenham  in  Att.-Gen.  v  Aspinal,  2  Uy.  &  Or.  622,  623,  Att.-Gen.  v.  Corpo- 
ration of  Shrewsbury,  6  Beav.  220.  Att.-Gen  v.  Corporation  of  Carlisle,  2  Sim  437;  British 
Museum  v.  White,  2  S  &  St  586. 

fj)  Att.-Gen.  v  City  of  London,  1  Yes.  jnn  243;  Powersoourt  v.  Powerscourt,  1  Moll.  616; 
Baker  v  Sutton,  1  Keen,  232;  Att.-Gen.  9.  Stepney,  10  Ves.  22,  Townshend  v.  Carus,  3  Haoe, 
267,  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  266;  Wilkinson  v.  Lindgren,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  570,  Cocks  v. 
Manners,  L.  R.,  12  Eq.  585,  per  Wickenn.  Y  C. 

ik)  Per  Romilly,  M  R.,  Thornton  v.  Howe,  31  Beav.  19,  20  In  BrigRs  v  Hartley,  14  Jnr. 
683, 19  L  J  Ch.  416,  a  legacv  for  the  best  es^y  on  the  Sufficiency  of  Natnml  Theologv  when 
treated  as  a  science,  wa«  held  inconsistent  with  Christianitv,  and  void.  But  this  woul'd  prob- 
ably not  be  followed  In  Pare  v.  Clemj.  29  Beav.  589,  the  doctrines  of  Robert  Owen  (as  to 
which  see  also  Russell  v.  Jackson.  10  Hare,  214),  were  held  by  Romilly.  M.  R.,  to  be  vision- 
aiy  and  irrational,  but  not  illegal  as  being  irreligious  or  immoral  The  Court  is  sometimes 
compelled  to  declare  good  as  a  chariuble  bequest  what  it  deems  of  very  doubtful  pubhc  utility, 
per  Lord  Selbome,  L.  R.,  16  Eg  24. 

(2)  Att.-Gen  v  Earl  of  LoiMdale,  1  Sim.  109. 

m)  See  the  cases  cited,  n.  (A),  ante,  p.  168. 

»)  Cocks  V.  Mannen,  L.  R.,  12  Eq.  574. 

0)  Hoare  v,  Osborne,  L.  R.,  1  Eq  685,  Re  Rigley's  Thist,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  147. 

1  On  this  word  see  Simpson 9.  Welcome,  72  166  (for  "support  of  preaching  so  long  as 

Maine,  496.  such  is  kept  up  as  at  prei>ent'* ). 

<  Hincklev  v.  Thatcher,  139  Mass.  477  4  *  But  see  Schouler,  Petitioner,  134  Mass. 

Andrews  «.  Andrews.  110  III.  223  (support  of  426  (citing  Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen,  539, 

churches;  citing  Fuller  «  Griffin,  3  Yt  401 ;  553). 

Trustees  v.  Beatty,  28  N.  J.  670;  De  Camp  *  Johnson  v,  Holifleld,  79  Ala.  423;  Piper 

9.  Dobbins,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  36,  Townsend  v.  9.  Mnolton.  72  Mam**,  155,  Bates  9,  Bates, 

Gams,  3  Hare,  257),  King  9,  Grant,  55  Qoaa.  134  Mass.  110;  Detwiller  v.  Hartman,  37  N. 
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of  the  donor  alone  ( j?),  or  of  himself  and  his  family  and  relations  (q), 
unless  it  forms  part  of  the  fabric  or  ornament  of  the  church  (r). 
Again,  bequests  for  purposes  of  benevolence  («),  ^  or  benevo- 
[♦170]  lence  and  ♦  liberality  (t),  or  general  utility  («),  or  for  pious 
purposes  (t;),  are  not  charitable  bequests ; '  and  a  gift  to  one 
of  the  chartered  companies  of  the  city  of  London  to  increase  their 
stock  of  corn,  which  they  are  (or  were)  compelled  to  keep  for  the 
London  market,  is  not  charitable,  since  it  is  in  effect  a  gift  to  the 

company  absolutely  (w).  A  devise  of  lands  upon  trust 
1  ey  «.  ey.  ^  distribute  the  rents  on  certain  days  amongst  several 
specified  families  according  to  their  circumstances,  as  in  the  opinion 
of  the  trustees  they  might  need  assistance,  ha^  been  held  not  to  be  a 
devise  for  a  charitable  purpose,  but  a  trust  for  the  families  named,  and 
good  for  so  long  as  the  rule  against  perpetuities  would  allow.  How 
long  that  was,  was  not  decided  {x). 

In  Ommanney  v.  Butcher  {y)  the  testatrix  declared  as  to  certain 
money  that  she  wished  it  to  be  given  in  private  charity.  Sir  T. 
Bequests  to  be  Plumer,  M.  K,  held  that  the  words  did  not  create  a  trust 
pv«"  »n  which  could  be  carried  into  effect.    Assisting  individuals 

bad.  in  distress  was  private  charity;   but  such  a  purpose 

{P)  Mellick  V.  President  of  the  Asvlam,  Jac.  180,  Adnam  v.  Cole,  6  Beav.  358;  Llojd  v. 
LloTd,2  Sim  N.  S.  255;  WUlis  v.  Brown,  2  Jur  987 i  Trimmer  v.  Danby,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  424. 

(q)  See  Gravenor  v.  Hallum,  Amb.  643,  Doe  d.  Thompson  v  Pitcher,  3  M.  &  Sel.  407,  2 
Marsh  61,  6  Taunt.  359,  Rickards  v.  Kobson,  31  Beav.  244 ;  Fowler  v.  Fowler,  ^  Beav.  616  i 
Uoare  v.  Osborne,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  585;  Re  Riglev's  Trust,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  147;  Fiek  v.  Att.-Gen., 
L.  R.,  4  £a.  521 ;  Dawsota  v.  Small,  L.  R.,  18  kq  114  :  Re  Vaoghan,  Vaufrhan  v.  Thomas,  33 
Ch.  D  187.  Lord  EUeuborough  suggested  (3  M.  &  Sel.  407)  that  altliough  repairing  a 
donor's  own  tomb  was  not  a  charitable  purpose,  it  was  otherwise  where  the  tomb  was  for  his 
family  But  the  statute  had  been  compliea  with,  and  the  latter  cases  admit  no  such  dbtinc- 
tion.  These  cases  also  show  that  a  trust  for  the  perpetual  repair  of  a  tomb,  not  being 
charitable,  is  void  as  a  perpetuity. 

(r)  Ante,  p.  168. 

(«)  James  v.  Allen,  8  Mer  17,  Re  Jarman^s  EsUte,  8  Ch.  D.  584. 

0  Morice  V.  Bishop  of  Durham,  9  Ves.  399,  10  Yes.  532;  contra  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
liar  9  Rowan,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  99. 

(if)  Kendall  v  Granger,  5  Beav.  300. 

(v)  Heath  v  Chapman,  2  Drew  417.  The  trust  was  for  masses  **  and  other  pious  uses:" 
and  it  was  further  held  that  even  if  the  later  could,  standing  alone,  be  supported  as  '*  such 

})ious  uses  as  were  charitable,"  yet  they  were  vitiated  by  being  connected  with  the  direction 
or  masses 
(w)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Haberdashers'  Company,  1  Mv.  &  K.  420. 

(x)  Liley  v  Hev,  1  Hare,  580.    But  see  Gillanr  v.  Taylor,  L.  R.  16  £q.  581 ,  and  further  as 
to  gifts  to  poor  relations,  post.  p.  172. 
(p)  T  &  R.  260.    And  see  Nash  v.  Morley,  5  Baav  177. 

J.  Eq.  347,  Fite  v.   Beasley,  12  Lea,  328.  lent  to  "  charitable,"  as  technical  and  uniati^ 

But  see  Gafney  v.  Kenison,  64  N.  H.  354  factory.     The  word  was  considered  as  used 

And  see  Swasev  v.  American  Bible  Soc.  57  in  the  sense  of  charitable  in  the  will  in  qum- 

Maine,  523.    Of  course  if  the  gift  does  not  tion.    See  also  Pell  v.  Mercer.  14  R.  I.  412; 

violate    the    rules   against    perpetuities    or  Rhode  IMand  Trust  Co.  r.  Olney,   id.  449, 

alienability,  it  may  be  good  though  it  is  not  Rotch  r.  Emerson,  105  Blass  431,  434;  Norns 

charitable.    See  Detwiller  r.  Hartman.  supra;  v,  Thomson,  4  C.  E.  Green.  307;  #.  c.  5  C.  E. 

Fite  V.  Bea«lev,  supra.    Further,  see  Green  v.  Green,  489.    Still  it  must  be  considered  that 

Hogan,  153  l^sss.  462,  and  Gates  v.  White,  the  old  rule  sUnds. 

139  Mass.  853,  both  cases  under  statute.  «  So  of  a  gift  to    "deserving"  persons. 

1  Sater  v.  Hilliard,  132  Mass.  412,  Cham-  Nichols  v.  Allen,  130  Mass.  211.  But  added 
berlain  v.  Steams.  Ill  Mass.  267 ;  Goodale  v:  words  may  make  the  gift  charitable,  e.  ^  , 
Mooney,  60  N.  H.  528.  The  last  named  "  deserving  poor/'  or  "  for  the  education  of 
case  casts  discredit  on  the  old  rule  that  deserving  youth."  Id.  (citing  Saltonstall  v. 
**  benevolent "  is  not  to  be  taken  as  equiva-  Sanders,  11  Allen,  446,  4i54). 
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ooold  not  be  executed  by  the  Court  or  the  Crown  («).i  So  a 
gift  to  found  a  private  museum  (a),  or  in  aid  of  a  subscription 
library  (b),  or  of  a  mechanics'  institute  {e),  or  for  the  benefit  of  an  or- 
phan school  kept  by  an  individual  substantially  at  his  own  expense  (d), 
is  not  charitable.  Whether  a  gift  to  a  friendly  society  is  chari- 
table or  not^  would  seem  to  depend  on  the  question  whether,  by  the 
rules  of  the  particular  society,  poverty  is  or  is  not  a  necessary  element 
to  entitle  a  member  to  the  benefits  of  the  society  (e). 

A  gift  to  an  institution  having  a  charitable  object  specified  in  the 
gift,  or  to  the  governors  of  such  an  institution  (/) '  or  to  the 
*  minister  of  a  chapel  and  his  successors  {g)y  will  generally  be  [*171] 
deemed  a  gift  for  the  specified  charitable  object  or  chapel. 
But  a  gift  will  not  be  deemed  charitable  merely  from  the   Bequest  pot 
nature  of  the  professional  character  of  the  devisee,  or  on  ch^JJJJjJie^^^n 
account  of  the  testator  having  accompanied  the  gift  with  account  of 
an  expression  of  his  expectation,  that  the  devisee  would  officia?c^ra^' 
discharge  the  duties  incidental  to  such  character,  how-  ter  of  legatee, 
ever  intimately  those  duties  may  concern  the  welfare  of  others,  as 
this  merely  denotes  the  motive  of  the  gift,  and  not  that  the  devisee 
is  to  take  otherwise  than  beneficially.*    Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Phillips  v. 
Aldridge  (A),  where  the  devise  was  to  the  Bev.  A.  A.,  a  dissenting 

{»)  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  thought  a  bequest  "  for  the  relief  of  domestic  distress,  and 
assisting  indigent  but  deserving  individuals,"  a  good  charitable  bequeat,  Kendall  v.  Granger, 
6  Beav.  303. 

in)  Thomson  9.  Shakespear,  Johns.  618, 1  D-  F.  &  J.  399. 
h)  Came  v.  Long,  29  L.  J.  Ch.  603,  S  D.  F.  &  J.  75. 
c)  Re  Dutton,  4  Ex.  D.  64;  Re  Sheraton's  Trusts,  W.  N.  1884,  p.  174. 
CO  Clark  v.  Taj'lor,  1  Drew.  642. 
e)  See  and  compare  Re  Clarlc's  Trust,  1  Ch.  D.  497,  and  Spiller  v.  Maude,  88  Ch.  D.  158, 
o.    But  see  Pease  «.  Pattinson,  38  Ch.  D.  164, 158. 

(/)  Per  Lord  St.  Leonards,  Incorporated  Society  v.  Richards,  1  D.  &  War.  894;  and  per 
Lord  Hatherlejr,  Att.-Gen.  r.  Sidney  Sassez  Coll.,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  730;  Re  Maguire,  L.  R.,  9 
Eq.  632. 

Xg)  Grieves  r.  Case,  4  B.  C.  C.  67, 8  Cox,_301, 1  Ves.  Jan.  548 ;  Thomber  r.  Wilson,  8  Drew. 
845,  4  id.  851;  Robb  «.  Bishop  Dorian.  I.  R.,  9  C.  L.  483, 11  C.  L.  898;  Gibson  v.  Represen- 
tative Charch  Body.  9  L.  R.,  Ir.  Ch.  1.  See  also  Smart  v.  Prajean,  6  Ves.  567;  and  Cocks 
V.  lianners,  L.  R.,  18  Kq.  574.  In  the  last  case  the  gift  to  the  convent,  though  held  not 
charitable,  was  still  treated  as  a  trust  for  the  purposes  of  the  institution;  not  involving  a  per- 
petuity, but  capable  of  being  performed  by  the  existing  members  spending  the  gift  as  they 
pleased  (as  to  which,  see  Brown  v.  Dale,  9  Ch.  D.  78  i  and  cf.  Thomson  v.  Shakespear, 
Came  «.  Long,  Re  Clark*s  Trust,  sup.,  which  were  void  for  perpetuity).  In  Aston  t.  Wood, 
L.  R.,  6  £q.  419,  a  legacy  " to  the  trustees  of  Zion  Chapel,  to  be  apportioned  accordingto 
statement  appending,'^  no  such  statement  forthcoming,  was  held  to  fall  into  the  residue.  The 
express  reference  to  a  tmst  to  be  declared  appears  to  nave  rebutted  any  presumption  in  favor 
of  the  chapel. 
(A)  4  T.  R.  964. 

1  See  Bullard  «.  Chandler,  149  Masn.  538;  >  As  a  gift  to  the  treasurer  for  the  time 

Kent  V,  Dunham,  143  Mass.  816  (<*for  the  being  of  llile  College.    Manicev.  Manice,  43 

aid  and  support  of  those  of  my  children  and  N.  Y  314,  887.    See  Cottman  «.  Grace,  118 

their  descendants  who  may  be  destitute  and  N.  Y,  899. 

in  the  ODinion  of  the  trustees  need  aid/*  not  *  See  Germain  v.  Baltes,  113  III.  89;  and 

charitable).    In  the  case  last  cited  it  is  said  the  converse  case  of  Ballard  v.  Shirley,  153 

that  Gillam  v.  Taylor,  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  581,  was  Mass.  559,  gift  to  a  town  on  condition  that 

'*  treated  with  scant  respect  in  Att.-Gen.  «.  the  town  support  a  Unitarian  clergyman,  held 

Northumberland,  7  Ch.  D.  745,"  by  Jessel,  invalid,  on  the  ground  that  the  town  could 

M.  R.  not  lawfully  comply  with  the  conditions 
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minister  (described  as  a  preacher  at  the  meetiDg-house  of  L.)  for  life, 
the  testator  adding,  <^And  I  further  expect  that  he  will,  with  the 
help  of  Qodf  after  my  decease,  without  delay,  settle  and  forward 
everything  in  his  power,  to  promote  and  carry  on  the  work  of  (jod  at 
L.  aforesaid,  both  in  his  lifetime  and  after  his  decease ; "  the  Court 
held  that  the  devise  was  not  void,  as  charitable,  and  thought  the 
point  too  clear  for  discussion. 

Again,  in  Doe  d.  Toone  v.  Copestake  (t),  where  an  estate  was  de- 
vised to  trustees,  to  be  applied  by  them  and  the  officiating  minister 
of  the  congregation  or  assembly  of  the  people  called  Methodists  as- 
sembling at  L.,  and  as  they  should  from  time  to  time  think  fit  to 
apply  the  same ;  it  was  held,  that  the  devise  was  not  charitable,  the 
application  being  left  to  the  trustees  still  more  indefinitely  than  it 
was  in  Bishop  of  Durham  v.  Morice,  and  it  was  not  argued  that  the 
trust  was  restricted  to  charitable  purposes  merely  because  the  Metho- 
dist minister  was  appointed  a  trustee  (j).^ 
[*172]  *  A  legacy  payable  once  for  all  may  be  charitable  as  well 
as  one  given  for  the  creation  of  a  perpetual  trust ;  as,  a^  legacy 
Legacy  mar  ^  ^^  widows  and  orphans  of  a  named  place  (k),  or  to 
becbariubie  six  honest  and  sober  clergymen  that  are  not  provided 
able  at  oom  ^^^  &  living  of  40L  (I)  ;  which  could  not  in  their  nature 
to  individuals,  ha,Ye  proceeded  from  motives  of  personal  bounty  to  par- 
ticular individuals. 

But  a  legacy  payable  once  for  all  to  poor  relations  (which  includes 
none  more  remote  than  the  statutory  next  of  kin  (m))  is  not  chari- 
table (n).  If  it  were,  only  such  as  were  actually  poor  in 
^poorra£  contemplation  of  the  court  could  take  (o)  :  there  might 
tions"  is  not  be  many  comparatively  poor  relations,  yet  none  of  them 
^     ^    *        would  take,  and  the  legacy  would  be  applied  cy-prte,  or 

(0  6  East,  ass. 

( I)  In  the  two  cases  last  stated  it  was  only  decided,  that  the  deyisees  eonld  reoover  at  law 
^e  property  devised,  the  trust  (if  any)  not  being  chariUble;  whether  they  took  beneficially, 
or  whether  as  trustees  for  the  heip-at-law,  the  trust  being  void  for  uncertainty,  it  was  not 
within  the  province  of  the  court  to  determine.  .  «,.  ^^ 

(k)  Att.-Gen. «.  Comber,  8  S.  &  St.  9a.    See  also  Russell  v.  Kellett,  8  8m.  &  Gif.  964. 

(l)  Att.-Gen.  v,  Clegg,  Amb.  684.  But  see  Thomas  v.  Howell,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  198,  M9, 
where  it  is  said  that  Uie  legacy  to  sixty  poor  clergymen  in  Att.-Oen.  v.  Baxter  (1  Eq.  Ca. 
Abr.  96,  pi.  9, 1  Vem.  848,  fid.  104),  was  held  not  to  be  chariUble.  Lord  Hardwicke's  note 
of  the  decision  is  that  it  was  good,  <'as  if  a  legacy  of  those  sixty  individuals  *'  (7  Yes.  176); 
but  that  appears  to  be  in  answer  to  the  argument  (1  Tern.  849)  that  *'  to  suffer  them  to  take 
by  such  a  devise  was  almost  to  make  a  corporation  of  them,  and  would  keep  them  in  a  per- 
petual schism.**  Elsewhere  (1  Yes,  686)  he  says  of  the  case,  '*  The  Court  held  the  ckaritabU 
use  was  not  contrary  to  law.^* .  If  Baxter  had  declined  to  select,  would  the  gift  have  been 
void  for  uncertainty'? 

[m)  See  Ch.  XXIX. 


68( 

C.  9  (1786).       DCC    »10V    VTiuiuviQ    WW    vv  wvuftvuv,  ojuv.   www  \9%^*/v^    K*^"!  v".*!'.    «—«-»•/»    .»——-' 

the  L.  C.'s  arguments  from  uncertainty  and  nom  degrees  of  poverty  assume  that  it  was  nd 
a  charity.  ^ 

(o)  Att.-Q«ii.  V.  Duke  of  Northnmbeiland,  7  Ch.  D.  746. 

1  Comp.  BoUaxd  V.  SUrley,  168  IUm.  Wk 
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(if  the  doctrine  of  cj-prts  were  thought  inapplicable  (p))  would 
wholly  fail ;  either  of  which  results  would  probably  be  a  surprise  to 
a  testator  who  had  intended  to  benefit  his  "  poor  relations."^ 

But  the  gift  of  a  fund  for  the  perpetual  benefit  of  poor  relations 
has  frequently  been  supported  as  a  charitable  trust  (q).    If  otherwise 
it  would  be  Toid  for  uncertainty,  since  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  confine  a  trust  for  relations  whensoever  existing  tended  as  a 
to  next  of  kin  by  statute.    It  would  also  be  void  as  a  P«T?«tp*i 
perpetuity,  though  this  is  not  a  recognized  ground  for 
varying  the  construction. 

And  in  the  case  of  a  simple  legacy  the  context  may  show  that 
charity  and  not  kinship  is  the  prevailing  consideration ;  as  seems  to 
have  been  the  case  in  Mahon  v.  Savage  (r),  where  the   Mahon  v, 
bequest  was  to  **  poor  relations  or  such  other  objects  of  Savage, 
charity  as  the  *  testator  should  mention,^'  and  Lord  Eedesdale  [*173J 
held  it  to  be  a  charitable  bequest  and  not  transmissible  to 
representatives. 

The  Court  does  not  take  upon  itself  to  frame  schemes  for  the  dis- 
posal of  money  for  any  other  than  charitable  purposes.    All  moneys, 
therefore,  not  bequeathed  in  charity  must  have  some    .  „ .  .  ^  . 
definite  object,  or  must  devolve  as  undisposed  of  («),  ex-  trusts  Yoid 
cept  in  cases  where  it  may  be  held  that  the  trustee  takes  ^^^  ^^^ 
absolutely.'    The  general  consideration  of  such  g^ifts  will 
be  reserved  for  a  subsequent  chapter,  as  more  properiy  falling  under 
the  head  of  gifts  void  for  uncertainty ;  but  it  must  be  here  noticed, 

(p)  As  to  cy-prte,  see  below. 

iq)  Isaac  v.  Defriez,  17  Ves.  378,  n.,  White  v.  White,  7  Yes.  488;  Att-Gen.  «.  Price,  17 
Ves.  871;  GiUam  v,  Taylor,  L.  R.,  16  £q.  581;  Att.-Oen.  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland,  7  Ch. 
D.  745.    See  also  this  oistinction  oiade  in  Bmnsden  v.  Woolredge,  Amb.  508. 

(r)  1  Sch.  &  L.  111. 

(J)  Horice  v.  Bishop  of  Darfaam,  9  Yes.  899, 10  id.  523;  James  «.  Allen,  8  Mer.  17. 


1  See  Darcj  v.  Kelley,  158  BCass.  488. 
But  see  Gaffaej  v.  Kenison,  64  N.  H.  854, 
ooDtrary  to  the  text;  Goodale  v.  Hooney,  60 
M.  H.  528. 

<  The  abolition  of  uses  in  New  York  has 
been  treated  as  having  there  abolished  the 
Encrlish  law  of  charitable  uses  and  trusts; 
and  an  ezclusive  scheme  of  trusts  having 
been  substituted  by  statute  for  the  old  law, 
it  has  resulted  that  charities,  since  that  legis- 
lation, have  ceased  to  stand  upon  any  special 
footing.  It  has  accordingly  been  held  in 
New  York,  without  variation,  that  a  trust, 
cbariuble  as  well  as  any  other,  without  a  cer- 
tain beneficiary  who  can  claim  its  enforcement, 
is  void,  and  mrther,  that  it  does  not  help  the 
case  that  discretion  is  lodged  in  some  one  to 
select  the  special  objects  left  nndefined  by 
the  donor  or  testator.  Tilden  v  Green,  180 
N.  Y.  39  ;  Read  «.  Williams,  136  N.  Y.  560; 
Holland  9.  Alcock,  108  N.  Y  813,  Pritchard 
«.  Hiompeon,  95  N.  Y.  76;  Levy  v.  Levy,  88 


N.  Y.  107.  So  in  BCaryland.  Naught  «. 
Getzendalker,  5  Atl.  Rep.  471;  Dashiel  v. 
Att.-Gen.,  5  Har.  &  J  898. 

This  does  not,  of  course,  prevent  a  gift  to  a 
corporation  engaged  in  work  which  under  Uie 
English  law  would  be  charitable,  as,  e.  tf.,  to 
a  college;  for  under  the  statutes  of  New  York 
the  corporation  would  be  deemed  to  take,  not 
in  trust,  bnt  absolutely  or  beneficially,  accord- 
ing  to  the  terms  of  the  gift.  Holland  «.  Al- 
cock, 106  N.  Y  813. 

In  most  states  in  which  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
or,  as  in  Pennsylvania,  the  spirit  of  that  stat- 
ute is  in  force,  it  is  not  only  no  objection  that 
the  objects  of  a  charitable  gift  are  indefinite, 
it  is  essential  to  its  validity  that  such  is  the 
case,  provided  only  discretion  is  vested  in 
some  one  to  name  the  particular  charities  or 
the  beneficiaries.  See  Jackson  9.  Phillips,  14 
Allen,  549.  Secns,  in  Connecticut  as  to  nam- 
inff  the  ehari^.    Bristol  v,  Bristol,  58  Oonn. 
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Beqiiesto  for  that  where  the  bequest  is  for  charitable  purposes,  and  also 
SthS  mdefilTite  ^^'  purposes  of  an  indefinite  nature  not  charitable,  and  no 
purposes  void  apportionment  of  the  bequest  is  made  by  the  will,  so  that 
altogether.  ^j^^  whole  might  be  applied  for  either  purpose,  the  whole 
bequest  id  void.  A  distinction  not  now  recognized  was  indeed  for- 
merly taken,  that  such  a  bequest  was  good,  if  there  were  trustees 
named,  to  whose  discretion  the  testator  had  committed  the  carrying 
out  of  his  intentions,  and  with  whom,  therefore,  the  court  would  not 
interfere  (t).  Such  a  distinction  will  be  found  inconsistent  with  the 
decisions  presently  noticed ;  and  it  seems  now  established,  that  the 
Court  will  only  recognize  the  validity  of  trusts  which  it  can  either 
itself  execute  or  can  control  when  in  process  of  being  executed  by 
trustees  (u). 

Thus,  in  Vesey  t;.  Jamson  (v),  where  a  testator  gave  the  residue  of 
his  estate  to  his  executors,  upon  trust  to  apply  and  dispose  of  the 
same  in  or  towards  such  charitable  uses  or  purposes,  person  or  per- 
sons, or  otherwise,  as  he  might  by  any  codicil,  or  by  memorandum  in 
his  own  handwriting,  appoint,  and  as  the  laws  of  the  land  would  ad- 
mit of ;  and,  in  default,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  in  or 
towards  such  charitable  or  public  purposes,  as  the  laws  of  the  land 
would  admit  of ;  or  to  any  person  or  persons,  and  in  such  shares, 
manner,  and  form  as  his  (the  testator's)  executors,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should  in 
their  or  his  discretion,  will,  and  pleasure,  think  fit,  or  as  they  should 
think  would  have  been  agreeable  to  him,  if  living,  and  as  the  laws 

of  the  land  did  not  prohibit  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  observed 
[•174]  •  that  the  testator  had  not  fixed  upon  any  part  of  the  property 

a  trust  for  a  charitable  use,  and  the  Court  could  not,  therefore, 
devote  any  part  of  it  to  charity ;  he  had  given  it  to  the  trustees  ex- 
pressly upon  trust,  and  they  could  not,  therefore,  hold  it  for  their 
own  benefit ;  the  purposes  of  the  trust  being  so  general  and  undefined, 
they  must  fail  altogether,  and  the  next-of-kiu  become  eutitled. 

And  in  Kendall  v.  Granger  (to),  where  the  trustees  were  directed  to 
dispose  of  the  residue  for  the  i*elief  of  domestic  distress,  assisting  in- 
digent but  deserving  individuals,  or  encouraging  undertakings  of 
general  utility,  in  such  mode  and  proportions  as  their  own  discretion 
might  suggest,  irresponsible  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever; 
Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  decided  that  the  gift  was  void  for  uncertainty. 
He  said  that  to  make  the  bequest  valid,  it  must  be  obligatory  on  the 

(t)  Waldo  V.  Cayler.  16  Yes.  906;  Horde  v.  Earl  of  Suffolk,  9  Hy.  &  K.  69{  the  latter  case, 
though  derided  after  Vesey  9.  Jamsoo,  did  not  notice  it;  and  see  the  observations  of  Gotten- 
ham.  C.,1  My.  &  Or.  993. 

(«)  Naf<h  V.  Morley,  5  Bear.  189. 

(v)  1  S  &  St.  69. 

(w)  5  BeaY.  308.  -  See  also  Ellis  v.  Selby,  7  Sim.  359,  affirmed  1  My.  &  Cr.  986  (charitable 
or  other  purposes);  Williams  9.  Kershaw,  6  CI.  &  Fin.  Ill  (benevolent,  charitable,  and  relig- 
ious purposes);  Thomson  v.  Shakeepear,  John.  619, 1 D.  F.  &  J.  899;  Re  Jarman's  Estatt. 
8  Ch.  D.  684. 


CH.  IX.]  WHAT  ARB  CHABITABLB  USES.  209 

trustees  to  apply  the  whole  (x)  of  it  in  charity ;  it  was  not  a  question 
whether  the  trustees  might  apply  the  fund  to  a  charitable  purpose, 
but  whether  by  the  words  of  the  will  they  were  bound  to  do  so.  To 
make  the  bequest  valid  it  must  be  obligatory  on  them. 

Kor  will  the  addition  of  an  ascertained  object  to  the  charitable  and 
the  indefinite  objects  save  the  trust :  for  consistently  with  the  will 
the  whole  might  still  be  applied  to  the  indefinite  object.  Thus,  in 
Down  V,  Worrall  (y),  where  the  trust  was  for  charitable  or  pious  uses 
at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of  the 
testator's  sister  and  her  children ;  one  of  the  trustees  died  while  part 
of  the  fund  was  still  unappointed  (z),  and  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  E.,  held 
that  the  unappointed  part  was  undisposed  of  and  belonged  to  the 
next-of-kin. 

Such  being  the  rule,  the  terms  of  the  trust  will  first  be  closely  ex- 
amined to  see  whether,  though  not  the  most  correct  or  Q^^g^fHy  ^eid 
most  appropriate  for  describing  only  a  charitable  object,   the  sole  pur- 
they  ought  not  in  fair  construction  to  be  so  confined.^  Indthstandiiig 
Thus,  in  Dolan  v.  Macdermot  (a),  where  the  trust  was  to  doubtful 
lay  out  ^^  in  such  charities  and  other  public  purposes  as 
lawfully  might  be  in  the  parish  of  T.,"  as  the  ♦  trustees  should  [*175] 
think  proper,  it  was  held  that  the  words  '^  other  public  pur- 
poses ''  meant  purposes  ejusdem  generis,  i  e.  charitable,  and  that  they 
were  used  only  as  filling  up  a  description  of  purposes  which,  although 
charitable  within  the  stat.  Eliz.  (and  in  that  sense  included  in  ^^  char- 
ities ")  were  not  within  the  popular  meaning  of  the  word ''  charities." 

Again,  in  Pocock  v.  Att-Oen.  (6),  where  a  testator,  after  giving 
several  charitable  legacies  out  of  a  particular  fund,  directed  the  resi- 
due of  it ''  to  be  given  by  his  executors  to  such  charitable  institutions 
as  he  should  by  any  future  codicil  give  the  same,  and  in  default  of  any 
such  gift,  then  to  be  distributed  by  his  executors  at  their  discretion ; '' 
the  testator  made  no  further  codicil,  and  it  was  held  that  the  direction 
in  favor  of  charity  ran  through  the  whole  sentence :  that  the  testator 
intended  to  choose  the  charitable  institutions  himself,  but  that  if  he 
failed  to  do  so  his  executors  were  to  choose  them. 

So  also  in  Be  Sutton,  Stone  t^.  Att-6en.  (c),  where  a  testatrix 

(s)  See  Jamei.  v,  Allen,  3  Mer.  17;  Be  Hewitt*8  EsUte,  49  L.  T.  587  ("  acts  of  hotpUtility 
or  charity'*). 
(«)  1  MY.  &  K.  561.     That  "  pious  **  uses  are  not  charitablei  see  Heath  e.  Chapman, 

(2)  No  question  was  raised  regarding  the  appointed  part,  but  according  to  the  cases,  the 
bequest  was  void  as  to  the  whole. 

(a)  L.  R.,  5  Eq.  60,  3  Ch.  676.  Consult  Ellis  «.  Solby  as  to  the  effect  of  omitting  the  word 
"  public.** 

if)  3  Ch.  D.  843.    Cf .  Wheeler  r.  Sheer,  Mos.  888,  cited  1  Mer.  91, 97. 

(c)  28  Ch.  D.  464.  See  also  Wilkinson  v.  Lindgren,  L.  R..  5  Ch.  570^  where  the  gift  was 
to  certain  specified  charitable  institutions  "  or  to  anj  other  religions  institution  or  purposes  ** 
as  the  trustees  might  think  proper;  and  it  was  held  that  the  word  *'  religious  **  must  be  car- 

1  See  Tappan*a  Appeal.  52  Conn.  412  ''charitable  assistance  and  charitable  ben* 
("charitable  assistance  and  benefit'*  read    efit'*). 

VOL.  T.  14 
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devised  a  sum  of  600Z.  to  '^  be  given  in  charitable  and  deserving  ob- 
jects/' it  was  held  by  Pearson,  J.,  that  the  word  **  charitable  "  gov 
erned  the  whole  sentence,  and  that  the  gift  was  good. 

The  foregoing  cases,  where  the  gifts  were  held  void  for  uncertainty, 
must  be  distinguished  from  those  where  the  bequest  is  for  a  charita- 
Distinction  ^^®  purpose,  and  for  another  ascertained  object :  for  here, 
whew  the  gift    even  though  the  amount  to  be  devoted  to  each  obiect  be- 

lA  for  cliAjri*  ^^ 

ubie  and  other  ^^^  Specified,  and  the  apportionment  be  left  to  the  dis- 
oteerioi^^d  ob-  cretiou  of  trustees,  yet  the  trust  is  such  that  the  Court 

jectSi  though  A.ia.i_'j»« 

apportionment  cau  coutrol  the  exccutiou  01  it  SO  far  as  to  see  that  the 
left  to  iruBtees.  trustees  appropriate  no  part  of  the  benefit  to  themselves  5 
whereas  in  the  former  cases  the  non-charitable  object  (which  may  ab- 
sorb the  whole),  is  so  indefinite  as  to  be  wholly  beyond  the  control  of 
the  Court ;  and  to  hold  that  such  a  gift  is  valid,  would  be  in  effect 
Trustees  de-  ^  ^^^Id  the  trustees  entitled  for  their  own  benefit 
dining  to  The  objccts  among  whom  the  trustees  are  to  apportion 

apportion,  .i^.fti  ^-l-  <».       «       ,«. 

donees  take  the  testator  s  bounty  being  sufficiently  definite,  are  not 
equally.  ^o  be  disappointed  by  the  trustees  refusing  to  exercise 

[•176]  their  power  or  •  dying  before  doing  so.  In  such  event,  the 
Court  will  divide  the  fund  equally  among  the  several  objects, 
upon  the  principle  that  equality  is  equity. 

Thus,  in  Att.-(3en.  v.  Doyley(d),  where  a  testator  directed  his 
trustees  and  the  survivor,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  to  dispose 
of  his  property  to  such  of  his  relations  of  his  mother's  side  as  were 
most  deserving,  and  for  such  charitable  purposes  as  they  should  also 
think  most  proper:  one  of  the  trustees  declined  to  act,  and  Sir  J. 
Jekyll,  M.  R.,  directed  that  one-half  of  the  property  should  go  to 
the  testator's  relatives  on  the  mother's  side,  and  the  other  half  to 
charitable  uses. 

So,  in  Salusbury  v.  Denton  («),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  fund 
to  be  at  the  disposal  of  his  widow  by  her  will,  therewith  to  apply  a 
part  to  the  foundation  of  a  charity  school  or  such  other  charitable 
endowment  for  the  poor  of  0.  as  she  might  prefer,  and  under  such 
restrictions  as  she  might  prescribe ;  and  the  remainder  to  be  at  her 
disposal  among  the  testator's  relatives  as  she  might  direct;  the 
widow  having  died  without  exercising  her  power  of  apportioning  the 
fund,  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  that  the  gift  was  not 
void,  but  that  the  Court  would  divide  the  funds  in  equal  moieties. 

In  Adnam  v.  Cole  (/),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  (consisting  partly  of  leasehold  property)  to  trus- 

ried  on  80  as  to  apply  to  the  *'  porpoees,"  and  that  the  gift  was  good.  So  a  gift  for  charities, 
societies,  and  institations,  "  to  be  selected  by  A.,"  was  held,  on  the  context,  to  mean  charita- 
ble societies  and  institations,  Re  Douglas,  Obert  v.  Barrow,  86  Ch.  D.  47S. 

(d)  4  Vin.  Abr.  4S5, 8  £q.  Cas.  Ab.  194,  7  Ves.  58,  n. 

h)  3  K.  &  J.  629. 

If)  6  Beav.  863.  The  trast  for  building  the  organ  gallery  failed  of  coarse  nnder  9  Geo.  8, 
c  86,  so  far  as  it  depended  on  the  leaseholds. 
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tees  upon  trust  to  lay  out  the  same  in  building  such  a  monument  to 
his  memory  as  they  should  think  fit,  and  in  building  an  organ  gallery 
in  the  parish  church,  it  was  held  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.  E.,  that  the 
trustees  had  not  rightly  exercised  their  discretion  in  applying  the 
whole  to  the  monument^  and  he  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  ascertain 
in  what  proportion  the  residue  ought  to  be  divided  -between  the  two 
objects. 

This  case,  it  will  be  observed,  differs  from  the  preceding,  in  the 
mode  of  division  adopted  by  the  Court ;  the  specific  nature  of  the 
objects  enabling  the  Court  to  apportion  the  fund  between  them  with- 
out resorting  to  the  expedient  of  cutting  the  knot  by  equal  division. 
But  the  case  is  equally  an  authority  against  holding  the  bequest  void 
for  uncertainty  {g), 

*And  if,  instead  of  a  trust  for  a  charitable  and  another  [*177] 
definite  object,  there  be  a  trust  for  a  charitable  or  another 
definite  object,  as  trustees  shall  appoint,  there  would  be  an  implied 
trust  for  both  in  default  of  appointment  (A). 

rv.^Wliat  Propartj  may  be  given  to  Charity.  —  The  policy  of 
early  times  strongly  favored  gifts,  even  of  land,  to  charitable  pur- 
poses. Thus,  not  only  was  no  restraint  imposed  on  such 
dispositions  by  the  early  statutes  of  wills,  but  the  act  of  times^iTregar? 
43  Eliz.  0.  4,  as  construed  by  the  Courts,  tended  greatly  ^  charity. 
to  facilitate  gifts  of  this  nature,  such  act  having  been  held  to  author- 
ize testamentary  appointments  to  corporations  for  charitable  uses  (t), 
and  even  to  enlarge  the  devising  capacity  of  testators,  by  rendering 
valid  devises  to  those  uses  by  a  tenant  in  tail  {k) ;  and  also  by  a 
copyholder,  without  a  previous  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will  (Z), 
though  it  was  admitted  that  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  the 
removal  of  personal  disabilities,  such  as  infancy,  lunacy,  and  the 
like  (m). 

To  the  same  policy  we  may  ascribe  that  rule  of  construction  pres- 
ently considered,  by  the  effect  of  which  property  once  devoted  to 
charity  was  never  allowed  to  be  diverted  into  any  other  channel,  by 
the  failure  or  uncertainty  of  the  particular  objects.  At  the  com- 
mencement of  the  eighteenth  century,  however,  the  tide  of  public 
opinion  appears  to  have  flowed  in  an  opposite  direction,  and  the  legis- 
lature deemed  it  necessary  to  impose  further  restrictions  on  gifts  to 

ig)  In  like  nutniier,  if  there  are  several  charitable  objects,  and  the  share  of  each  is  ande- 
ilaed,  the  Court  will-  direct  inquiries  to  ascertain  the  proportion  due  to  each,  Re  Rigler^s 
Tmstj  36  L.  J.  Ch.  147:  Champnev  v.  Davej,  11  Ch.  D.  9«»;  or,  if  that,  from  the  nature  of 
the  gift,  is  impracticable,  will  make  equal  division  among  the  charities,  Hoare  v.  Osborne^ 
L«  R.,  1  £q.  6o5. 

(A)  Brown  ».  Higgs,  4  Ves,  708,  5  Ves.  495,  8  Vea.  661;  Fordyce  «.  Bridges,  2  Phill.  497. 
But  see  Thompson  «.  Thompson,  1  GolL  399,  8  Jur.  839. 

(i)  FIood*s  Case,  Hob.  136.    But  see  1  D.  &  War.  303,  4,  5. 

{k)  Att-Gen.  v,  Rre,  2  Vem.  453;  Att-Gen.  v.  Burdett,  id.  755.    See  also  8  Ch.  Rep.  154. 

(/)  Rtvett's  Case,  Moore,  890,  pi.  1253,  3  Ch.  Rep.  220. 

{m)  See  Collin8on*8  Case,  Hob.  136. 
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charitable  objects ;  from  the  nature  of  which  it  may  be  presumed  that 
the  practice  of  disposing  by  will  of  lands  to  charity  had  antecedently 
preyailed  to  such  an  extent  as  to  threaten  public  inconvenience.  It 
appears  to  have  been  considered,  that  this  disposition  would  be  suffi- 
ciently counteracted  by  preventing  persons  from  aliening  more  of 
their  lands  than  they  chose  to  part  with  in  their  own  lifetime ;  the 
supposition  evidently  being,  that  men  were  in  little  danger  of  being 
Stat.  9  Geo. '2,  perniciously  generous  at  the  sacrifice  of  their  own  per- 
c.  36.  sonal  enjoyment,  and  when  uninfluenced  by  the  near 

prospect  of  death.  Accordingly,  the  stat.  of  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36  (usu- 
ally, but  rather  inaccurately,  called  the  Statute  of  Mort- 
[*178]  main),  enacted,  that  *  from  and  after  24th  of  June,  1736,  no 
hereditaments,  or  personal  estate  (n)  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  hereditaments,  should  be  given,  conveyed,  or  settled  to 
N  hered'ta  ^^  upon  any  persons,  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  or 
mento,  or  per-  Otherwise,  for  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever,  or  a£y 
be°k!d*ouUn^  ways  charged  or  incumbered,  in  trust  or  for  the  benefit 
the  purchase  of  any  charitable  uses  whatsoever,  unless  such  gift  or 
mentoi^to  be  settlement  of  hereditaments  or  personal  estate  (other 
disposed  of  or  than  stocks  in  the  public  funds)  be  made  by  deed  in- 
anycharitabie  dented  (o).  Sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  two 
use^  other  than  credible  witnesses  ( »),  twelve  calendar  months  before 

Dv  indeQtiirB 

enrolled  in  the  death  of  the  donor,  including  the  days  of  the  execu- 
Chancery,  &c.  ^j^^  ^^^  death,  and  enrolled  (q)  in  Chancery  within  six 
calendar  months  after  the  execution,  and  unless  such  stocks  be  trans- 
ferred six  calendar  months  before  the  death,  and  unless  the  same 
be  made  to  take  effect  in  possession  (r)  for  the  charitable  use,  and  be 
without  any  power  of  revocation,  reservation  («),  trust,  &c.,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  donor,  or  of  any  persons  claiming  under  him. 

(ft)  A  Yoluntarj  covenant  to  pay  a  sum  to  a  charity  after  corenantoi's  death  is  void  tinder 
this  Act,  so  far  as  it  would  affect  chattel  real  assets,  Jeffries  v,  Alexander,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  594, 
and  see  s.  c.  as  to  validity  of  **  devices  to  evade  the  statute/'  and  as  to  the  object  of  the  act; 
and  Fox  v.  Lownds,  L.  K.,  19  £q.  453.  But  where  a  settlor  covenanted  to  pa}'  a  sum  to  trus- 
tees of  a  deed  whereby  a  power  of  testamentary  appointment  was  given  to  his  wife;  the  wife 
bv  her  will  appointed  part  of  the  sum  to  charitable  uses;  the  settlor  survived  the  wife,  and 
died  without  oavluf^  paid  the  sum;  his  estate  consisted  partly  of  impure  personalty:  it  was 
held  that  the  sum  being  a  mere  debt  from  the  settlor's  estate,'  the  charitable  gift  was  not  in 
any  part  void  under  the  Mortmain  Act,  Ke  Robson,  Emiey  «.  Davidson,  19  Ch.  D.  156.  As 
Co 'subscription  fund,  and  as  to  parol  declaration  of  trust,  see  Girdlestone  v.  Creed,  10 
Hare,  480. 

io)  The  deed  need  no  longer  be  indented,  24  Yict.  c.  9,  s.  1 ;  51  &  52  Ykt.  c.  42,  s.  4  (6). 
p)  In  Wickham  v.  M.  of  Bath,  L.  R  I  Eq.  17,  it  was  held  that  the  witnesses  must  not 
y  be  present,  but  subscribe  the  attestation  clause. 

(q)  As  to  copyholds,  and  cases  where  the  conveyance  to  trustees  is  by  one  deed,  and  the 
declaration  of  trust  by  another,  see  24  Vict.  c.  9,  ss.  SL  4:  25  Vict,  c  17,  ss.  1,  8,  4;  51  &  52 
Vict.  c.  42,  s.  4  (9).  A*  deed  conveying  to  a  charity  land  already  in  mortmain  does  not  require 
enrolment,  Ashton  v.  Jone%  28  Beav.  460. 

(r)  /.  e.,  giving  the  right  to  possession,  Fisher  v.  Brierley,  10  H.  L.  Ca.  159.  As  to  actual 
retention  of  possession  by  the  donor,  not  expressly  authorized  by  the  deed,  furnishing  evi- 
dence of  a  secret  reservation,  see  J.  c.  and  Way  v.  East  2  Drew.  44.  A  lease  for  years  to  take 
effect  in  possession  within  one  year  is  good,  2^  &  27  Vict  c.  106. 

(s)  This  does  not  preclude  the  donor  from  reserving  to  himself  a  power  of  regulating  the 
eharitv,  2  Cox,  801.  See  also  1  Mer.  327.  And  certain  restrictive  covenants  and  other 
provisions  are  now  permissible,  see  24  Vkt  c.  9,  s.  1;  51  &  52  Vict  c  42,  s.  4  (4,  5). 
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The  2nd  section  proyided,  that  purchases  for  valuable  considera- 
tion should  not  be  avoided  by  the  death  of  the  grantor  within  the 
twelve  months,  leaving,  however,  such  purchases  sub-  ^  ^ 

ject  to  the  other  conditions  imposed  by  the  act  (f).    The 
3rd  section  declared  all  gifts,  conveyances,  settlements,  of 
any  *  hereditaments,  or  of  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  or  [*179] 
of  any  charge  or  incumbrance  affecting  or  to  affect  any  hered- 
itaments, &c.,  not  perfected  according  to  the  act,  void  (u). 

This  act  is  now  repealed,  except  so  much  of  s.  5  thereof  (x)  as  had 
not  been  repealed,  but  the  provisions  of  the  first  three  sections  there- 
of as  modified  by  later  acts  (y)  are  in  effect  re-enacted  by  the  4th 
section  of  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1888  («).  That 
section,  so  far  as  material  for  the  present  purpose,  enacts  as  follows; 
"(1)  Subject  to  the  savings  and  exceptions  contained  c^jnditSons 
in  tins  act,  every  assurance  of  land  to  or  for  the  benefit  under  which 
of  any  charitable  uses,  and  every  assurance  of  personal  JJIy'bS^Smde 
estate  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land  to  or  for  to  charitable 
the  benefit  of  any  charitable  uses,  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  this  act,  and  unless  so  made 
shall  be  void."  The  assurance  must  (2)  take  effect  in  possession ; 
and  must  (3),  except  as  provided  by  sub-«s.  (4),  (6),  be  without  any 
power  of  revocation,  reservation,  &c.,  for  the  benefit  of  the  assuror, 
or  of  any  person  claiming  under  him.  (6)  If  the  assurance  is  of 
land,  not  being  land  of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  or  is  of  per- 
sonal estate,  not  being  stock  in  the  public  funds,  it  must  be  made  by 
deed  executed  in  the  presence  of  at  least  two  witnesses.  (7)  Such 
assurance,  unless  made  in  good  faith  for  valuable  consideration, 
must  be  made  at  least  twelve  months  before  the  death  of  the  as* 
suror;  and  (9)  the  assurance,  or,  if  the  uses  of  land  are  declared  by  a 
separate  instrument,  then  that  instrument  must  be  enrolled  in  the 
Central  Office  of  the  Supreme  C!ourt  within  six  months  after  the 
making  of  the  assurance.  (8)  An  assurance  of  stock  in  the  public 
funds,  unless  made  in  good  faith,  &c.,  must  be  made  by  transfer  at 
least  six  months  before  the  death  of  the  assuror. 

The  effect  of  this  section  is  to  render  absolutely  void  every  testa- 
mentary assurance  (a)  of  land  (5),   or   of   personalty,  to   be   laid 

(f)  On  this  section  see  Price  «.  Hathaway,  6  Mad.  304;  Milhank  v.  I^mhert,  28  Bear.  206 ; 
and  9  Geo.  4*  c.  86;  84  Vict,  c  9,  ss.  J,  31  4;  25  Vict.  c.  17,  ss.  2,  6;  27  Vict.  c.  13,  s.  4;  29 
&  30  Vict.  c.  57. 

(«)  As  to  exceptions  from  the  operation  of  the  statutory  restraint  in  favor  of  the  Univer- 
sities, (&c.,  see  post,  p.  200. 

(«)  Tliis  sectu>n  limits  the  nrnnber  of  advowsons  to  be  held  hv  coDeces  and  hon^e«  of  leam- 
inff.  and  was  repeaied  bv  the  Stat.  45  Geo.  8,  e.  101,  as  to  colleges,  &c.,  in  the  Universities 
of  Oxford  and  Cambridge. 

(3f)  Stats.  24  Vict.  c.  9 ;  27  Vict  c.  13. 


{%)  Stat.  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42. 
(a)  Bv  s.  10  (i.,  ii.),  nniess  the 
9vise.  Mqnests,  and  everv  other 


context  otherwise  requires,  the  term '*  as«nrance 'Mnclndes 
devise,  bsqnests,  and  everv  other  assurance  hv  will  or  codicil. 

(6)  By  s.  10  (iii.)  '*  tanii  *'  inclodes  tenements  and  hereditaments  corporeal  and  incorporeal 
sf  whatsoever  tenure,  and  any  ataU  or  tutereK  in  land. 
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out  in  land  for  charitable  purposes^  with  the  effect  that  any  such 

property  so  devised  or  bequeathed  will  go  to  the  heir  or 

[*180]  *  next-of-kin,  or  to  the  residuary  devisee  or  legatee,  as  the 

case  may  be  (c). 

The  recent  act,  like  the  act  of  Qeo.  2,  extends  to  leaseholds  and 

money  secured  on  mortgage,  whether  in  fee  or  for  years  (rf),  or  by 

deposit  of  title-deeds  (e),  and  to  arrears  of  interest  on 
of  property^  any  such  mortgage  (/),  and  to  money  charged  by  way 
witilin  the         gf  mortgage  on  sums  invested  on  any  such  mortgage  (a), 

and  even  to  judgment  debts,  so  far  as  they  operate  as  a 
charge  on  real  estate  (A).  And  where  a  testatdr  had  bequeathed  his 
personal  estate  upon  trusts  for  a  charity,  and  afterwards  contracted 
to  sell  real  estate,  it  was  held  that  his  lien  on  the  property  for  the 
purchase-money  was  '<  an  interest  in  land  "  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  accordingly  could  not  pass  with  the  rest  of  his  personal 
estate  (i). 

Again,  where  A.,  being  entitled  to  certain  sums  of  money  which 
were  to  be  raised  by  the  execution  of  a  trust  for  sale  of  real  estate, 
s  ha  fled  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  to  B.,  who  survived 
on  land  for  A.,  and  afterwards  died,  having  bequeathed  the  residue 
Dot  yet  raSed     ^^  ^®^  personal  estate  to  charity ;  it  was  contended,  that, 

as  the  period  for  raising  the  sums  in  question  had  ar- 
rived in  the  lifetime  of  B.  (though  they  were  not  actually  raised 
until  after  her  decease),  it  was  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  trustees  not 
to  raise  them,  and  this  neglect  ought  not  to  invalidate  the  gift,  espe- 
cially as  the  charities  had  no  right  to  elect  to  take  it  as  land ;  but 
Sir  J.  Leach,  Y.-C,  held  that  these  sums,  constituting  an  interest  in 
land  at  the  testatrix's  death,  could  not  legally  be  given  to  the  chari- 
ties (k).  And  it  makes  no  difference,  as  sometimes  supposed  (Q, 
whether  B.  (in  the  above  case)  was  alone  entitled  to  the  whole  pro- 
ceeds of  the  land  directed  to  be  sold,  and  entitled,  therefore,  to 
[*181]  take  the  land  unconverted ;  or  whether  he  was  *  entitled  only 
to  a  share  of  the  proceeds,  or  to  a  sum  payable  thereout.  In 
either  case,  if  the  real  estate  has  not  in  fact  been  sold  before  B.'s  death, 
his  interest  is  then  an  interest  in  land  and  within  the  statute  (m). 

(c)  Awurances  of  land  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  corooration*  \n  mortmain  being,  as  it  would 
seem,  for  other  than  charitable  purpof«e8,  effect  a  forreiture  to  the  Crown,  see  ante,  p.  66. 

(d)  Att.-Gen.  r.  Grav««,  Amh.  165;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Caldwell,  id.  636;  Att..G«n.  v.  Meyrick, 
2  Ves.  44:  Att.-Gen.  v.  Karl  of  Winchelwa,  3  B.  C.  C.  373;  ».  c.  nom.  Att.-Gen.  t.  Hur^t, 
2  Cox,  864;  White  v.  Evanf»,  4  Ves.  21 :  Carrie  t>.  Pje,  17  Ves.  462;  Kilford  v.  Blaner,  29 
Ch.  D.  145,  31  Ch.  D.  66.  See  n.  3  of  the  Act.  of  Geo.  2,  and  Toppin  v.  Lomas,  16  0.  B. 
169.    And  nee  s.  10  of  the  Act  of  1888.  ante. 

(e)  Alexander  v.  Brame,  80  Beav.  163 ;  Lncas  v.  Jones,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  78. 
(/)  Thirl. 

(g)  Re  Watts,  Comford  t>.  Elliott,  29  Ch.  D.  947. 

(A)  Collinson  v.  Pater,  2  K.  &  Mv.  344.    And  see  Jeffries  t.  Alexander,  8  H.  L.  Ga.  694. 
(i)  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  R.  &'My.  71.    See  also  Shepheard  «.  Beetham,  6  Ch.  D.  697 
(lien  for  premium  payable  on  errant  of  lease). 
(k)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Barley,  6  Mad.  821. 

(0  Marsh  t.  Att.-Gen.',  2  J.  &  H.  61 ;  Lucas  9.  Jones,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  78. 
(m)  CoDTersely  where  a  testatoff  having  a  reversionary  interest  in  personalty,  which 
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"It  may  very  well  be,"  said  Lord  Cairns,  "that  no  one  of  the  several 
persons  entitled  to  the  proceeds  could  insist  upon  entering  on  the 
land,  or  taking  the  land,  or  enjojring  the  land  qui  land,  but  the  in- 
terest of  each  one  of  them  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  interest  in  land"(n). 

If  the  pecuniary  gift  is  partly  charged  upon  land  and  partly  per- 
sonal, it  will  be  void  pro  tanto.     And  therefore,  where  a  testator 
devised  a  freehold  estate  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce   Legacy, 
applied,  together  with  so  much  of  the  personal  estate  as   ^^^^jlj^ 
should  be  necessary,  to  secure  an  annuity  of  30^.  for  the   personal,  void 
Hfe  of  A.,  and  after  his  death,  the  principal  to  go  to  a  P"^  ^^• 
charity ;  the  freehold  estate  not  being  sufficient  to  raise  the  money, 
it  was  held  that  the  bequest  was  good  as  to  the  residue,  which  was  to 
be  raised  out  of  the  personal  estate  (o). 

By  the  older  authorities  the  act  of  Greo.  2  was  held  to  extend  to 
every  description  of  property  savoring  of  the  realty ;  as,  the  privi- 
lege by  a  grant  from  the  Crown  of  laying  chains  in  the   property 
river  Thames  for  mooring  ships*  (p) ;  canal  shares  (q)  ;   savoring  of 
and  money  secured  by  assignment  of  turnpike  tolls  (r),   "*  '^* 
or  bridge  tolls   («),  or  of  the  poor's  rate  and  county  Early  deciaions 
rates  (t).    These  authorities  were  followed  in  compara-  re^^pecting 
tively  recent  times  by  similar  decisions  regarding  money  ^3*de*^*ii^ 
secured  by  mortgage  of  the  rates  imposed  on  the  occu-   tures 
piers  of  houses  by  improvement  commissioners  (u),  or  by 
♦mortgage  of  railway  («),  harbor  (y),  dock  («),  or  canal  (a)  [•182] 
tolls  all  which  are  commonly  called  debentures  (b).    All  these 

dnrioff  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  (who  sttrrived  him)  was  subject  to  a  power  of  investment 
in  real  securities,  but  which  was  never  so  invested,  be(^neatbea  it  to  a  cbarity,  the  bequest 
was  held  valid.  The  actual  condiUon  of  the  fund  when  it  fell  in  was  the  criterion,  Re  Beau- 
mont's Trusts,  32  Bear.  191. 

(»)  Brook  «.  Badley,  L.  R.,  8  Cb.  672.  See  also  Aspinall  v.  Bourne.  29  Beav.  462:  Cad- 
bury  V.  Smith,  L.  R.,  9  £q.  43;  Re  Watts,  Ck>rnford  «.  Elliott,  29  Ch.  D.  947.  Thus  Shad- 
bolt  V.  Thorton,  17  Sim.  49,  is  overruled. 

to)  Waite  v.  Webb,  6  Mad.  71.    See  also  Re  Hill's  Trusts,  16  Ch.  D.  173. 

\p )  Negus  9.  Coulter,  Amb.  367. 
a)  Howso  V.  Chapman,  4  Ves.  542;  Tomlinson  v.  Tomlinson,  9  Beav  459. 

IV  Knapp  0.  Williams.  4  Ves.  430,  n.;  Ashton  v.  Lord  Langdale,  4  De  (}.  &  S.  402. 

(j)  Re  David,  41  Ch.  D.  168. 

(0 


See  also  per  Lord  fiCacnaughten,  Payne  o.  Esdaile,  13  App.  Ca.  628. 

(u)  Thornton  r.  Kempson,  Kay,  592;  Chandler  r.  Howell,  4  Ch.  D.  651;  nee  also  Howse  «. 
Chapman,  4  Ves.  542  (where,  however,  the  form  of  secnritj  is  not  Riven);  Toppin  r.  Lomas, 
16  C.  B.  159  (Westminster  improvement  bonds  having  the  benefit  of  a  general  mortgage  of 
lands);  Cluff  i;.  ClufF,  2  Ch.  D.  222  (consol.  stock  of  Metrop.  Bd.  of  Works).  Jervis  o.  Law- 
rence, 22  Ch.  D.  202  is  contra.  The  test  seems  to  be  whether  or  not  the  particular  secarity 
in  any  way  affects  the  land. 


{x)  Ashton  V.  Lord  T^ngdale,  snp. 


.9,  Ion  V.  Ashton,  28  Beav.  379. 

\M)  Alexander  v.  Brame,  80  Beav.  153. 

(a)  Re  Langham's  Trust,  10  Hare,  446. 

(5)  If  the  debenture  was  in  form  a  bond  or  promissory  note  for  money  borrowed  on  the 
credit  of  the  undertaking,  but  not  by  assignment  of  the  tolls  or  of  the  undertaking,  it  was 
held  not  within  the  act,  Myers  v.  Pefinl,  16  Sim.  533;  and  per  Wood,  V.-C.,  Re  Langham'H 
Trust,  sup.;  and  Bunting  «.  Marriott,  19  Beav.  163  (Tothill  Fields  Improvement).  Tliere  is 
nothing  m  the  word  "  debenture  '*  which  imports  a  chai^ge  on  property  or  anything  more 
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were  held,  within  the  plain  words  of  the  act^  '^  charges  or  incumbrances 
affecting  hereditaments." 

But  ^'  the  current  of  modem  decisions  is  against  the  older  cases, 
and  while  there  is  to  be  discovered  an  inclination  formerly  to  carry 
the  provisions  of  the  act  beyond  the  legislature,  the  tendency  of  mod- 
em decisions  has  been  the  other  way "  (e).  So  charges  on  the  bor- 
ough funds  of  municipal  corporations  (d),  though  arising  partly  from 
rents  of  land,  have  been  held  not  to  give  iJie  holders  an  interest  in  land 
so  as  to  be  within  the  mischief  of  the  act  (e).  And  moneys  charged  on 
police  rates  are  not  within  the  act,  as  they  do  not  affect  the  land,  but 
merely  give  a  right  to  call  for  payment  out  of  the  rates  (/).  And  it 
Shares  in  is  ^ow  settled  that  shares  in  all  joint  stock  companies  or 

Com'^niS?  partnerships,  whether  incorporated  or  not  (^),  having 
not  within  power  to  hold  land  for  trading  purposes  (A),  where  such 
the  act  jgjj^  ig  vested  in  the  corporation  or  in  individuals  (as 

the  case  may  be),  in  trust  only  to  use  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
profit  as  part  of  the  stock  in  trade,  even  though  the  undertaking  be 
based  entirely  upon  the  holding  of  land,  as  in  the  cases  of  railway, 
dock,  market,  gas,  canal,  mining,  and  land-jobbing  companies,  and 
also,  of  course,  where  the  holding  of  land  is  only  incidental  to  the 
business,  as  in  the  case  of  banking  and  assurance  companies,  are  ex- 
empted from  the  operation  of  the  act  (t*).  The  exemption 
[*183]  does  not  depend  *on  the  clause  frequently  inserted  in  acts 
and  deeds  of  settlement  declaring  shares  to  be  personal  estate 
and  transmissible  as  such  (Jc)^  nor  on  the  nature  of  the  business  (Z), 
but  on  the  nature  of  the  individual  shareholder's  interest.  ''The 
true  way  to  test  it,"  said  Lord  St.  Leonards,  in  Myers  v,  Perigal  (m), 
would  be  to  assume  that  there  is  real  estate  in  the  company  vested 
in  the  proper  persons  under  the  provisions  of  the  partnership  deed. 


than  a  mere  promiae  to  pay.  See  per  Denman,  J.,  in  Edgington  v.  Fitonaarice,  39  Ch.  D. 
409. 

(c)  Per  Lord  St  Leonardis  2  D.  H.  &  0.  619. 

\d)  Stats.  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  «.  99;  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  60. 

(e)  Re  Thompeon,  Bedford  r.  Teal,  46  Ch.  D.  161.  But  see  as  to  consolidated  stock  of  the 
corporation  of  Manchester,  Re  Holmes,  Holmes  «.  Holmes,  W.  N.  1890,  p.  169. 


rers  v.  Perisal,  11  C.  B.  90, 
9  D.  M.  &  G  699;  Watson  ».  SpraUey,  10  Exch.  282  (case  on  the  Stat  of  Frauds);  Hayter 
V.  Tacker,  4  K.  &  J.  243;  and  the  anthoriaes  cited  in  those  cases. 

(*)  See  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  78.  «    ^      ^  «        ..^    «t  „. 

(•)  Att.-Oen.  r.  Giles,  6  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.  44;  Swirlinff  t.  Parker,  9  Beav.  460;  Walker  «. 
Milne,  11  Beay.  607;  Thomp«)n  «.  Thompson.  1  Coll.  SSI  ?  Hilton  ».  Giraud,  1  De  G.  &  S. 
18.3;  Ashton  ».  Lord  Unffdale,  4  De  G.  &  8  409;  Myere  «.  Perigal,!  6  Sim.  638;  Re  Ung- 
ham's  Trust,  10  Hare,  446;  F-dwards  t.  Hall,  11  Hare,  1,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  74:  Bennett  «.  Blair, 
16  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  618  (com-exchan«e);  Hayter  i;.  Tucker,  4  K.  &  J.  243  (cost-book  mmeh 
Entwistle  r.  Dayis,  L.  R.,4  Eq.  272  (land  company);  oyerruling  Ware  r.  Cumberlege,  20 
Beay.  608,  and  Glynn  «.  Morris,  27  Beay.  218.  Shares  in  a  railway  company,  whose  line  is 
leased  to  another  company  at  a  rent,  are  on  the  same  footing,  Linley  v.  Taylor,  1  Giff.  67, 

2D.F.&J.84.  .....  «  ,^ 

(h)  10  Hare,  449.    A  deed  would  of  course  be  insufficient  for  the  purpose,  Baxter  t.  Brown, 

7  M.  ft  Gr.  216.    Besides  personalty,  unless  "  pure,'*  is  within  the  act 
(0  Entwistle  «.  Hayis,  L.  R.,  4  £q.  272,  stated  below.  , .     ..    . 

(m)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  620.    A  debenture  charffing  the  **  undertaking  **  of  a  Milwmy  company 

does  not  giye  to  the  holder  an  inurest  in  land{  see  post,  p.  184. 
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Could  any  of  the  partners  enter  upon  the  lands^  or  claim  any  portion 
of  the  real  estate  for  his  prirate  purposes  ?  Or^  if  there  was  a  house 
upon  the  land,  could  any  two  or  more  of  the  members  enter  upon  the 
occupation  of  such  house?  I  apprehend  they  clearly  could  not; 
they  would  have  no  right  to  step  upon  the  land ;  their  whole  interest 
in  the  property  of  the  company  is  with  reference  to  the  shares  bought, 
which  represent  their  proportions  of  the  profits.  No  incumbrancer 
of  an  individual  member  of  the  company  would  have  any  such  right. 
In  shorty  a  member  has  no  higher  interest  in  the  real  estate  of  the 
company  than  that  of  an  ordinary  partner  seeking  his  share  of  the 
profits,  out  of  whatever  property  those  profits  might  be  found  to 
have  resulted."  And  the  fact  that  by  the  dissolution  ^  a  company 
the  shareholders  may  become  specifically  interested  in  the  real  prop- 
erty is  to  be  considered  as  a  remote  event,  and  no  more  avoiding  a 
bequest  of  a  share  to  a  charity  than  a  like  bequest  of  a  simple  con- 
tract debt  would  be  avoided,  because  it  might  ultimately  become  a 
judgment  debt,  and  thus  a  charge  upon  realty  (n). 

*  This  doctrine  was  fully  adopted  in  Entwistle  v.  Davis  (o),  [•184] 
where  shares  in  land  companies  established,  one  for  the  pur- 
pose of  buying,  improving,  letting,  and  selling  land,  the  other  for 
raising  by  subscription  a  fund  out  of  which  every  member  should  re- 
ceive the  amount  or  value  of  his  share  for  the  erecting  or  purchase  of 
a  dwelling-house,  or  other  real  or  leasehold  estate  (giving  satisfactory 
mortgage  security  for  the  advance),  were  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood 
not  to  be  within  the  statute.  In  neither  case  could  a  shareholder 
claim  any  portion  of  the  land  which  was  held  by  the  company  for  the 
purposes  of  its  business. 

If,  in  the  case  of  the  second  company,  an  option  had  been  given 
to  every  shareholder  of  taking  a  plot  of  land,  the  y.-G.  thought  some- 
thing might  have  been  said.  And  if  the  land  of  a  company  or  part- 
nership be  vested  in  any  person  in  trust,  not  for  the  purposes  of  the 
undertaking  generally,  but  for  the  individual  shareholders  or  part- 
ners in  proportion  to  their  shares,  then  such  shares  are  an  interest  in 
land  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  (xeo.  2,  for  then  the  individual 
shareholder  would  have  power  to  call  upon  the  trustee,  not  merely  for 
his  share  of  the  profits;  but  for  part  of  the  very  land  itself,  which,  in  the 
cases  previously  conaidered,  he  could  not  do  {p).    So  a  share  in  a  pri- 

in)  See  6  Bear.  44S,  9  D.  M.  &  O.  620,  7  id.  S85.  10  Exch.  899,  946,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  976. 
Whether  shftret  of  the  nttare  now  under  considerauon  are  jroods  and  chattels  within  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  aee  Ex  parte  Yauxhall  Bridge  Company,  1  01.  &  J.  10],  and  Re  Lancaster 
Canal  Company,  Dilworth*s  case,  Mont.  &  Bli.  94.  On  t^e  nature  of  shares  as  qualification  for 
the  county  rote,  see  Baxter  «.  Brown,  7  M.  &  Gr.  198;  Bulmer  «.  Norris,  9  C.  B.,  N.  S.  19; 
Watson  9.  Black,  16  Q.  B.  D.  970.  Shares  In  an  incorporated  company  held  not  an  interest 
in  land  within  s.  4  of  Stat,  of  Frauds,  Bradley  «.  Holdsworth,  8  li.  &  Wei.  499;  nor  within 
8. 17,  Duncuft  9,  Albrecht,  19  Sim.  189.  So  (as  to  s.  4)  shares  in  a  cost>book  mine,  Hayter 
V.  Tucker,  4  K.  &  J.  943;  Watson  v.  Spratley,  10  Exch.  999;  Powell «.  Jessop.  18  C.  B.  887; 
Walker  «.  Bartlett,  id.  845.  Shares  in  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Co.  were  held  (before  1  Vict. 
e.  96)  to  pass  by  unattested  codicil,  Bligh  «.  Brent,  9  T.  &  C.  968. 

(o)  L.  R.^  Eo.  979. 

{p )  Per  Wood,  y.43.,  Hayter  «.  Toeker,  4  K.  &  J.  951. 
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vate  partnership,  holding  land,  is  within  the  statute,  since  (unlike 
a  share  in  a  public  company)  it  cannot  be  realized  without  sale  of 
the  land  (q). 

The  current  of  decision  regarding  debentures  has  also  been  re- 
versed. The  course  taken  was  this.  It  was  held  in  Q.  B.  that  a 
Railway  de-  mortgage  by  a  railway  company  by  assignment  of  the 
benturea, &c.  "undertaking"  and  tolls  would  not  support  ejectment 
against  the  company.  Coleridge,  J.,  said  it  was  a  pure  question  of 
construction ;  that  the  word  "  undertaking  "  was  ambiguous  ;  it  might 
possibly  include  the  land ;  but  if  it  did,  the  instrument  gave  the  mort- 
Later  deci-  E^S^^  power,  if  he  took  possession,  to  put  an  end  to  the 
sions.  undertaking:   which  was  a  monstrous  and  improbable 

supposition  (r).  This  was  followed  by  Turner  and  Cairns,  L.  J  J., 
who  decided  that  all  the  mortgagee  could  touch  under  such  an  instru- 
ment was  the  profits  of  the  undertaking ;  that  the  undertaking  was 
made  over  to  him  as  a  going  concern,  and  plainly  with  a  view  to  its 
continuance,  and  not  so  as  to  give  him  any  power  to  break 
[*185]  it  up  or  interfere  with  its  ♦management  («).  The  two  de- 
cisions are  perhaps  not  identical ;  the  former  being  that  the 
land  did  not  pass,  the  latter  that,  if  it  did,  it  was  only  as  an  ingredi- 
ent in  a  going  concern.  From  these  decisions,  however  it  was  con- 
Attree  9.  eluded  in  Attree  v.  Hawe  (*),  that  money  secured  by 

Hawe.  guch  debentures  was  not  such  a  charge  on  hereditaments 

as  was  within  the  act :  for  the  mortgagee  having  "  no  power  to  take 
Railway  de-  *^®  l^^nd,  or  enter  on  the  land,  or  in  any  way  to  interfere 
bentares  not  with  the  Ownership,  possession,  or  dominion  of  the  statu- 
within  the  act.  ^^^^  owners  and  managers,"  the  gift  of  money  so  secured 
to  charitable  uses  was  not  within  the  mischief  against  which  the  act 
was  directed :  'Hhe  mischief,  and  the  sole  mischief,"  aimed  at  being, 
it  was  said,  the  making  land  inalienable. 

The  decision  in  Attree  v.  Hawe  is  convenient,  and  must  be  taken  to 
have  finally  settled  the  law  with  regard  to  railway  debentures :  for 
R«mftrk8  on  although  the  subject  of  gift  in  that  case  was  debenture 
Attree  v.  stock,  no  distinction  appears  to  have  been  intended  or 

^^*  to  be  possible  on  that  account ;  since  the  holder  of  such 

stock  has  by  statute  "  all  the  rights  and  powers  of  a  mortgagee  of  the 
undertaking,"  except  the  right  to  require  payment  of  his  principal  (w). 
Debentures  of  ^^^  principle  of  the  decision  is  applicable  to  the  deben- 
other  com-  tures  of  all  public  bodies  with  parliamentary  powers  and 
^^^'  duties  to  be  exercised  for  the  public  benefit,  as  harbor, 

(a)  Ashworth  v.  Mann,  15  Ch.  D.  863. 
(r)  Doe  d.  Myatt  v.  St.  Helen's  Railway,  9  Q.  B.  864. 
(j)  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  Railway,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  901. 
(0  9  Ch.  D.  837.    Se  also  Re  Mitchell's  Estate,  6  Ch.  D.  656;  Walker  «.  Milne,  11  Beav. 
607;  Re  Terburr's  Estate,  Ker  v.  Dent,  69  L.  T.  55. 
(«)  See  Harrison  v,  Cornwall  Minerals  Co.,  16  Ch.  D.  66. 
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dock,  canaly  and  waterworks  companies  (x),  and  public  bodies  consti- 
tuted for  the  impioyement  of  towns  (y). 

But  if  the  bonds  or  debentures  issued  by  a  public  body  amount  to 
a  specific  assignment  of  certain  tolls,  and  such  tolls  constitute  an  in- 
terest in  land,  the  securities  are  within  the  mischief  of  the  act,  and 
cannot  be  given  to  charitable  purposes.  Thus  where  trustees  were 
incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  managing  a  harbor  by  a  special  act 
which  empowered  them  to  demand  certain  rates  in  respect  of  vessels 
entering  or  leaving  the  harbor,  to  levy  tolls  for  the  passage  over  cer- 
tain bridges,  and  to  borrow  money  for  the  purposes  of  the  act 
'<  by  mortgage  of  the  several  tolls,  rates,  and  *  dues  by  this  act  [*186] 
authorized ;  '^  the  trustees  accordingly  issued  bonds  for  100^ 
each,  whereby  they  assigned  to  the  lender  '*  such  proportion  of  the 
several  rates,  tolls,  rents,  and  other  moneys  arising  and  accruing  by 
virtue  of  the  said  act  as  the  said  sum  of  lOOL  doth  or  shall  bear  to 
the  whole  sum  which  is  or  shall  be  borrowed  upon  the  credit  of  the 
said  rates,  tolls,  and  rents,  and  other  moneys,"  to  hold  to  the  assignee 
until  the  100^  with  interest  thereon  should  be  paid ;  it  was  held  by 
North,  J.  («),  that,  though  the  harbor  rates  were  governed  by  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ke  Christmas  (a),  that  decision 
did  not  apply  to  the  bridge  tolls,  the  assignment  of  which,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  decision  in  Knapp  v.  Williams  (b),  constituted  a  charge 
on  land  which  made  the  bonds  impure  personalty.  And  this  decision 
has  been  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (c). 

Growing  crops,  which  pass  under  a  devise  of  the  land 
on  which  they  are  growing,  and  clearly,  therefore,  savor     "*^  °^  *^^' 
of  realty,  are  within  the  act  (d).    But  rent,  when  due,  is  in  the  nature 
of  fruit  fallen :  it  is  severed  from  the  land,  and  the  right 
of  distress  is  not  an  interest  in  land,  but  merely  a  right     "^"°  "^ 
to  enter  and  enforce  payment  of  the  debt  by  seizure  of  the  chattels 
there  found.    Arrears  of  rent  may,  therefore,  be  be-   Tenant's 
queathed  to  a  charity  (e).    So  may  tenant's  fixtures,   fixtures, 
which,  on  the  determination  of  his*  lease,  the  testator  might  carry 
away  with  him  (/). 

Where  lands  are  devised  in  trust  for  a  charity,  the  trust  not  only 

(x)  Holdsworth  «.  Davenport,  8  Ch.  D.  186 ;  Walkar  v.  Milne,  11  Bear.  607;  Re  Christmas, 
Hartin  v,  Lacon,  83  Ch.  D.  882;  Re  Parker,  W!p:nall  t».  Parker,  W.  N.  1891,  p.  9.  The  cases 
of  Ashton  «.  I/>rd  Langdale,  4  De  G.  &  S.  403  (railwaj  debentures),  and  Chandler  «.  Bowell, 
4  Ch.  D.  861  (mortgage  of  ''works,"  &c.,  by  improvement  commissioners),  must  be  consid- 
ered overruled. 

(jr)  Jervis  «.  Lawrence,  32  Ch.  D.  203. 

(t)  Re  David,  Backley  o.  Royal  National  Life-boat  Institotion,  41  Ch.  D.  188. 

(a)  38  Ch.  D.  332. 

(b)  4  Ves.  430,  n.  The  remarks  of  North,  J.,  on  the  cases  of  Knapp  «.  Williams  and  Re 
Chnstmas  are  well  worthy  of  attentive  perusal. 

t48  Ch.  D.  27. 
Svmonds  v.  Marine  Society,  2  Oiff.  336. 
Edwards  «.  Hall,  11  Hare,  8,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  74 ;  Brook  v.  Badley,  L.  B.,  4  £q.  108  (a 
ig  <*  rent") ;  Thomas  v.  Howell,  L.  B.,  18  £q.  203. 
(/)  Johnston  v.  Swann,  8  liad.  487. 
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is  itself  void,  but  vitiates  the  devise  of  the  legal  estate 
trusts  Tttutas  on  which  it  is  ingrafted  (^) ;  and  therefore,  in  such 
^ut*^^  cases,  the  heir  may  recover  at  law ;  except  where  there 

are  other  trusts  not  charitable  (A) ;  or  where  the  trust  is 
secret,  that  is,  where  the  devisee  has  verbally  promised  to  hold  in 
trust  for  a  charity  (t) ;  in  either  of  which  excepted  cases  the 
[*187]  devise  carries  the  estate  *to  the  trustee^  and  the  heir(A;) 
must  prosecute  his  claim  in  equity  (Z). 
Where  the  conveying  of  land  to  a  charity  is  enjoined  as  a  condition 
subsequent,  as  where  the  devise  is  to  A.,  on  condition  that  he  shall 
convey  Whiteacre  (part  of  the  devised  estate)  to  a  charity,  the  condi- 
tion alone  is  void,  and  the  devise  is  absolute  (m). 

Though  the  recent  statute  like  the  act  of  (reo.  2  does  not  in  terms 
apply  to  the  proceeds  of  land  directed  to  be  sold,  yet  it  is  settled  by 
_^  construction,  that  a  fund  of  this  nature  is  within  its  spirit 

pSl^^  of  s^d  meaning  (n),  on  the  ground,  it  should  seem,  that  the 
"hark  ^\r  *^1    ^^fif**®®  might  have  elected  to  take  it  as  land  (o) ;  and  a 

legacy  payable  out  of  such  a  fund  of  course  shares  the 

So,  of  beqaett  3^°^®  ^^  (p)*  '^^^  ^^^  however,  does  expressly  embrace 
of  money  to  the  converse  case  of  money  being  directed  to  be  laid 
]uxd.   ^°  ^^     out  in  land(^),  and  the  prohibition  applies  not  only 

where  the  investment  in  land  is  expressly  directed  by 
the  will,  but  also  where  it  results  from  the  nature  and  regulations  of 
the  charity  itself  (r). 

A  recommendation  to  trustees  to  purchase  land  is  imperative,  and, 
Recommen-  consequently,  has  the  same  invalidating  effect  as  a  trust 
^\eilto"  ^^^^^  i®  mandatory  in  terms  (s).  But,  if  an  option  be 
be  mftncUtoiy.   given  to  the  trustees  to  lay  out  the  money  in  land, 

(g)  Adlington  r.  Cann,  8  Atk.  156 ;  Doe  d.  Bardett  r.  Wrigbte,  8  B.  &  AM.  710;  Pilking^ 
ton  V.  Bon^ev.  12  Sim.  114;  Cramp  v,  Playfoot,  4  K.  &  J.  479.  See  also  Churcherv. 
Maitiii242  Ch.'D.  812  (deed  not  enrolled,  &c./held  void  as  to  passing  legal  estate). 

(h)  Willett  «.  Sandford,  1  Yes.  186 ;  see  also  Doe  9.  Copestake,  6  &st,  828:  Doe«.  Pitcher, 
6  taunt  859;  Arnold  v.  Chapman^  1  Ves.  108 ;  Young  v.  Qrore.  4  C.  B.  668;  Doe  d.  Chidgev 
9.  Harris,  16  M.  &  Wels.  517;  Wright  v.  Wilkin,  81 L  J.,  Q.  B.  196. 

(0  Sweeting  «.  Sweeting,  8  N.  R.  240.    Am  to  secret  trusts,  post,  p.  194. 

{k)  But  if  the  devise  were  of  particular  lands  in  fee,  and  the  will  contained  a  residuary 
devise,  the  failure  of  the  fonner  would,  under  a  will  made  since  1887,  let  in  the  residuary 
devisee,  not  the  heir. 

(0  If  there  is  no  residuanr  devisee  or  heir  the  trustee  takes  for  his  own  benefit,  Gallard  «. 
Hawkins,  27  Ch.  D.  298.  In  the  case  of  personalty,  if  there  is  no  next  of  kin,  the  property 
goes  to  the  Crown,  Re  Oosman,  15  Ch.  D.  67. 

(m)  Poor  V.  Miall,  6  Mad.  82. 

(n)  Att.-Qen. «.  Lord  Wevmouth,  Amb.  20;  Curtis  v.  Hutton,  14  Yes.  687;  Trustee!  of 
British  Museum  «.  Wliite,  28.  &  St.  595. 

(o)  It  is  an  Interest  in  land,  per  Lord  Cairns,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  674. 

(p)  Page  9.  Leapingwell,  18  Yes.  468.  But  not  a  mere  debt  due  under  a  settlement  from 
the  Mttlor's  estate  to  the  trustees,  and  appointed  in  favor  of  a  charity  under  a  general  power 
contained  in  the  settlement,  though  such  debt  be  in  fact  payable  out  of  prooeeda  of  sale  of 
land.  Re  Robson,  Emley  «.  Davidson,  19  Ch.  D.  156. 

(q)  S.  4  (1).    See  Att.-Gen.  «.  HeartwelU  2  Ed.  284;  Pritehard  «.  Arbonin,  8  Ross.  458. 

(r)  Widmore  v,  Woodroffe,  Amb.  636;  Middleton  v,  Clitherow,  8  Yes.  784.  And  see  Den- 
ton V.  Manners,  25  Beav.  88,  2  De  Q.  &  J.  675. 

(j)  Att.-Oen.  9.  Daviet,  9  Yes.  646 (  Kirkband  «.  Hudson,  7  Pri.  819;  Pilkiagton  «. 
Boughey,  12  Sim.  114. 
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or  upon  gorernment  or  personal  security  (t)j  or,  generally,  to  ex- 
ecute the  trust  in  either  of  two  ways,  the  one  lawful,  the  other 
not  (tt),  or,  if  the  regulations  of  the  charity  be  such  that  the 
money  bequeathed  might,  if  *  the  act  were  out  of  the  way,  [*188] 
be  applied  either  in  one  way  or  the  other  (x),  the  bequest  is 
valid.    Thus,  in  Lewis  v,  AUenby  (y),  a  bequest  of  residue,  com- 
prising pure  and  impure  personalty,  to  trustees  for  divi- 
sion  among  such  charities  in  London  or  elsewhere  in   have  au  option 
England  as  they  in  their  discretion  should  think  proper,   {^^^^^^^^ 
was  upheld  on  the  ground  that  the  trustees  had  power  Ncurity,  the 
to  name  the  charities,  and  could  properly  exei-cise  it  as   ^f** " 
to  the  impure  personalty  only  in  favor  of  such  charities 
as  were  exempted  from  the  act.    It  was  attempted  to  bring  within 
the  scope  of  this  principle  a  direction  to  invest  on  such  mortgage 
securities  as  the  trustees  should  approve,  which,  it  was  contended, 
authorized  the  trustees  to  lay  out  the  fund  on  mortgages  of  personal 
chattels,  or  on  Irish  or  Scotch  real  securities  (some  of  which  the  tes- 
tator was  already  possessed  of)  ;  but  Lord  Langdale,  considering  that 
the  reasoning  savored  too  much  of  refinement^  held  the  bequest  to  be 
void  («). 

So,  if  investment  in  land  is  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  money, 
the  bequest  will  not  be  protected  by  the  circumstance  of  provision 
being  made  for  its  suspension  during  an  indefinite  period ;   ^^^^^  ^^ 
and,  therefore,  a  gift  of  personal  estate,  to  be  laid  out   purchaM  of 
in  the  purchase  of  lands,  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be   JiSmate"* 
void,  although  the  trustees  were  empowered  to  invest  object,  the 
the  money  in  the  funds  until  an  eligible  purchase  could  **^* " 
be  made  (a) ;  neither  will  a  direction  to  purchase,  though  accom- 
panied by  a  legal  alternative  direction  for  the  appli-  Even  though 
cation  of  the  money  in  case  the   purchase   cannot   be  there  be  an 
conveniently  made,   give  the   trustees   such  a  discre-  case  land  can- 
tion  as  to  take  the  bequest  out  of  the  statute,  where   nJ^ntfy^upT 
there  is  no  impediment  to  the  primary  trust  but  the  chaied.*'^ 

{i)  Soresby  v.  Hollins,  Amb.  311,  9  Mod.  221 ;  Widmore  «.  Qovemora  of  Qneen  Anne's 
Bounty.  1  B.  C.  C.  13,  n.;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Parsons,  8  Ves.  186;  Curtis  v,  Hntmn,  14  V«i.  537; 
Edwards  v.  Hall,  11  Hare,  11,  13,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  89;  Dent  «.  Allcroft,  80  Bear.  835;  Salns- 
bury  V.  Denton,  8  K.  &  J.  529;  Graham  r.  Paternoster,  81  Beav.  30;  Wilkinson  «.  Barber, 
L.  R.,  U  Eq.  96;  Morley  v.  Croxon,  8  Ch.  D.  156. 

(«)  Blavor  of  Faversham  v.  Ryder,  18  Bear.  318,  5  D.  M.  &  G-  350;  Baldwin  v.  Baldwin, 
22  Bear.  419;  London  University  «.  i  arrow,  1  De  G.  &  J.  73;  Sinnet  v.  Herbert,  L.  R.,  7 
Ch.  343;  Lewis  v.  Allenby,  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  668. 

(«)  Church  BaildinirSocietv  «.  Barlow.  3  D.  M.  &  G.  120;  Carter  v.  Green,  3  K.  &  J.  591; 
Denton  e.  Manners,  3  I>e  G.  ec  J.  675,  682.  Unless  the  purpose  of  the  gift  be  expressly  con- 
fined by  the  will  to  the  illegal  object;  s<*e  last  case.  If  the  will  be  expressly  worded  to  in- 
clude the  lUeffal  as  well  as  the  legal  objects,  it  would  seem  that  there  must  be  an  apportion- 
ment, Re  Ridley's  Trusts,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  147;  Hoare  v.  Osborne,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  585,  and  the 
share  apportioned  to  the  illegal  object  would  be  undisposed  of. 

(y)  L.  R.,  10  Rq.  668;  see  Re  Over,  Broadbent  v.  Barrow,  31  Ch.  113. 

(s)  Baker  t.  Sutton,  1  Kee.  224.  C!f .  I^ndon  University  «.  Yarrow,  sup.,  where  a  choice 
between  London  and  Dublin  was  expresslv  given. 

(a)  Grieves  «.  Case,  4  B.  C.  C  67,  Dick'.  251,  1  Ves.  jun.  548,  3  Cox,  301 :  Rnglish  v.  Orde, 
Dake,  Ch.  Uses,  432;  Pritchaid  v,  Arbouin,  3  Russ.  458;  Mann  «.  Burlingham,  1  Kee.  235. 


222  SUPEBSTITIOnS  and   charitable  uses.  [CH.  IX. 

statute  (b).  These  determinations  have  clearly  orerruled  Grimmett 
t;.  Grimmett  (c) ;  and  it  seems  somewhat  difficult  to  reconcile  with  them 
the  more  recent  case  of  Att.-Gen.  v.  Goddard  (d)^  where  a  tes- 
[*189]  tatrix,  after  *  bequeathing  lOOOZ.  Indian  annuities  to  trustees 
for  charitable  purposes,  added,  "  as  money  is  of  more  uncer* 
tain  value  than  land,  I  do  also  give  them  power  to  make  such  pur- 
chase as  they  shall  think  best  for  perpetuating  the  gift ; "  Sir  T. 
Plumer,  M.  E.,  hesitatingly  held  the  bequest  to  be  valid,  though  he 
admitted  it  to  be  doubtful  whether  the  clause  in  the  will  did  not 
amount  to  a  direction  to  purchase,  land,  and  whether  the  discretion 
extended  to  anything  further  than  the  selection  of  the  estate. 

It  is  clear,  that  where  the  will  is  silent  as  to  the  purchase  or  acqui- 
sition of  land,  and  the  charitable  trust  or  purpose  is  of  a  nature 
Leeac  valid  "^^^^^^  admits  of  its  being  fully  and  conveniently  exe- 
where  the  cuted  without  such  purchasc  or  acquisition,  the  legacy  is 
fand^iTnot'  ^^^-  ^^^^  ^here  the  testator  bequeathed  2fi00L  three 
essential  to  per  cent  reduced  annuities,  and  directed  the  dividends 
the  trust,  ^  ^^e  applied  "for  and  towards  establishing  a  school," 

Lord  Loughborough  said,  that  this  did  not  include  the  purchase  or 
g..    ..  renting  of  land:  the  master  might  teach  in  his  own 

to  establish  a  housc,  or  in  the  church  (e).  So,  in  another  case,  the  be- 
achool;  quest  of  personalty,  "to  be  a  perpetual  endowment  and 

—to  endow  maintenance  of  two  schools,"  was  considered,  by  Rich- 
^*'  ards,  C.  B.,  to  be  so  far  good;  though  it  was  rendered 

void  by  the  addition  of  a  recommendation  to  purchase  land  (/).  And 
even  where  the  interest  of  the  bequeathed  fund  was  directed  to  be 
applied  in  "providing  a  proper  school-house,"  Sir  J. 
Mh^f h^^*  *  Leach,  V.-C,  thought  that,  as  the  intention  might  be  ex- 
ecuted by  hiring  a  house,  without  the  necessity  of  pur- 
chasing land,  the  bequest  was  valid;  and  that,  too,  though  the 
will  contained  expressions  showing  that  the  testator  contemplated 
the  perpetuity  of  the  charity  (g).  So,  where  the  trustees  were  ex- 
pressly directed  to  apply  the  income  of  a  charity  fund  in  the  pur- 
chase or  rental  of  an  appropriate  building  (A).  Also  where  trustees 
were  directed  to  apply  a  fund  upon  trust  to  hire  rooms  for  the  recep- 
tion of  poor  women  (i). 

Much  reliance  was  in  these  cases  placed  on  the  circumstance  that 

(b)  Att-Gen.  «.  Hodgson,  15  Sim.  146.  Bat  see  Warren  «.  Rndall,  4  K.  &  J.  603,  affinned 
In  D.  P.  sub  nom.  Hall  v.  Warren,  9  H.  L.  Ca.  420,  post,  Chap.  L. 

(c)  Amb.  310. 
Id)  T.  &  R.  348. 

(e)  Att.-Gen.  9.  Williams.  4  B.  C.  C  526,  2  Cox,  387;  see  also  Att.-Gen.  «.  Jordan,  High- 
more  on  Mortmain,  226.  Also  Martin  v.  Wellstead,  23  L.  J.  Ch.  927;  Hartshome  v.  Nichol- 
son, 26  Reav.  58. 

(jO  Kirkbank  v.  Hadson,  7  Price,  221. 

(g)  Johnston  v.  Swann,  3  Mad.  457;  and  see  Crafton  'v.  Frith,  16  Jar.  737,  20  L.  J.  Ch. 

(h)  Davenport  9.  Mortimer,  3  Jur.  287,  V.-C.  ShadweU. 
(t;  Re  Robson,  Emley  v,  Davidson,  19  Ch.  D.  156. 
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the  purposes  of  the  will  were  to  be  answered  out  of  the  annual 
income  as  it  arose,  leaving  the  principal  untouched.   ^   ^      . 
Where  a  legacy  was  given  towards  ''establishing''  a  purchase  of 
school  near  the  Angel  Inn  at  E.,  provided  a  further  mm  ^^  intended. 
could  he  raised  in  aid  thereof  if  found  necessary  ;  Sir  G.  Tur- 
ner, y.-C,  said  that  the  first  *  words  indicated  an  intention  [*190] 
to  oooupj  a  site  in  the  neighborhood  referred  to ;  and 
that  the  latter  words  removed  all  doubt,  showing  that  ^fbUsh^ 
the  establishment  of  the  school  was  not  to  be  by  a  sue-  school; 
cession  of  smaU  payments,  but  by  the  immediate  expenditure  of  a 
sum  of  money.    He  thought  it  clear  that  the  intention  was  that  land 
should  be  purchased  {k). 

So,  in  Dunn  v.  Bownas  (Z),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of 
money  to  the  mayor  and  corporation  of  N.,  in  trust  for  the  purpose 
of  ''establishing"  a  hospitaJ  for  twelve  poor  widows,     .      .  . 
with  a  monthly  allowance  of  twenty  shillings  to  each,  ' 

the  surplus  to  be  applied  in  providing  for  them  coals,  clothing,  or 
other  necessaries ;  and  he  declared  that  the  bequest  was  to  be  carried 
into  effect  at  the  death  of  his  sisters,  or  during  their  lives  if  they 
should  think  proper,  in  which  case  they  should  be  allowed  to  name 
the  first  inmates.  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  ¥.-€.,  held  that  the  only  way  in 
which  the  trust  could  be  executed,  was  to  buy  a  house  with  part  of 
the  fund,  and  that  the  reference  to  "  surplus  income  "  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  alter  this  plain  conclusion. 

And  in  Tatham  v.  Drummond  (m),  a  bequest  of  money  to  be  ap- 
plied towards  the  '^establishment"  of  slaughter-houses  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  London  was  held  void  by  Lord  Westbury, 
who  thought  it  could  not  be  doubted  that  if  there  were  ^J^^f'**'**'^ 
no  Statute  of  Mortmain,  a  bequest  to  "establish"  a 
charity  such  as  a  school  or  a  hospital  in  any  parish  or  district  would 
be  carried  into  effect  by  the  purchase  of  land  and  the  erection  of 
buildings  thereon;  and  he  adopted  Lord  Loughborough's  rule  (n) 
that  the  Court  would  not  alter  its  conception  of  the  purposes  of  a 
testator  merely  because  they  happened  to  fall  within  the  prohibitions 
of  the  statute. 

So  a  bequest  to  "found"  a  chapel  (o)  is  prima  facie  —to  found  a 

void.  chapel. 

But  a  bequest  to  "endow"  churches  and  chapels  in  Legacy  to  en- 
populous  districts  {p),  or  to  "support"  a  school  at  ihwur&^ 
-*-  {^)y  ^^  *o  "found  a  charitable  endowment"  (r),  is  good. 

(Jb)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Hull,  9  Hare,  647;  and  see  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hodgson,  15  Sim.  146;  Loncitafl 
».  Renneson.  1  Drew.  28;  Be  Clancy,  16  Bear.  295. 
(/)  1  K.  &  J.  596. 

(»)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  484,  rereraing  Wood,  V.-C.,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  43S. 
(fi)  Att-Gen.  v.  Williamfl,  2  Cos,  887. 
(o)  Hopkins  t.  Phillips,  8  Giff.  182. 
\p)  Edwards  t.  Hall,  11  Hare,  1,  6  D.  M.  &  Q.  74. 

g)  Horier  v.Croxon,  8  Ch.  D.  156 ;  Kirkbank  v.  Hadson,  7  Pri.  221,  per  Biehazdi,  C.  B.,  ina 

r)  8aliu6iii7  ».  Denton,  8  K.  &  J.  529. 
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''iDttitiition."   good.    A  bequest  to  establish  an  *'  institution ''  may  also 
be  good  if  the  purpose  of  the  institution  as  described 

does  not  require  the  purchase  of  land  («). 
[*191]      *  It  has  been  much  questioned  whether  a  bequest  of  money, 

to  be  applied  in  the  '^  erection ''  of  a  school-house  or  other 
Lencr  to  bo  l>^il<ii^g>  ^or  charitable  purposes,  is  bad,  as  involving  a 
applied  in  trust  to  purchase.     Lord  Hardwicke  considered  that  if 

Widing,^Ll.    *^®  trustees  could  get  a  piece  of  ground  given  to  them, 

so  that  land  need  not  be  purchased,  the  gift  was 
good  (t) ;  but  the  contrary  is  now  settled  {u) :  and  to  make  such  a 
bequest  valid,  the  testator  must  either  point  to  land  already  in  mort- 
main, or  he  must  forbid  the  purchase  of  land  (v).  Thus,  in  Mather 
t;.  Scott  (x),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  legacy  to  trustees,  with  a 
request  that  they  would  entreat  the  lord  of  the  manor  to  grant  land 
for  building  almshouses,  Lord  Langdale,  M.  E.,  held  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  bequest  was  not  sufSciently  expressed  to  exclude  a  pur- 
Legacy  on  chase,  and  therefore  the  ^if t  failed.  And  it  is  equally 
condition  that  clear  that  a  legacy,  on  condition  that  the  legatee  provide 
^ks  land,  IsLad  for  effecting  the  testator's  object,  is  void,  as  being 
▼old.  ^  truth  a  purchase  of  the  land  from  the  legatee  (y). 

And  it  would  not  avail,  that  charity  legatees,  by  whom  a  fund  is 
directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  erection  of  buildings,  possess  and  offer 
to  appropriate  for  the  purpose  land  already  in  mortmain,  unless  the 
bequest  were  so  framed  as  not  to  admit  of  a  new  purchase  being 
made  for  the  occasion  (z) ;  nor  is  a  bequest  to  build  made  valid  by  a 
proviso  that  the  legacy  shall  not  be  paid  until  the  building  has  been 
commenced  (a). 

But  if  the  testator  has  expressly  forbidden  a  purchase,  though  he 
declares  his  expectation  or  desire  that  land  will  be  provided  from 

other  sources  (b),  or  if  the  direction  is  to  build  ^^when  and 
[*192]  *80  soon  as  land  shall  at  any  time  be  given  for  the  pur- 

(f)  Baldwin  9,  Baldwin,  22  Bear.  413  (tmst  to  provide  annuities  for  indigent  persons,  with 
directions  for  the  management  of  the  "  institution" ).  And  see  per  Lord  Crauworth;  London 
University  v.  Yarrow,  I  De  6.  &  J.  81  (hospital  for  animals). 

(0  Vaughan  v.  Farrer,  3  Yes.  182;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bowles,  id  547,  3  Atk.  806. 

(»)  Foy  ».  Fov,  1  Cox,  168;  Pelham  v.  Anderson,  2  Ed.  296,  1  B.  C.  C.444,  n.;  Att-Gen. 
V,  Nash,  3  B.  CrC.  688;  Att-Gen.  «.  Whitchurch.  8  Yes.  144;  Chapman  v.  Brown,  6  id. 
404;  Att.-Gen.  t.  Parsons,  8  id.  186;  Att.-Gen.  u.  Davies,  8  Ves.  535;  Pritchard  v.  Arbouin, 
3  Buss.  458;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hodgson,  15  Sim.  146;  Smith  v.  Oliver,  11  Beav.  481. 

(V)  Att-Gen.  v.  Davies,  9  Yes.  544;  Pratt  v.  Harvey,  L.  B.,  12  £q.  544. 

\x)  2  Kee.  172. 

(«)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Davies,  9  Ves.  535;  and  see  Dunn  v,  Bownas,  1  K.  &  J.  602. 

(z)  Giblett  V.  Hobeon,  5  Sim.  651,  3  Mv.  &  K.  517;  Re  Watmough's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  8  Eq. 
272;  Cox  v.  Davie,  7  Ch.  D.  204.  In  Giblett  v.  Hobson,  Lord  Brougham  held  that  circum- 
sUnoes  dehors  the  will  might  be  investigated  for  the  purpose  of  getting  at  the  intention,  i.e., 
evidence  of  '*  surrounding  circumstances,**  according  to  the  general  rule.  See  Att.-Gen.  v. 
Hyde,  Amb.  751 ;  Booth  v.  Carter,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  757;  Cresswell  v.  Cresswell,  L.  R.,  6  £q.  69, 
75.    And  see  Ch.  Xm. 

(a)  Pratt  v.  Harvey,  L.  R.,  12  Eq.  544,  correcting  the  dictum  of  Alderaon,  B.,  Dixon  v, 
Butler,  3  T.  &  C.  677. 

(b)  Philpott  V.  St  George*s  Hospital,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  338,  reversing  21  Beav.  134,  and  over- 
ruling Tyre  v.  Corporation  of  Gloucester,  14  Beav.  173.  See  also  Cawood  «.  Thompeon,  I 
Sm.  &  Giff.  409:  Re  White's  Trusts,  W.  N.  1882,  p.  113. 
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pose ''  (e),  the  bequest  is  valid :  for  the  statute  does  not  Beauest  to 
forbid  the  dedication  of  land  to  charity  by  act  inter  ^f ^igJ^^id• 
vivos ;  on  the  contrary,  it  expressly  regulates  the  man-  the  purchaM 
ner  of  doing  so,  and  there  is  nothing  to  invalidate  a  <^^^*^ 
bequest  of  money  for  building  upon  land  so  provided. 
And  a  direction  to  the  trustees  to  have  due  regard  to  the  application 
of  the  fund  being  consistent  with  the  laws  then  in  force,  has  been 
held  to  refer  to  the  mortmain  laws,  and  to  be  equivalent  to  forbid- 
ding the  purchase  of  land  (d).    If  the  testator  shows  that  he  means 
the  gift  to  take  effect,  whether  land  be  provided  or  not,  the  legacy 
is  valid  (0). 

The  bequest  of  a  sum  of  money  to  be  applied  in  the  erection  of 
buildings  on  land  which  is  already    devoted    to    charitable   pur- 
X>oses  (/),  or  in  the  repair  and  improvement  of  build- 
ings appropriated  to  charity  (g),  is  unquestionably  valid,   of  land  already 
as  by  such  gifts  no  additional  land  is  thrown  into  mort-  jji^jjj*^'' 
main  (A).    But,  as  before  stated,  a  reference  to  land 
already  in  mortmain  must  be  found  in  the  will.    A  bequest  to  build 
a  parsonage  house  at  G.  "  in  manner  as  I  have  already  promised  the 
same,"  was  held  to  refer  to  a  transaction  by  which  a  site   Reference  to 
had  already  been  appropriated  for  the  purpose,  and  so  l*nd  in  mort- 
by  implication  to  the  site  itself  (t).    So  a  bequest  to   found  in  the 
build  a  parsonage  house  in  connection  with  B.  church  ^>^^' 
was  upheld,  on  the  ground  that  a  site  had  in  fact  (though  this  was  not 
noticed  in  the  wiU)  been  appropriated  to  the  purpose,  and  that  the 
trustees  would  not  have  been  justified  in  purchasing  any  other  land 
for  the  purpose  (k).  And  a  bequest  to  help  enlarge  the  parish  church 
at  M.  was  held  good  as  impliedly  referring  to  the  glebe  or  church- 
yard {I).    But  a  bequest  ''to  erect  a  new  chapel  at  H.  instead 
of  the  one  now  in  use  when  such  an  erection  shall  *take  [*193] 
place,"  was  held  not  to  be  a  reference  to  the  site  on  which 
the  old  chapel  stood  {m). 

A  legacy  to  be  applied  in  the  liquidation  of  a  subsisting  incum- 

(c)  This  was  assumed  in  Chamberlajne  v.  Brockett,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  206,  and  is  according  to 
Lord  Cranworth^s  judgment  in  Philpott  v.  St.  Geor^^'s  Hospital,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  357.  See  also 
Biscoe  V.  Jackson.  W.  N.  1882,  p.  16.  If  the  gift  it«elf  were  made  to  depend  on  such  a  con- 
UnsencT,  it  would  be  void  for  remoteness,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  208,  n.,  212. 

(3)  tknt  0.  Allcroft,  30  Beav.  385. 

(e)  Henshaw  v.  Atkinson,  8  Mad.  306.  But  the  decision  did  not  depend  on  that  Per 
Lord  Cranworth,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  359. 

(J)  Glubb  V,  Att.-Qen.,  Amb.  878;  Brodie  9.  Duke  of  Chandos,  1  B.  C  C  144,  n. ;  Att.- 
Gen.  f).  Bishop  of  Oxford,  id.;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Parsons,  8  Yes.  186;  Att.-Gkn.  9.  Munby,  1 
Mer.  827 ;  Shaw  v.  Pickthall,  Dan.  92;  Fisher  v.  Brierl}',  1  D.  F.  &  J.  643. 

{g)  Harris  V.  Barnes,  Amb.  651;  Att.-Qen.  «.  Bishop  of  Chester,  1  B.  C.  C.  444.  See  also 
Champney  v.  Darey,  11  Ch.  D.  949. 

(A)  As  to  the  eridenoe  required  in  these  cases,  that  the  land  on  which  the  expenditure  is  to 
be  made  has  been  effectually  devoted  to  charity,  vide  Ingleby  v.  Dobson,  4  Buss.  842 ;  Shaw 
V.  Pickthall.  Dan.  92. 

(0  Sewelt  V.  Crewe-Read,  L.  R..  8  Eq.  60. 

Ih)  Crpsswell  «.  Cresswell,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  69. 

(0  Re  Hawkitt's  Trusts,  88  Beav.  570. 

(m)  Re  Watmooffh's  Tnuts,  L.  R.,  8  £q.  272,  diiwenting  from  Booth  v.  Carter,  L.  R.,  8  Eq. 
757,  which  it  contra. 

TOL.  L  15 
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brance  on  real  estate,  which  is  already  subject  to  charitable  uses, 

appears  to  have  been  considered  as  not  falling  within 
•p^S  in  dL  ^^  same  principle  as  a  legacy  to  build  on  land  so  subject, 
cbargingan       but  as  appropriating  to  charity  a  new  interest  in  land. 

incumbrance        rni_  i  •  <• 

on  charity         Thus,  a  bequcst  of  a  sum  of  money,  to  be  applied  in 
vSff'*^  ™'       paying  off  a  mortgage  debt  on  a  meeting-house,  cannot  be 

supported  (n) ;  and  it  matters  not  that  the  incumbrance 
is  equitable  only  (o). 

Where  a  legacy,  which,  standing  alone,  would  be  valid,  is  founded 
upon  and  derives  its  purpose  and  object  from  an  illegal  devise,  it 
^^^  is  necessarily  involved  in  the   failure  of  such   devise, 

founded  on  a     Thus,  if  a  testator,  after  devising  certain  messuages  to 
fauirvoid!*^      ^  converted  into  almshouses,  bequeaths  the  interest  of  a 

sum  of  money  to  the  occupiers  of  such  houses  —  as  the 
devise  is  clearly  Void,  the  legacy  is  equally  so  {p).  Or,  if  a  testator 
devises  a  messuage  to  be  used  as  a  school-house  for  the  education  of 
poor  children,  and  bequeaths  a  fund  to  trustees,  with  a  direction  to 
apply  the  income  in  keeping  the  school-house  in  repair,  and  provid- 
ing a  master,  the  statute,  by  invalidating  the  devise  of  the  house,  de- 
prives the  pecuniary  legacy  of  its  object,  which  consequently  fails  (q) ; 
and  vin  some  other  instances,  presenting  not  quite  so  simple  and 
obvious  an  application  of  the  principle,  a  bequest,  valid  in  itself,  has 
Equity  will  heen  held  to  fail,  from  the  impracticability  of  the  general 
not  «»ecute  scheme,  of  which  it  forms  a  part  (r). 
the  legacy  has  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  if  a  legacy,  which  is  directed 
been  paid..         f^  \^  jg^j^j  q^^  j^  land,  is  actually  paid  (the  party  paying 

it  not  availing  himself  of  the  statute),  and  the  trustee  lays  it 
[*194]  out  ♦  accordingly,  the  Court  will  not  execute  the  trust  («). 

But  if  lands  be  devised  in  trust  for  charity,  and  have  been 
held  and  applied  accordingly  for  a  long  series  of  years,  it  will  be 
Contra  after  presumed  against  the  heir,  that  all  proper  means  have 
lapse  of  time,  since  been  taken  to  dedicate  the  property  effectually  to 
the  charity  (t), 

(n)  Corbjrn  v.  French,  4  Ves.  418.  Bat  debts  incarred  in  respect  of  a  meetinff-honse  are 
not  always  a  lien  on  it;  and  where  they  are  not  so,  a  bequest  to  enable  the  debtor  to  pay 
them  is  of  course  valid,  Buntiiig  v.  Marriott,  19  Beay.  163. 

(o)  Waterhouse  v.  Holmes,  CSim.  162.  And  see  Re  LjnalPs  Trust.  IS  Ch.  D.  Sll,  where 
a  legacy  was  gtyen  to  pay  all  claims  chargeable  upon  certain  almshouses:  there  was  no 
charge  on  the  almshouses,  but  the  trustees  were  personally  liable  for  repairs:  the  legacy 
was  held  yoid,  and  fell  into  residue. 

(p)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Gouldlog,  2  B.  C.  C.  428;  Att-Oen.  v,  Whitchurch,  8  Yes.  141 ;  Limbrey 
r.  Gurr,  6  Mad.  151;  Price  v.  Hathaway,  id.  304;  Smith  v.  Oliyer.  11  Beay.  481;  Att.-Gen. 
V.  Hod^on,  15  Sim.  146;  Cox  «.  Davie,  7  Ch.  D.  204;  Green  r.  Britten,  42  L.  J.  Ch.  187. 

(q)  Att-Gen.  v.  Hinxman,  2  J.  &  W.  270.  In  cases  the  converse  of  this,  namely,  where 
the  valid  gift  is  the  primair  one,  and  the  invalid  gift  is  ancillary  and  subordinate  to  it,  the 
former,  of  course,  is  not  affected  by  the  illegality  of  the  latter,  Blandford  v.  Fackerell,  4  B. 
C.  C.  394,  2  Ves.  Jun.  238;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Stepney,  10  Yes.  22. 

(r)  Grieves  r.  Case.  2  Cox,  801,  4  B.  C.  C.  67. 

(i)  Att.-Gen.  v,  Acland,  1  R.  &  My.  243.  But  the  legacy,  if  paid  in  mistake,  mi^ht,  it  is 
presumed,  be  recovered  back  by  the  i>arty  paying  it.  It  seems  tnat  where  a  legatee  is  oUled 
upon  to  refund,  he  is  not,  in  general,  liable  to  interest.    (Gittins  v.  Steele,  1  Sw.  199.) 

(t)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Moor,  20  Beav.  119;  and  see  Att-Gra.  «.  Dnunmond*  1  D.  &  War.  880. 
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V. — Secret  Tmets  for  Cliazity. — The  statute  cannot  be  evaded  by  a 
secret  trust,  and  the  heir  may  compel  a  devisee  to  disclose  any 
promise  which  he  may  have  made  to  the  testator  to  de- 
vote the  land  to  charity   (w).    And  such  promise,  if  ^J^arl^r* 
denied    by  the  devisee,   may  be  proved   by  evidence   invjiiidat«e 
aliunde  (a)..    The  trust,  by  whatever  means  established,     *^"** 
invalidates  the  devise.     This  doctrine  evidently  assumes  that  the 
trust,  if  legal,  would  have  been  binding  on  the  conscience  of,  and 
might  have  been  enforced  against,  the  devisee;  and  this  ground 
failing,  the  rule  does  not  apply.     As  where  a  testator,   £^^^^  ^^^^ 
after  devising  lands  by  a  will  duly  attested,  declares  a  trust  is  de- 
trust  in  favor  of  charity  by  an  unattested  paper  or  by   Mparate^unau 
parol,  the  statute  law,  which  affords  to  the  devisee  a  ^^^^  p^p^t, 
valid  defence  against  any  claim  on  the  part  of  the  charity,  of  course 
equally  defends  him  against  the  claim  of  the  heir,  founded  on  the 
charitable  trusts  (y).    The  case  would  be  different,  however,  if  the 
devisee  had  induced  the  testator  to  give  him  the  estate  absolutely^ 
under  an  assurance  that  the  unattested  paper  was  a  sufficient  declar« 
ation  of  the  trust  for  a  charity  («),  or  under  a  promise,   verbAi  promiM 
either  express  or  by  silence  implied,  that  if  the  estate  ^y  d«vw«e. 
were  devised  to  him  he  would  perform  the  trust  (a).    And  generally 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  promise  be  made  before  or  after  the 
execution  of  the  wiU.     "  The  only  distinction  between  a  will  made 
on  the  faith  of  a  previous  promise  and  a  will  followed  by  a 
promise  is  this  —  If  on  *  the  faith  of  a  promise  by  A.  a  gift  [*195] 
is  made  to  A.  and  B.  the  promise  is  fastened  on  to  the  gift 
to  both,  for  B.  cannot  profit  by  A.'s  fraud  (5).      But  if  the  will  is 
made  in  favor  of  A.  and  B.,  and  the  secret  trust  is  then  „^      ^    , 
communicated  only  to  A.,  the  gift  will  be  fixed  with  a  b  to  seyenO, 
trust  with  respect  to  A.,  but  not  so  as  regards  B. ;  be-  "^^bSJf^^ 
cause  in  this  case  the  gift  to  B.  is  not  obtained  by  the   agaiDst  one 
procurement  of  A.  and  is  not  tainted  with  any  fraud  in  ®"^-^' 
procuring  the  execution    of  the    will"  (c).      In   the   former   case 
the  whole  beneficial  interest  results  to  the  heir;  and  the  ground 
upon  which  the  entirety,  and  not  a  moiety  only,  so  results,  namely, 
A.'s  fraud,  is  as  pertinent  where  upon  the  face  of  the  will  A.  and 

(«)  Boflon  V.  SUtham,  1  Ed.  608;  Mackleston  «.  Brown,  6  Yes.  53;  Martin  v.  Hatton,  cit. 
id.  61;  Stickland  «.  AldridjBpe.  9  Yes.  516;  Paine  v.  Hall,  18  Yes.  475.  So  if  land  be  con- 
reyed  to  trnsteet  for  a  charitable  purpose  by  deed  in  other  resp«>ct8  conforming  to  the  act,  a 
»H:ret  undertaking  with  the  grantor  to  reserve  the  benefit  to  himself  for  his  life,  will,  if 
proTed,  invalidate  the  conveyance,  War  «.  East,  2  Drew.  44;  Fisher  v.  Brierly,  1  D.  F.  &  J. 
643,  in  which,  however,  the  evidence  failed  to  show  any  such  understanding.  ' 

(«)  Edwards  v.  Pike,  1  Cox.  17, 1  Ed.  267;  Re  Spencer's  Will,  57  L.  T.  519. 

if)  Adlington  «.  Cann.  8  Atk.  141,  9  Yes.  519;  Wallgrave  v,  Tebbs,  2  K.  &  J.  813; 
Lomaz  «.  Ripley,  3  Sm.  &  GUI.  48;  Jones  «.  Badley,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.362;  Re  Downing^s  Estate, 
60  L.  T.  140.  B        "-^ 

(m)  See  Adlington  «.  Cann,  8  Atk.  152. 

(a)  Russell «.  Jackson,  10  Hare,  204;  Moss  v.  Cooper,  1  J.  &  H.  852;  Sprlngett  9.  Jen* 
nings,  L.  R..  10  Eq.  488;  cf.  M'Cormick  v,  Grogan,  L.  R.,  4  H.  L.  82. 

(h)  Russell  V.  Jackson,  10  Hare,  204  (joint  tenants}. 

(e)  Per  Wood,  Y.-C.,  in  Moss  v.  Cooper,  1  J.  &  H.  852. 
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B.  are  made  tenants  in  common  as  where  they  are  made  joint 
tenants.  In  a  case  of  the  second  kind,  where  upon  the  will  A. 
and  B.  were  tenants  in  common,  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  in 
conformity  with  his  dictum  cited  above,  that  B.  retained  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  moiety,  and  that  only  the  trust  of  A.'s  moiety  resulted 
to  the  heir  (d).  It  is  said,  however,  that  a  (subsequent)  communi- 
cation to  A.  might  effect  B.  if  a  joint  tenant,  which  would  not  effect 
him  if  he  were  tenant  in  common  (e).  But  this  point  has  not  been 
clearly  decided,  uor  the  ground  of  the  distinction  stated.  In  both 
cases  the  trust  is  founded  on  the  promise,  and  the  promise  is  proved 
against  A.  alone.  Supposing  that  B.,  though  joint  tenant  under  the 
will,  is  not  bound  by  the  trust  proved  against  A.,  it  would  seem  that 
this  trust,  though  void,  is  a  severance  of  the  joint  tenancy  in  equity, 
and  that  B.  is  beneficially  entitled  to  a  moiety  only. 

VL  —  Assets  not  marshalled  in  favor  of  ohaiity.  —  Marshalling 
assets  is  the  adoption  of  this  principle:  that  where  there  are  two 
funds  and  two  parties,  one  of  whom  has  a  claim  exclusively  upon  one 
fund,  and  the  other  the  liberty  of  resorting  to  either,  the  Court  will 
send  the  latter  party  primarily  to  that  fund  from  which  the  former  is 
excluded ;  or,  if  he  should  have  actually  resorted  to  their  common 
fund,  will  allow  the  other  to  stand  in  its  place  to  that  extent.  The 
application  of  this  principle  has  been  denied  to  charities ;  and  accord- 
ingly, where  property  which  cannot,  is  combined,  in  the  same 
[*196]  gift,  with  funds  which  can,  be  bequeathed  for  *  charitable 
purposes,  and  the  disposition  embraces  several  objects  or  pur* 
poses,  some  charitable  and  others  not,  the  Courts  hold  that  the 
purposes  not  charitable  cannot  be  thrown  exclusively  upon  that  part 
of  the  subject  of  disposition  which  is  incapable  by  law  of  being 
devoted  to  charity,  in  order  to  let  in  the  charitable  purposes  upon 
the  remainder  (/). 

Thus,  if  a  testator  give  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees, 
ux>on  trust  to  sell  and  pay  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  to  apply  the 
residue  for  charitable  purposes,  the  Court  will  not  throw  the  debts 
and  legacies  exclusively  on  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate,  and  the 
mortgage  securities  and  leaseholds,  in  order  that  the  charitable 
bequest  may  take  effect  so  far  as  possible ;  nor,  on  the  other  hand, 
will  it  direct  the  debts  and  legacies  to  come  out  of  the  pure  person- 
alty for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  charitable  residuary  bequest  to 
the  utmost  possible  extent.    Steering  a  middle  course,  equity  directs 


(d)  Tee  v.  Ferris,  2  K.  &  J.  857. 
joint  tenants,  Lord  Romilly  declared  both  to  be  trustees;  bat  the  point  was  not  taken 


(e)  Rowbotham  v.  Dannett,  8  Ch.  D.  487,  per  Malins,  V.-O.    The  baad-oote  orentatM 
the  dictum.    In  Jones  v.  Badley,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  635,  where  the  derise  was  to  A.  and  B.  as 


if)  Mosg  V.  Hodges,  2  Yes.  53,  1  Cox,  9;  Att.-Gen.  9.  TVndall,  8  Ed.  207,  Amb.  614; 
Fofiter  V.  Biagden,  Amb.  704;  Middleton  9.  Spicer.  1  B.  C.  C.  201;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Earl  of  Wio- 
chelnea,  8  B.  C.  C.  373;  Makeham  9.  Hooper,  4  id.  153;  Hobcon  v.  filackbom,  1  Kee.  973; 
WUliams  v.  Kershaw,  6  L.  J.,  N.  S.»  Ch.  84,  6  CI.  h  FSn.  111. 
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the  debts  and  legacies  to  come  out  of  the  whole  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, pro  rata ;  for  instance,  supposing  the  real  funds  (including  the 
leaseholds  and  mortgage  securities)  to  constitute  two-fifths  of  the 
entire  property,  then  two-fifths  of  these  charges  would  be  satisfied 
out  of  such  real  funds,  and  the  remaining  three-fifths  out  of  the  pure 
personalty  (^) ;  and,  after  bearing  the  charges  in  these  several  pro- 
portions, the  former  would  belong  to  the  heir  or  next  of  kin  (as  the 
case  might  be),  and  the  latter  to  the  charity-residuary  legatee.  And, 
by  parity  of  reasoning,  if  a  testator  bequeath  pecuniary  legacies  to 
charities,  and  leave  a  general  residue  to  others,  consisting  partly  of 
leaseholds  or  real  securities,  and  partly  of  pure  personalty,  the  lega- 
cies will  be  void  pro  tanto,  ».  e.,  in  the  proportion  which  the  funds 
savoring  of  realty  bear  to  the  entire  property,  though  the  pure 
personalty  should  be  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  legacies.  The  proper 
eourse,  in  such  case,  is  to  pay  the  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses  (being  all  the  prior  charges  to  which  the  general 
residue  was  *  liable),  in  the  first  instance,  out  of  the  whole  [*197] 
property,  pro  rata  (A),  and  then  to  provide  for  the  pecuniary 
legacies  in  like  manner;  the  effect  of  which  is  that  the  charity 
legacies,  so  far  as  this  rateable  apportionment  throws  them  upon 
the  leaseholds  and  real  securities,  are  void  (»). 

Thus,  every  charitable  legacy  bequeathed  by  any  testator  whose 
will  does  not  contain  the  usual  clause  directing  such  legacies  to  be 
paid  exclusively  out  of  the  pure  personalty,  and  the 
general  residue  of  whose  property  consists  partly  of  ^JJ^*™*  «>ncla. 
leaseholds  or  real  securities,  is  void  pro  tanto. 

The  effect  of  this  doctrine  may  sometimes  be  to  render  the  whole 
legacy  void.  Thus,  in  Cherry  v.  Mott  (k),  the  testator  directed  his 
executors  to  purchase  of  the  governors  of  Christ's  Hospital  a  pre- 
sentation to  that  charity  for  a  boy,  the  son  of  a  freeman  of  the  bor- 
ough of  Hertford ;  the  purchase-money  to  be  paid  out  of  his  personal 
estate.  The  testator's  personal  estate  not  being  all  pure  personalty. 
Sir  C.  Pepys,  M.  R,  was  of  opinion  that  the  bequest  never  could 
take  effect;  for  if  the  executors  had  agreed  for  the  purchase  at  a 
given  sum,  that  sum  must  have  been  raised  proportionately  out  of 


»7;  Johnfon  v.  Woods,  S  Bear.  409;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Southgafe,  12  Sim.  77;  and  that  too. 
thoagh  tb%  purely  pereonal  part  of  the  residne  was  alone  disposed  of  by  the  will  for  the  char- 
itable purposes,  and  the  remaining  part  was  left  undisposed  of,  Edwards  v.  Hall,  11  Hare, 
W  B  37       ^^  upwafic  legacies  form  part  of  this  general  fund,  Scott  «.  ForrisUll,  10 

(*)  In  making  the  apportionment,  the  respective  values  of  the  real  and  pewonal  estates 
are  to  be  taken  as  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testotor,  and  not  as  at  the  time  of  appor* 
^nmert,  Calvert  v.  Armitage,  1  H.  &  M.  446,  overruUng  Bobinson  v,  London  HospitairiO 

^5  S''?^*^'?p!S  ^h^J?\^^^^  *  ^»^-  58^?  S*"W  9,  Dimsdale,  6  Beav.  46S;  Cherry 
••  J??^ A  ^K-  *  ^^'  ^^^ J  ^"«8"  ^'  Chamberlain,  18  Jar.  66. 
(*)  1  My.  &  Cr.  123. 
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the  two  sorts  of  personalty,  and  the  gift  of  so  mueh  as  it  was  neces- 
sary to  raise  out  of  the  personalty  savoring  of  the  realty,  would  have 
been  void,  and  consequently  the  full  purchase-money  never  could  be 
raised ;  and  the  testator's  intended  gift  failed  by  reason  of  the  impos- 
sibility of  making  the  purchase. 

Where  the  testator  has  directed  a  charity  legacy  to  be  paid  out  of 
his  pure  personalty,  the  testator  himself  has  marshalled  (so  to  speak) 
Testator  may  ^^^  ^^^  assets,  and  the  Court  only  prevents  the  arrange- 
himaeif  mar-  ment  made  by  him  from  being  defeated  by  accidental 
•  aaaeu.  Qipcmnstances.    The  efficacy  of  such  a  direction  to  make 

a  charity  legacy  payable  in  full,  out  of  the  pxire  personalty  in  priority 
to  other  legacies,  was  established  by  Lord  Truro  in  Bobinson  v, 
Geldard  (l).  As  between  the  charity  and  the  other  legatees, 
[*198]  he  *  said  the  case  was  analogous  to  that  of  a  demonstrative 
legacy  (m).  But  this  was  by  way  of  illustration  only,  and 
not  of  definition :  the  direction  does  no  more  than  regulate  the  pri« 
brity  of  the  legatees  inter  se;  it  does  not  exempt  the  charitable 
legacy  from  contribution  to  the  payment  of  debts,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses,  as  it  would  do  if  it  made  the  legacy  strictly 
demonstrative.  These  prior  charges  will  still  come  rateably,  and,  in 
the  first  place,  out  of  the  pure  and  impure  personalty  (n).  There- 
fore, in  order  to  make  charitable  legacies  effectual  as  far  as  possible, 
the  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  should  be  expressly 
and  exclusively  charged  on  the  personalty  savoring  of  realty  (o). 

And  where  the  charitable  legacies  are  themselves  residuary,  this  is 
the  most  appropriate  form  of  direction  with  regard  also  to  the  pay- 
ment of  other  legacies  (p).  But  of  course  it  matters 
^?r*"  whe^  ^^^  what  the  form  is  if  it  sufficiently  shows  the  testator's 
the  charitable  intention.  Thus,  in  Wills  V.  Bourne  (7),  where  a  testator 
raudMrv  directed  his  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  and  testamentary 

expenses  to  be  paid  out  of  his  real  estate,  and,  so  far  as 
that  was  deficient,  out  of  his  personal  estate,  and  bequeathed  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  certain  charities,  declaring  that 

(/)  3  Mac.  &  6.  735;  and  see  Nickisson  v.  Cockill,  8  D.  J.  &  S.  628,  636;  Beanmont  v. 
OUveira,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  309.  In  Sturge  v.  Dimsdale.  6  Beav.  462,  Lord  Langdale  had  doubted 
the  nufRciency  of  such  a  direction,  and  in  Philanthropic  Society  v,  Kemp,  4  Bear.  581,  had 
decided  that'  it  was  insufficient  to  counteract  in  favor  of  the  charities  some  special  words 
which  he  thought  expressly  regulated  the  order  in  which  the  several  portions  of  the  personal 
estate  were  to  be  applied  m  payment  of  debts  and  legacies.  But  as  to  this  see  Miles  v.  Har- 
rison, L.  R.,  9  Ch.  321.  Even  a  direction. that  chanty  legacies  shall  be  paid  "exclusively 
out  of  personal  estate,"  seems  to  have. been  held  sufficient  to  make  them  payable  in  full  out 
of  mire  personalty;  Roberts  r.  Jones,  W.  N.  1880,  p.  96. 

fm)  As  to  demonstrative  legacies,  see  post,  Vol.  II.,  Ch.  XLYI. 

ffi)  Tempest  v.  Tempest,  7  D.  M.  &  G.  470;  Beanmont  v.  Oliveira,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  809. 

(o)  A  direction  that  a  charitable  legacy  shall  be  paid  free  of  legacy  dutv  is  a  disposition 
for  the  benefit  of  the  charitv  and  cannot  be  paid  out  of  impure  peraonafty,  Wilkinson  9. 
Barber,  L.  R..  14  Eq.  at  p.  9^. 

(p)  As  in  Jannoe^  v.  Att.-Gen.,  3  Gift.  308;  or  in  the  more  sweeping  form  used  in  Wigg  «. 
Nicnoll,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  92,  that  *^  the  estate  shall  be  so  marshalled  and  administered  as  to 

r've  the  fullest  possiole  effect  to  *'  the  charitv  legacies.    See  also  Gaskin  r.  Rogers,  L.  R., 
Eq.  284;  Ke  Fitxg^rald,  W.  N.  1877,  p.  216'. 
iq)  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  487.    See  Be  Arnold,  Ravenscroft  v.  Workman,  87  Ch.  D.  637. 
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^'only  sucli  part  of  his  estate  should  be  comprised  in  the  residue  aa 
might  by  law  be  bequeathed  for  charitable  purposes : "  it  was  held  by 
Lord  Selbome  that  the  testator  had  thereby  excluded  impure  person- 
alty from  the  residue ;  and  that  it  followed  by  necessary  implication 
that  the  realty  and  impure  personalty  must  be  applied  for  those  pur- 
poses {debts  as  well  as  legacies)  which  were  to  be  satisfied  before  a 
residue  was  arrived  at.  So,  in  Miles  v.  Harrison  (r),  where  a  testator 
directed  that  his  personal  estate  should  be  converted,  and  that  out  of 
the  proceeds  his  debts  and  legacies  should  be  paid,  and  gave 
the  residue  to  three  charities  in  equal  shares,  *  with  a  direc-  [*199J 
tion  to  pay  the  charitable  legacies  out  of  the  pure  personalty, 
**  which  shaU  be  reserved  by  my  trustees  for  that  purpose,''  it  was 
held  that  the  debts  and  other  legacies  were  thrown  wholly  on  the 
impure  personalty.  Lord  Cairns  observed,  that  although  the  testator 
intended  creditors  and  those  other  legatees  to  have  the  security  of 
his  whole  personal  estate,  yet  that,  as  between  them  and  the  charities, 
those  who  had  the  two  funds  should  go  first  on  that  which  the 
charities  could  not  ,take. 

Again  the  pure  personalty  may  be  the  subject  of  a  specific  bequest 
to  a  charity,  in  which  case  it  will  be  entitled  to  the  privileges  and 
exemptions  that  belong  to  a  legacy  of  that  character  («). 

In  Miles  v.  Harrison,  there  was  also  a  particular  pecuniary  bequest 
to  another  charity,  unaided  by  any  direction  concerning  its  payment ; 
and  the  further  question  arose  whether  this  legacy,  which  could  in  no 
part  be  satisfied  out  of  the  impure  personalty,  was  not  also  debarred 
from  the  pure  personalty  by  the  direction  reserving  the  latter  for 
payment  of  the  residuary  bequest  ^'11,  as  I  assutne,^*  said  Lord 
Cairns,  "the  gift  of  the  residue  amounts  to  a  direction  that  the  per- 
sonal estate  shall  be  marshalled,  a  direction  of  that  kind  cannot  op- 
erate to  defeat  in  toto  the  pecuniary  legacy  to  the  charity :  that  leg- 
acy will  stand  as  if  nothing  at  all  had  been  said  about  marshalling 
in  the  residuary  gift ;  for  the  essence  of  marshalling  is  that  it  puts 
those  only  to  marshal  who  have  got  two  funds,  jand  this  charitable 
legatee  has  only  one." 

Where  a  charitable  legacy  is  charged  on  real  estate  as  an  auxiliary 
fund  in  aid  of  the  personalty  (and  such,  it  will  be  hereafter  seen,  is 
always  the  effect  of  a  mere  general  charge),  the  legacy 
will  be  valid  or  not,  and  either  wholly  or  in  part  accord-  lindTls^h*^ 
ing  to  the  event  of  the  personalty  proving  sufBcient  for  JJ^lf  *»»*"»fT 
its  complete  liquidation,  or  not   - 

As  the  validity  of  a  charity  legacy  depends  on  its  not  being  to  come 
out  of  a  real  fund,  the  point  of  construction  whether  the  legacy  is 
payable  out  of  personal  or  real  estate  is  sometimes  warmly  contested 

(r)  L.  B.,  9  Ch.  817.    Cf.  Lewis  v,  Boetefeor.  W.  N.  1878,  p  21. 1879,  p.  11. 
(f)  Shepheard  «.  Beetham,  8  Ch.  D.  097.    **  A  legacy  b  not  the  less  specific  for  belnff  gen- 
eral,'* per  Lord  Cottenham,  1  My.  &  Cr.  117. 
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on  this  aocount;  and  in  the  consideration  of  this  question,  it  scarcely 
need  be  observed,  no  disposition  has  been  manifested  by  the  courts  to 

strain  the  rules  of  construction  in  favor  of  charity  (t). 
[*200]      *  Never,  indeed,  was  the  spirit  of  any  legislative  enactment 

more  vigorously  and  zealously  seconded  by  the  judicature, 
than  the  statute  9  Qeo,  2.  This  is  abundantly  evident  from  the 
Jndicial  treat-  S^^^^^  ^^^  of  the  adjudications ;  but  the  two  points  in 
meat  of  act  of  which  it  is  most  s&kingly  displayed  are,  first,  the  hold- 
9  Geo.  2,  c.  36.   ^^^  ^  ^£^  ^  charity  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  real 

estate  to  be  absolutely  void,  instead  of  giving  to  the  charity  legatee  the 
option  to  take  it  as  money,  according  to  the  rule  formerly  adopted  in 
the  case  of  a  similar  gift  to  an  alien  (u)  ;  and,  secondly,  the  refusal  of 
equity  to  marshal  assets  in  favor  of  a  charity,  in  conformity  to  its 
general  principle;  that  principle  being  evidently  foimded  on  an 
anxiety  to  carry  out,  as  far  as  possible,  the  intention  of  testators. 
In  this  solitary  case,  the  intention  has  been  allowed  to  be  subverted 
by  a  mere  slip  or  omission  of  the  testator,  which  the  Court  had  the 
power  of  easily  correcting  by  an  arrangement  of  the  funds  (x). 

Vn.  —  Bxoaptioiui  from  the  Statutory  Restraint.  —  It  will  be  ob- 
served, that  the  act  of  Greo.  2  expressly  allows  gifts  to  the  two  Eng- 
Exception  in  ^^^  Universities  and  their  colleges,  and  the  three  col- 
F  ^T  °h  iT*^  leges  of  Eton,  Winchester,  and  Westminster  (y).  And 
vereities,  and  by  the  7th  Section  of  the  Act  of  1888  this  exception  is 
^ester^and  extended  to  the  Universities  of  London  and  Durham, 
Westminater.  the  Victoria  University,  and  their  colleges  and  houses 
of  learning,  and  to  Keble  College,  Oxford.  It  is  clear  that  neither 
statute  authorizes  a  devise  to  a  college  in  trust  for  other  charitable 
objects  (z) ;  but  it  seems  not  to  be  essential  that  the  trust  should  em- 
brace the  whole  college ;  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  particular  mem- 
bers would  be  within  the  proviso ;  and  therefore,  a  devise  to 
[  *201  ]  the  Master  and  Fellows  of  Christ's  College,  in  *  trust  that  they 
and  their  successors  should  apply  the  rents  for  some  under- 

(0  See  Leacroft  v,  Mamard,  1  Vea.  Jr.  279.  ante,  p.  160.    But  where  a  testator  sbowB  by 
his  will  that  he  uses  the  term  " personal  estate " as  contra-distinguished  from  •♦leaseholds/' 


resinciea  ana  peculiar  msumi  as  m  uia  wmi,  aii«  *'"\;''»V-r    .Vo 

sonaltv,  and  is  therefore  good,  Wilson  v,  Thomas,  8  My.  &  K.  67».  *  *  *    *    j, 

(tt)  Ante,  p.  69.  However,  the  disherison  of  the  heir,  against  which  the  statute  is  di- 
rected, is  equally  produced  whether  the  land  is  sold  or  not.  ^        ^v      . 

(x)  As  to  the'  policy  of  the  stat.  of  9  Geo.  8,  c.  86,  see  a  note  by  the  author  ra  preijous 
editions,  urging  a  relaxation  of  its  prohibitions.  But  contra,  see  Jeffries  r.  Alexander,  8  H. 
L.  Ca.  694,  648;  and  per  Urd  Romilly,  20  Beav.  508,  L.  B.,  4  Eq.  111.  .,  ^     ,     u 

(y)  For  an  instance  of  such  a  derise,  see  8  Ves.  641.  It  has  never  been  decided  whether 
this  exception  extended  to  colleges  founded  since  the  act.  as  Downing  College,  Cambndge. 
Lord  Northington  considered  that  it  was  confined  to  colleges  antecedently  established,  see 
Att.-Gen.  v.  Tancred,  1  Ed.  16;  but  Lord  Loughborough  appears  to  have  dissented  from 
this  opinion,  see  Att.-Gen.  «.  Bowrer,  8  Ves.  728. 

(z)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Taocred,  1  Ed.  16, 1  W.  Bl.  90,  Amb.  861;  see  also  Blandford  «.  FackereU, 
4  B.  C.  C.  894,  2  Ves.  Jr.  288;  Att.-Gen.  v,  Munby,  1  Mer.  827. 
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graduate  student,  has  been  held  to  be  good  (a).  But  the  devise  must 
be  for  collegiate  or  academical  purposes ;  and  a  gift  to  the  college,  to 
the  intent  that  an  individual  member  (the  senior  fellow  for  the  time 
being)  should  live  in  the  testator's  house,  and  entertain  the  poor,  and 
distribute  medicine  and  books  among  them,  was  held  to  be  void  on  this 
principle  (b).  Lord  Loughborough  appears  to  have  thought,  that,  if 
a  devise  of  real  estate  to  a  college  was  refused  by  the  college,  as  of 
course  it  may  be,  whether  the  devise  be  upon  trust  or  otherwise  (0), 
it  might,  as  the  lands  were  originally  devised  to  a  valid  purpose,  be 
executed  cy-prfes  (d). 

The  exception  made  by  the  act  of  Greo.  2  in  respect  of  property  in 
Scotland  has  been  held  to  apply  only  to  the  locality  of  the  lands 
destined  to  the  trust ;  precluding,  therefore,  the  devise   ExceptioD  in 
of  lands  in  England  to  a  Scottish  charity,  but  admitting  ^j^^! 
of  English  personalty  being  bequeathed  to  be  laid  out  in 
lands  in  Scotland,  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the  Scotch  law,  which 
permits  the  destination  of  real  estate  to  some  kinds  of  charity  (e). 
It  has  been  held,  that  the  circumstances  of  the  charity  being  Scotch, 
and  Scotchmen  only  being  eligible  as  trustees  of  it,  do  not  conclu- 
sively show  that  the  purchase  is  to  be  of  lands  in  Scotland,  so  as  to 
take  the  bequest  out  of  the  statute  (/). 

So,  of  course,  a  bequest  of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  lands  in  Ire- 
land, for  charitable  purposes,  will  be  good  (g).    But  by  a  modem  stat- 
ute (h)  it  is  enacted,  that  any  donation,  devise,  or  bequest,   po„jha8e  of 
whereby  any  estate  in  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments   lands  in  Ira- 
in  Ireland  is  conveyed  or  created  for  a  charitable  pur-  ^^' 
pose,  must  be  executed  three  calendar  months  before  the  death  of  the 
donor.    This  enactment  does  not,  however,  appear  to  extend  to  be- 
quests of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land. 

The  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  did  not  extend  to  the  British   BriUsh  Colo- 
colonies;    in  its  causes,  its  objects,   its  provisions,  its   ****■• 
qualifications,  *  and  its  exceptions,  it  was  a  law  wholly  Eng-  [♦202] 
lish,  calculated  for  the  purposes  of  local  policy,  complicated 
with  local  establishments,  and  incapable,  without  great  incongruity 
in  the  effect,  of  being  transferred,  as  it  stands,  into  the  code  of  any 
other  country  (i). 

(a)  Att.-Gen.  v,  Tancred,  1  Ed.  10. 

lb)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Whorwood,  1  Yes.  534. 

re)  Se«  2  Kee.  163. 

Id)  Att.-Gen.  9.  Andrew,  3  Yes.  633. 

(«)  Oliphunt  V.  Hendrie,  1  B.  C.  C.  671;  Curtis  r.  Button,  14  Yea.  637;  Mackintosh  •. 
Townsend,  16  V6s.  830.  And  the  English  rule,  arising  out  of  the  Act  against  marshalling  in 
favor  of  charities  docs  not  exist  in  Scotland.    See  Macdonald  v,  Macdonald,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  60. 

(/)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Mill,  4  Russ.  328,  5  BU.  N.  S.  693,  2  D.  &  CI.  398,  Sugd.  Law  of  jProb. 

(ir)  See  Campbell  v.  Earl  of  Radnor,  1  B.  C.  C.  272;  Baker  9.  Sutton,  1  Kee.  234;  Att- 
Gen.  V.  Power,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  164. 

(A)  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  97,  s.  16.    A  deed  must  also  be  registered  within  the  same  period,  id. 

(i)  Per  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R..  in  Att-Gen.  ».  Stewart,  2  Mer.  141;  see  also  Att. -Gen.  v. 
Giles,  6  L.  J.,  N.  8.,  Ch.  44;  Whicker  v.  Hume,  1  D.  M.  &  G.  606, 14  Beav.  609,  7  H.  L.  Ca. 
124;  Mayor  of  Lyons  v.  East  India  Company,  1  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  298;  Jex  0.  McKinney,  14 
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By  the  custom  of  London  resident  freemen  might  devise  land  in 
mortmain  (A;).  By  the  general  act  De  religiosis  (1)  the  custom  would 
Custom  of  hare  been  abolished,  but  that  afterwards  there  came  a 
l^ndon.  general  confirmation  of  the  customs  of  Ijondon  by  stat* 

ute  (m).  There  is  no  saving  of  any  custom  in  the  stat  of  George,  any 
more  than  there  was  in  the  stat.  De  religiosis ;  and  as  there  has  been 
no  subsequent  confirmation  of  the  customs  of  London  (n),  it  follows, 
according  to  Lord  Coke,  that  the  statute  of  (George  was  binding  on 
the  city  of  London  (p).  An  express  power  given  to  a  charitable  cor- 
poration by  stat.  6  Ann.  to  take  and  hold  land  by  devise  without 
licence  in  mortmain  has  been  held  to  be  taken  away  by  the  stat.  9 
Qeo.  2  (p).  At  all  events  it  is  clear  that  the  custom  of  London  ap- 
plies only  to  lands  in  London  (q). 

The  legislature  has,  in  several  instances,  relaxed  in  favor  of  parti- 
cular objects  the  restriction  on  disposing  of  land  to  charitable  pur- 
Statutes  poses  (r).  Thus,  by  the  Land  Tax  Redemption  Act  (42 
allowing  land  (Jeo.  8,  c.  116,  s.  60),  money  may,  by  will  or  otherwise, 
to  particukr  he  given  to  be  applied  in  the  redemption  of  the  land 
charities.  tax  on  hereditaments  settled  to  charitable  uses.  So,  the 
stat  43  Qeo.  3,  c.  107,  authorizes  the  devise  of  lands  to  the  Governors 
of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty ;  and  again,  the  stat.  43  Greo.  3,  c.  108,  em- 
powers persons,  by  will  executed  three  months  before  death,  to  devise 
lands  not  exceeding  five  acres,  or  goods  and  chattels  not  exceeding  in 
value  BOOL  («),  for  erecting,  rebuilding,  repairing,  purchasing, 
[♦203]  or  ♦  providing  any  church  or  chapel  where  the  liturgy  of  the 
Church  of  England  may  be  used,  or  any  mansion-house  for  the 

App.  Ga.  77.  So  of  course  as  to  lands  in  a  foreign  countvy  where  there  is  no  law  correspond- 
ing to  stat.  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36;  Beaumont  v,  Oliveira,  L.  R.,  6  £q.  6J)7.  The  same  considera- 
tions eridentlr  apply  to  the  recent  act 

(k)  8  Rep.  l29  a. 

(l)  7  Ed.  1,  c.  1,  anto,  Ch.  V. 

(m)  Per  Lord  Coke,  8  Bulst.  190.    And  local  customs  are  exprsesly  saved  by  the  stat 

S3  Hen.  8,  c.  10,  s.  5.  .    « ™.  .  ,.  *       « 

(fi)  The  latest  confirmation  by  statute  appears  to  be  8  W.  &  M.  sess.  1,  c.  8,  s.  8. 
(o)  See  also  per  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  Highmore  on  Mortmain,  p.  187;  and  see  gen- 
erally as  to  these  customs  the  authorities  cited  in  Reg.  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  London,  18  Q.  B.  1. 
(p)  Luclsraft  v.  Pridham,  6  Ch.  D.  806.  ^         ...  , 

(q)  Middleton  «.  Cater,  4  B.  C.  C.  409.  If  the  custom  has  still  any  force,  it  is  saved  by 
61  &  68  Vict.  c.  48,  s.  18.  .      ,,  *    _^^  .    . 

(r)  By  sect  8  of  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act,  1888,  it  is  enacted  that  '*  where 
by  any  sUtute  now  in  force  any  provision  of  the  enactments  hereby  repealed  is  excluded 
either  wholly  or  partially  from  application,  or  is  applied  with  modification,  in  every  such 
case  the  corresponding  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  excluded  or  applied  in  like  extent  and 
manner.*' 

(«)  By  8.  8,  if  the  devise  exceed  the  limits  the  excess  onlv  is  void,  and  the  specific  five 
acres  may  be  allotted  by  the  L.  C.    In  Sinnett  v.  Herbert,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  888.  a  gift  comprising 


it  must  be  assumed  that  the  trustees  would  apply  all  the  rest  for  the  other  purposes.    See  also 


land,  not  exceeding  in  extent  the  prescribed  liroir,  with  a  building  upon  it,  is  not  invalidated 
by  the  secret  trust  that  the  devisee  shall  hold  the  land  and  building  upon  trust  to  convey 
the  same  as  and  for  a  parish  or  district  church  in  perpetuity,  0*Brien  v.  Tyssen,  88  Ch.  D.  878. 
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residence  of  the  minister,  or  any  outbuildings,  offices,  churchyard  (t),  or 
glebe,  for  the  same  respectively ;  but  no  glebe,  containing  upwards 
of  fifty  acres,  is  to  be  augmented  above  one  acre  (u)  ;  and  the  promo- 
tion of  these  or  similar  objects  has  been  further  encouraged  by  an 
act  (a?)  legalizing  the  devise  of  lands  to  or  in  trust  for  (y)  the  Eccle- 
siastic»Etl  Commissioners,  in  aid  of  the  endowment  and  erection  of 
district  churches.  Again,  the  Public  Parks,  Schools,  and  Museums 
Act,  1871,  authorized  gifts  by  will,  made  twelve  calendar  months 
before,  and  enrolled  in  the  books  of  the  Charity  Commissioners  within 
six  calendar  months  after  the  testator's  death,  of  limited  portions  of 
land  for  any  of  the  objects  mentioned  in  the  title  to  the  act  («). 
And  by  the  Ancient  Monuments  Act,  ♦  1882  (a),  any  per-  [♦204] 
son  may  by  will  give,  devise,  or  bequeath  to  the  Commission- 
ers of  Works  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  any  ancient  monument 
to  which  this  act  applies,  and  the  Commissioners  may  accept  the  same. 
The  Statute  of  Mortmain  has  also  been  repealed  pro  tanto  in  favor 
of  the  British  Museum  (5),  the  Department  of  Science  and  Art  (c), 
the  Bath  Infirmary  (rf),  Greenwich  Hospital  (e),  the  Foundling  (/), 
Westminster  (g),  Middlesex  (h),  and  St  George's  Hospitals  (i), 
the  Koyal  Naval  Asylum  {k),  the  Seaman's  Hospital  Society  (I),  and 

(0  A  bequest  for  muntenftnoe  of  a  family  vaalt  {n  a  churchyard  cannot  be  supported  as 
one  for  repair  of  a  churchyard  under  this  act.  Re  Kigley*s  Trusts,  96  L.  J.  Cn.  147;  Re 
Yaufhan,  Vaufchan  v.  Thomas,  33  Ch.  D.  187. 

(«)  See  also  55  Geo.  3,  c.  147,  and  58  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  s.  83. 

(«)  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37,  s.  22. 

(y)  Baldwin  v.  Baldwin,  22  Beav.  426. 

(s)  34  Vict.  c.  13.  This  act  is  repealed  by  the  Mortmain  and  ChariUble  Uses  Act,  1888. 
but  in  eCFect  re-enacted  by  the  6th  section  of  that  act,  which  provides  (1)  that  Parts  I.  and 
II.  of  the  act  shall  not  apply  to  an  assurance  by  will  of  land,  or  of  personal  estate  to  pur- 
chase land  for  a  public  park,  school-house  or  an  elementary  school,  or  public  museum;  and 

(2)  *'that  a  will  containing  such  an  assurance  .  .  *  must  be  executed  not  less  than  twelve 
months  before  the  death  of  the  assurer,  or  be  a  reproduction  in  substance  of  a  devise  made 
in  a  previous  will  in  force  at  the  time  of  such  reproduction,  and  which  was  executed  not  less 
than  twelve  months  before  the  death  of  the  assurer,  and  must  be  enrolled  in  the  books  of  the 
Charity  Commissioners  within  six  mouths  after  the  death  of  the  testator."    By  sub*«ec. 

(3)  the  quantity  of  land  assured  must  not  exceed  20  acres  tor  a  park,  2  acres  for  a  school- 
bouse,  or  1  acre  for  a  museum.  The  terms  **  public  park,"  *'  school-house,*'  '*  elementary 
sdiool,*'  and  '*  public  museum,"  are  defined  in  sub-sect  (4)  of  this  section.  The  acts  4  &  5 
Tict.  c.  38  (school  sites),  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  44  (sites  for  religious,  educational,  literary,  &c. 
purposes),  and  the  Elementary  Education  Act,  1873,  s.  13,  subs.  3,  exclude  gifts  by  will. 
The  provisions  of  the  act  of  81  &  32  Vict,  here  referred  to,  are  repealed  by  the  act  of  1888, 
but  virtually  re-euacted,  with  the  like  exclusion  of  gifts  by  will,  by  s.  7  (ii)  of  the  recent  act. 
The  act  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  43  empowered  municipsl  corporations  to  take  by  devise  sites  for 
museumfl,  &c.,  and  also  (Harrison  «.  Corporation  of  Southampton,  2  Sm.  '&  G.  387)  money 
to  be  laid  out  in  such  sites ;  but  was  repeued  by  the  Public  Libraries  Act,  1850. 

(a)  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  4. 
IbS  See  Stat.  5  €reo.  4,  c.  39. 

(e)  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  68.    This  act  does  not  expressly  refer  to  9  Creo.  2,  c.  36 ;  and  according 
to  a  suggestion  of  James,  L.  J.  (6  Ch.  D.  212),  the  case  is  therefore  not  taken  out  of  the  stat. 
Geo.  2.    Sed  on. 
(d)  19  G«>.  8,  c  23;  see  Makeham  9.  Hooper,  4  B.  C.  C.  153. 
[ej  10  Geo.  4,  c.  25,  s.  37. 
0  13  Geo.  2,  c.  29. 
i)  6  Geo.  4,  c.  20  (loc  and  pers.). 
i)  6  Will.  4,  c.  7  (loc.  and  pers.). 

(i)  4  VTils.  4,  c.  38  (loc.  and  pers.).    See  as  to  these  Hospitals,  Re  Ovey,  Broadbent  «. 
Barrow,  31  Ch.  D.  113. 
(k)  51  Geo.  3,  c.  106. 
(/)  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  9,  s.  1. 
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Act  of  Parlii^  of  some  other  public  institutions  (m).  But  it  must  be 
^ly^qSfvft-  bome  in  mind  that  an  act  of  Parliament  which  confers 
lent  to  liceoce  OQ  a  charitable  corporation  the  right  to  purchase,  take, 
(5^u.*  hold,  receive,  or  enjoy  lands,  does  not  enable  it  to  oo- 

quire  land  otherwise  than  in  the  inode  prescribed  by  the 
stat  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  the  effect  of  the  clause  being  equivalent  only  to  a 
license  from  the  Grown  to  hold  in  mortmain  (n),  and  not  therefore 
enabling  it  to  take  by  devise. 

vm.  —  Dootrine  of  Cy-pr^^  —  The  act  of  1888,  like  the  act  9 
Greo.  2,  leaves  the  disposition  of  pure  personalty  wholly  unrestrained, 
Bequest  of        except  where  directed  to  be  invested  in  real  estate ;  so 

tj  tocS?SIble  *^*  ^^^^  *^^®  qualification  a  man  may  dispose  of  his 
parposee  not  wholc  personal  estate  (o)  to  charitable  purposes  capable 
restrained.  ^£  enduring  forever,  in  despite  of  the  claims  of  his  near- 
est kindred ;  and  dispositions  so  made  are  strongly  favored  in  point 

of  construction  (p) ;  for  by  a  rule  peculiar  to  gifts  of  this- 
[•205]  nature,  if  the  donor  declare  •  his  intention  in  favor  of  charity 

indefinitely,  without  any  specification  of  objects,  or  in  favor 
of  defined  objects  which  happen  to  fail,  from  whatever  cause;  al- 
though, in  such  cases  the  particular  mode  of  application  contemplated 
by  the  testator  is  uncertain  or  impracticable,  yet  the  general  purpose 
Such  be  uesto  ^^°S  charity,  such  purpose  will,  notwithstanding  the  in- 
ited  definiteness,  illegality,  or  failure  of  its  immediate  ob- 


execat 


cy-pr^  when.   ^^^^^  ^  caiTied  into  effect*    Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  gift 

(m)  See  Shelf.  Char.  Uses,  49,  and  Byth.  &;  Jarm.  Conv.  (4th  Ed.  by  Bobbins,  Vol.  IV. 
p.  22,  note  (J  ). 

(n)  Mogg  0.  Hodges,  2  Ves.  52:  British  Museum  v.  WhiU,  2  S.  &  St.  595;  Nethersole  v. 
Indigent  Blind  School,  L.  R,  11  Eq.  1;  Chenter  «.  Chester,  L.  R.,  12  Ea.  444.  This  appears 
to  have  been  overlooked  in  the  late  edition  (1880)  of  Cfaitty's  Statutes  (Vol.  1.,  p.  555,  note), 
where  several  charitable  institutions  are  stated  to  be  exempted,  by  special  enactment,  from 
the  operation  of  the  act  of  Geo.  2,  though  they  are  in  fact  only  empowered  to  hold  land; 
see,  for  instance,  the  acts  establishing  the  Company  of  Surgeons  and  Barbers  and  the  Mnrin€ 
Society.  A  power  to  take  land  6y  wiU  is  of  course  sufficient,  Perring  v.  Trail,  L.  R.,  18  Eq. 
88  (The  Westminster  Hospital.  So  the  Middlesex  and  St.  George's  Hospitals).  See  and 
consider  with  reference  to  this  point,  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  94,  s.  23,  enabling  owners  of  impropri- 
ated tithes  to  annex  the  same  to  the  parsonages,  &c.  of  the  parishes  where  they  arise,  Den- 
ton V.  Manners,  25  Benv.  38,  2  De  G.  &  J.  675. 

(o)  Anon.  Freem.  Ch.  Ca.  262;  Baylis  v.  AU.-Gen.,  2  Atk.  239;  Da  Costo  v.  De  Pas,  Amb. 
228,  cit.  7  Ves.  76,  3  Mad.  457. 

{p)  7  Ves.  490. 

1  For  a  fhll  exposition  of  the  American  some  incidental  directions  in  regard  to  the 

doctrine  of  cy-prks^  which  rejects  altogether  mode  of  administering  the  charitv  cannot  be 

that  branch  of  the  English  doctrine  falling  strictly  carried  out.    Theological  Education 

under  the  **sign    manual,"   see    Moore  v.  Soc.  «.   Att.-Gen..  185  Mass.  285.   Morton, 

Moore,  4  Dana,  866;  Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  C.  J. :  "  In  cases  like  this,  where  there  is  an 

Allen,  539,    In  several  of  the  states  the  doc-  unexpected  surplus,  courts  of  equity  have 

trine  has  no  existence  at  all.     See   Gray  authorized  the  application  of  the  surplus  by 

Perpetuities,  §§  609.  et  seq.    For  late  cases  increasing  the  number  of  charitable  objects, 

involving  phases  of  the  equity  side,  which  or  by  increasing  the  amounts   paid  to  the 

alone  has  a  footing  in  this  country,  see  Weeks  beneficiaries,  or  by  founding  new   cy-pr^ 

0.  Hobson,  150  Mass.  877;  Minot  v.  Baker,  charities.    Att.-<jen.  v.  Wansay,  15  Ves.  231 ; 

147  Mas8.  348;  Theological  Education  Soc.  Att.-<3en.  t.  Coopers'  Co.,  19  Ves.  187;  Att- 

V.  Attr.-Gen.,  185  Mass.  285.  Gen.  v,  Minshall,  4  Ves.  11;    Jackson  «. 

s  A'  charitoble  gift  will  not  faU  because  PhUlips,  14  Allen,  539." 
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to  the  poor  in  general  (q),  or  to  charitable  uses  generally  (r),  or  for 
the  advancement  of  religion,  expressed  in  the  most  vague  and  indefi« 
nite  terms  (s) ;  or  to  such  charitable  uses  as  the  testator's  executor 
shall  appoint,  and  the  testator  revokes  the  appointment  of  the  exec- 
utor (t) ;  or  the  executor  renounces  probate  (in  which  case  he  cannot 
claim  to  exercise  his  discretion)  («)  ;  or  to  such  charitable  uses  as  A. 
shall  appoint,  and  A.  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  (x),  or  ne- 
glects or  refuses  to  appoint  (y) ;  or  to  such  charitable  uses  as  the 
testator  himself  shall  appoint  or  has  appointed,  and  he  dies  without 
making  an  appointment  (z),  or  the  instrument  of  appointment  cannot 
be  found  (a) ;  or  where  the  testator  makes  a  disposition  in  favor  of 
an  object  which  has  no  existence  (b),  or  which  is  void  in  law  (c),  or 
has  become  impossible  (d);  or  bequeaths  to  the  trustees  of  a  charity 
who  refuse  to  accept  (e)  ;  or  to  a  particular  charity  by  a  description 
equally  applicable  to  more  than  one  (and  it  is  wholly  uncertain 
which  was  intended  (/));  or  having  evinced  his  inten- 
*  tion  to  give  a  certain  sum  in  charity,  leaves  blanks  in  his  [*206] 
will  for  the  names  of  the  charities  and  the  proportion  to  be 
allotted  to  each  (^);  in  these  and  all  such  cases,  though  the  bequest 
would,  upon  the  ordinary  principles  which  govern  the  construction  of 
testamentary  dispositions,  be  void  for  uncertainty,  yet  the  purpose 
being  charity,  the  Grown  as  parens  patriae,  or  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
will  execute  it  cy-pr^s. 

Nor  is  the  rule  displaced  or  superseded  by  a  residuary  bequest  to 
other  charitable  uses  contained  in  the  same  will.    The  legacy  does 

(o)  Att.-Qen.  v.  ICatthewi,  9  Lev.  167;  «.  o.  nom.  Frier  v.  Peacock,  FInchi  246  ;  Att.-Geii. 
V.  nance,  cit.  Amb.  48i. 

(r)  Clifford  «.  Francis,  Freem.  Ch.  Ca.  880;  Att-Gen.  v.  Herrick,  Amb.  712. 
I  Powerscourt  v.  Powerscoart,  1  Mol.  616. 
I  White  V.  White,  1  B.  C.  C.  19. 

(«)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Fletcher,  6  L.  J^  N.  S.,  Ch.  78. 

(0)  Moggridge  9.  Thackwell,  1  Vee.  Jr.  464,  3  B.  C.  C.  617,  7  Vee.  86,  18  Vee.  416.  tn 
this  CAM,  and  in  Mills  v.  Fanner,  1  Mer.  66,  Lord  Eldon  went  verj  fully  into  the  general 
doctrine. 

(ff)  Att.-Qen.  v.  Boultbee,  9  Ves.  Jr.  880,  3  Yes.  290. 

(s)  Freem.  Ch.  Ca.  261;  Hills  v.  Farmer,  1  Mer.  66;  Commissioners  of  Ch.  Don.  v. 
Sollivan.  1 D.  &  War.  601. 

(a)  Att.-6en.  v.  Syderfen,  1  Vem.  294,  7  Ves.  43,  n. 

(6)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Citr  of  London,  3  B.  C.  C.  171;  Loecombe  v.  Wintringfaam,  18  Beav.  87; 
bat  see  Att.-Gen.  «.  Oglander,  8  B.  C.  C.  166. 

(e)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Wbonrood,  1  Ves.  684;  Da  Costa  v.  De  Pas,  Amb.  228,  2  Ves.  276,  876,  9 
Sw.  487.  See  9  J.  &  W.  808,  n.  ;  Cary  v.  Abbot,  7  Ves.  490;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Vint,  3  De  O.  & 
S  704 ;  but  see  Att.-Gen.  «.  Goulding,  2  B.  C.  C  428.  As  to  a  gift  upon  an  implied  con- 
dition the  fulfilment  of  which  would  render  it  lawful,  see  Abbott  v  Fraser,  L.  R.,  6  P.  C.  06. 

(d)  Att.-Gen. «.  Qulse,  2  Vem.  266;  Hayter  v.  Trego,  6  Russ.  113;  Att.-Gen.  t.  Imn- 
mon^rs*  Company,  Cr.  &  Ph.  208,  10  Cl.  &  Fin.  908;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Glvn,  12  Sim.  84; 
Martm  «.  Margham.  14  id.  230  ;  Incorporated  Society  v.  Price,  1  J.  &  Lat.  498. 

(e)  Att-Qen.  v.  Andrew,  8  Ves.  638;  Denyer  v.  IJtace,  Taml.  82  ;  Reeie  v.  Att.-Gen.,  3 
Hare^  191. 

(/)  Simon  «.  Barber,  6  Rnss.  112  ;  Bennet  v,  Hayter.  2  Bear.  81;  Re  Clergr  Society,  2 
K.  &  J.  616.  Where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  legacies  £200  to  two  charitable  societies,  which 
were  amalgamated  after  the  date  of  her  will  it  was  held  that  the  united  society  took  both 
legacies,  Re  Joy,  Purday  9.  Johnson,  60  L.  T.  176.  As  to  misdescription  of  cbariuble  objects, 
see  post,  p.  210. 

<^)  Pieschel  e.  Paris.  2  S.  &  St.  884:  secns,  of  course,  if  the  total  amount  applicable  to 
chanty  be  left  in  bluik.  Hartahome  v.  J^icholson.  96  Beay.  68. 
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Aithonffh  there  not  fall  into  the  residue ;  for  the  doctrine  is  that  it  fails 
^uMt  "*^     in  the  mode  only  and  not  in  substance;    and  cy-prfes 

means  the  nearest  to  that  which  has  so  failed,  not  the 
nearest  to  the  testator's  other  charitable  purposes  (A).  But  if  the 
testator  expressly  provides  that,  in  case  the  particular  mode  of  appli- 
cation directed  by  him  should  fail,  the  legacy  shall  fall  into  the  residue, 
it  should  seem  that  the  rule  is  exduded  (t).  For,  however  exceptional, 
it  i9  a  rule  of  construction,  and  must  yield  to  a  contrary  intention  (k). 
Such  contrary  intention  may  be  collected  by  construction  from  the 
very  terms  of  the  gift ;  which  may  so  clearly  define  the  particular 
object  of  gift  as  to  render  the  testator's  intention  inca- 
contmry  inten-  pable  of  execution  otherwise  than  in  the  mode  pointed 
Jj<>°  *PP«^  out  by  the  will.  The  mode  is  then  of  the  substance, 
^        ^  and  if  it  cannot  be  pursued  the  legacy  will  fail  alto- 

gether. Thus  in  Att-Gren  v.  Bishop  of  Oxford  (I)  the  bequest  was 
''to  build  a  church  at  W.  where  the  chapel  now  is ; "  the  bishop  (who 
Gift  to  parUca-  ^^  patron  and  parson)  would  not  let  it  be  built  there, 
lar charity.  and  the  churchwardens  suggested  that  "the  old  chapel 
should  be  repaired,  the  living  augmented,  &c.,"  while  the  next  of  kin 
insisted  that  a  new  church  must  be  built  and  the  surplus  divided 
among  them :  but  Lord  Kenyon  observed  that  if  the  bishop  objected 
he  could  not  interfere;  that  as  to  repairing,  &c.,  he  could  not  do  that; 
the  intention  must  be  implicitly  followed,  or  nothing  could  be  done. 
So  in  Corbyn  v,  French  (m),  the  legacy  was  to  the  trustees  of  a 

chapel  to  discharge  a  mortgage  thereon:  the  mortga^  had 
[•207]   been  already  paid  off ;  and  Lord  •  Alvanley  held  the  legacy 

void  by  the  stat.  Geo.  2,  c.  36 ;  but  he  also  held  that  if  it  had 
not  been  so,  it  would  have  been  void  because  the  object  intended  could 
not  be  effected,  and  there  was  no  ground  to  apply  it  to  any  other 

purpose. 

Again,  in  Cherry  v.  Mott  (n),  where  a  testator  desired  that,  if  his 
personal  estate  should  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  a  presentation  to 

Christ's  Hospital  should  be  bought  for  the  son  of  a  free- 
Cherryr.Mott   ^^^  ^^  jj  ^  ^^^  personal  estate  proved  insufficient.    Sir 

C.  Pepys,  M.  R.,  said  "  This  legacy  is  conditional.  There  is  no  gift 
if  the  personal  estate  be  not  sufficient  to  fulfil  the  contract."  He 
added,  "  Another  objection  is  that  this  is  a  gift  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose  which  cannot  take  effect  by  reason  of  the  refusal  of  the  gov- 
ernors, and  that  it  therefore  fails  altogether."  After  citing  Att-Oen. 
V.  Bishop  of  Oxford,  and  Lord  Alvanley's  view  of  the  doctrine,  he 

(h)  Mayor  of  Lyons  v.  Adv.43«n.  of  Benml,  1  App.  C».  91.        ,„    „.  ^  ^    ,     ^ 

(0  See  Mayor  of  Lyons  r.  Ady.-Gen.  of  Benegaf,  1  App.  Ca.  lU,  116  (the  Lncknow 
Fdnd);  Re  Randell,  Randell  r.  Dixon,  88  Ch.  D;218. 

(t)  See  Lord  Eldon»s  judgment,  Moggridge  v.  Thackwell,  7  Ves.  68,  a  case  which  illustntet 
the  length  to  which  the  doctrine  has  been  carried.  

(0  IB.  C.  C.  444,  n.,  and  cit«l  4  Ves.  488,  also  2  Vet.  Jr.  888,  8  Ve«.  84A. 

[m)  4  Ves.  48L 

ffi)  1  My.  &  C.  188. 


}; 
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referred  to  the  more  extended  sense  in  which  it  was  understood  by 
Lord  Eldon,  and  concluded,  <'  In  this  case,  however,  there  is  no  gift 
except  in  the  direction  to  do  that  which  cannot  be  effected.  It  is 
not  within  the  principle  of  those  cases  in  which  the  Court  executes 
a  general  purpose  cj-pr^s,  the  particular  mode  being  impossible." 

This  case  has  been  referred  to  as  standing  on  special  ground  as  a 
conditional  legacy.  But  as  the  condition  required  only  that  the  es- 
tate should  suffice  for  the  particular  mode,  the  appellation  of  <' con- 
ditional" appears  not  to  mark  any  difference  in  kind,  but  only  the 
cogency  of  the  terms  to  indicate  that  the  mode  was  of  the  substance 
of  the  gift. 

Lord  Alvanley  said  he  thought  the  legacy  in  Ck>rbyn  v.  French 
(supposing  it  not  illegal),  as  well  as  the  legacy  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Bishop 
of  Oxford,  might  each  have  been  applied  in  repairing 
the  particular  building,  though  not  for  any  other  pur-  sioo.of  the  ^ 
pose  (o).    But  partial  exclusion  of  the  rule  is  scarcely  g^"P*^  *<^ 
less  significant  than  total  exclusion.     For  the  rule  is   ^    ' 
that  where  the  substantial  intention  is  charity,  but  the   not  imply  an 
particular  mode  cannot  be  carried  into  effect,  the  Court  JJ^^^bSmo^, 
(or  the  Crown)  supplies  another  mode  (p)  :  which  other 
mode  need  not  bear  any  absolute  resemblance  to  that  intended  by 
the  testator;  only  it  must  first  be  ascertained  that  none 
*can  be  found  nearer  to  it  (q).    Thus  a  trust  for  redemption  [*208] 
of  British  slaves  in  Barbary  having,  after  a  long  continuance, 
failed  for  want  of  objects,  was  executed  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  favor 
of  charity  schools  in  England  and  Wales  (r).    This  must  be  borne  in 
mind  in  considering  the  cases  that  remain  to  be  noticed. 

In  Clark  v.  Taylor  («),  a  legacy  was  bequeathed  ''to  the  treasurer 
of  the  female  orphan  school  at  G.,  patronized  by  Mrs.  K,  for  the 
benefit  of  that  charity ;  '*  the  school  had  been  established   caMs  of 
and  maintained  by  Mrs.  E.  at  her  own  expense,  without  "i«P'e.'* 
treasurer  or  other  official,  and  still  subsisted  at  the  testator's  death; 
but  afterwards,  and  before  payment  of  the  legacy,  was  discontinued ; 
Sir  B.  Eindersley,  V.-C,  said  there  was  a  recognized  ci«rk«. 
distinction  between  a  gift  showing  a  general  charitable   Taylor, 
purpose,  and  pointing  out  the  mode  in  which  it  was  to  be  carried 
into  effect^  and  a  gift  to  a  particular  institution ;  that  here  the  institu- 
tion being  a  mere  private  school  maintained  by  the  beneficence  of  Mrs. 
E.,  he  could  not  say  the  legacy  was  to  go  to  any  other  institution. 

(o)  See  alM  New  «.  Bonaker,  L.  B.,  4  Eq.  666,  where  a  legacy  to  be  applied  for  a  chari- 
table purpoee  in  a  foreign  conntiy  haying  been  refosed  hr  the  ffOTemment  of  that  country, 
apparentij  on  groonds  of  public  policy,  it  was  not  anruedl  that  it  iboald  be  applied  cy-pres 
in  thii  country.    Gf.  Att-Gen.  v.  City  of  London,  3  B.  C.  C  171. 


unqualiHed,  for,  according  to  Wilmot,  C.  J.  (Opln.  89,  88).  <*  the  Court  thougbt  one  kind  of 
charity  would  embalm  a  testator'n  memory  an  well  as  another." 

(r)  Att.-Oen.  o.  Ironmongers*  C  mpany,  Or.  &  Ph.  906,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  001. 

(«)  1  Drew.  649.  See  Re  Ovey,  Broad[)>ent  v.  Barrow,  98  Ch.  D.  560.  Bat  tee  Be  SleyliL 
81eyln  V.  Hepburn  (1881),  9  Ch.  986,  pott  ' 
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In  Bussell  v.  Kellett  (t),  some  of  the  poor  persons  for  whom  the 
gift  was  intended  having  survived  the  testator,  but  died  before  pay- 
Riusellv.  ment^  it  was  held  bj  Sir  J.  Stuart,  Y.-G.,  that  their 

Kellett.  legacies  lapsed.    He  said  the  doctrine  of  cy-pr^s  meant 

that  some  other  object  could  be  found  in  a  reasonable  degree  nearly 
answering  the  object  mentioned  by  the  testator,  but  that  here  was 
such  a  singular  and  particular  definition  of  the  objects  as  made  it 
impossible  to  find  any  other  so  nearly  resembling  them  as  to  justify 
the  application  of  the  doctrine. 

In  Marsh  v.  Means  (u),  a  testator  gave  a  legacy,  payable  after  the 
death  of  his  wife,  for  continuing  a  certain  publication  (which  had 
Bianb  v.  ^^n  published  by  The  Association  for  Promoting  Hu- 

ifeans.  manity  to  Animals)  according  to  principles  stated  in  one 

of  its  numbers,  viz.  to  expose  cruelty  to  animals,  to  diffuse  moral  and 
religious  information,  &c.  At  the  date  of  the  will  the  publication 
had  been  discontinued,  and  the  association  itself  was  extinct ;  and  it 
was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  that  this  was  not  a 
[•209]  •  bequest  for  promoting  these  principles,  but  for  continuing 
the  publication  of  this  particular  book,  which  brought  the 
case  within  Clark  v.  Taylor,  so  that  the  doctrine  of  cy-pr^s  was  not 
applicable,  and  the  gift  lapsed  by  extinction  of  the  object. 

Again,  in  Fisk  v.  Att.-Gen.  (x),  where  a  legacy  was  given  **  to  the 
Ladies'  Benevolent  Society  at  L.  as  part  of  its  ordinary  funds,"  and 

before  the  testator's  death  the  society  ceased  to  exist, 
^v.  Att..      g.j.  Yf  p   ^ood^  v.-C,  said  it  has  been  expressly  de- 

cided  by  Clark  v,  Taylor  and  Bussell  v,  Kellett,  that 
when  a  gift  was  made  by  will  to  a  charity  which  had  expired,  it  was 
as  much  a  lapse  as  a  gift  to  an  individual  who  had  expired ;  aud  that 
though  the  point  might  some  day  require  further  consideration,  he 
could  not  interfere  with  the  settled  authorities. 

But  it  would  seem  now  to  be  settled  that,  where  the  charitable 
object  fails  after  the  testator's  death,  the  gift  will  not  lapse.    In 

Hayter  v.  Trego  (y),  where  the  bequest  was  to  "the  D. 
SSwro/^ft**  asylum  for  female  penitents,"  which  was  dissolved  after 
oetsea  to  exist  the  testator's  death,  it  was  assumed  that  the  legacy  was 
to?idSuh!*^  ^  ^  applied  cy-prte,  the  only  question  argued  being 

whether  this  should  be  done  by  the  Crown  or  by  the 
Court.  And  in  the  very  recent  case  of  Ee  Slevin,  Slevin  v.  Hep- 
bum  («),  this  question  was  fully  considered  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 


(0  8  Sin.  &  Glf.  964,  ante,  167,  n.  (q),  ^     ^  «  ^^ 

(m)  6  W.  R.  816,  al«)  reported  (but  obecnrely)  8  Jnr.  N.  8.  790. 

(a?)  L  R..  4  Eq.  621.    See  also  Lanjcford  «.  Rowland,  8  Gif.  617.    But  see  the  obsenratloM 


expr<»RBed  bv  Mr.  Jarman  as  overruling  the  two  decisions  of  Viceihancellor  Kiodersley  and 
Vice-chancellor  Wood.'' 


(z)  (1891)  2  f^^  4M  MVAninff  thA  ilMiiiion  of  Stirlinff.  J..  ^1801)  1  Ch.  878.    The  doubt 
irown  bv  Mr 
folly  Justified. 


(?)  0891)  2  Ch.  986,  reversing  the  decision  of  Stirling,  J.,  (1891)  1  Ch.  878. 
thrown  bv  Mr.  Jarman  on  tha  dedilona  In  Clark  r.  Taylor  and  Eossell  v.  Kellett  is  thna 
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aad  it  was  held  that  a  charitable  bequest  to  an  institution  which 
ceases  to  exist  after  the  testator's  death  does  not  lapse  so  as  to  let  in 
the  residuary  legatee,  but  will  be  applied  bj  the  Grown  for  some 
analogous  purpose  of  charity,  irrespective  of  whether  or  not  any  gen- 
eral charitable  intention  that  the  fund  shall  be  administered  cy-pr^s  is 
indicated  by  the  will,  on  the  ground  that,  as  the  charity  existed  at 
the  testator^s  death,  the  legacy  became  the  property  of  that  charity. 

The  general  test  at  the  present  day  seems,  accordingly,  to  be 
whether  the  scope  and  terms  of  the  will,  or  that  part  of  it  which 
relates  to  charitable  dispositions,  indicates  an  intention 
to  benefit  charities,  or  a  class  of  charities  generally,   theaues.^'^ 
treating  the  particular  named  objects  of  gift  as  mere 
instruments  for  carrying  out  such  general  intention;  or  to  benefit 
the  particular  institutions  specified  which  the  testator  has 
singled  out  on  their  own  merits  as  worthy  •of  encourage-  [*210] 
ment    If  then  the  gift  fails,  by  reason  of  a  named  institu- 
tion coming  to  an  end  in  the  testator's  lifetime  or  otherwise,  in  the 
former  case  the  general  purpose  of  charity  will  be  executed  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  of  cy-pr^s ;  but  in  the  latter  case  the  gift  will 
lapse  (a),  unless  the  particular  charity  existed  at  the  testator's 
death,  in  which  case  tiie  legacy  will  be  applied  for  other  similar 
charitable  purposes  (b).    And  evidence  aliunde  is  admissible  to  aid 
the  Court  in  ascertaining  whether  the  intention  of  the  testator  was 
general  or  particular  (c). 

It  is  admitted  that  there  is  a  distinction  where  there  never  was 
any  such  institution  as  that  named  by  the  testator ;  for  ^^^  ^ 
in  that  case  it  is  clear  he  could  not  have  intended  to  where  the  ' 
benefit  a  particular  institution,  and  the  legacy  will  be  JJ^^eSste? 
applied  cy-pr^s  (d).    So  if  the  bequest  is  to  the  institu- 
tion merely  as  the  instrument  for  executing  the  testator's  —<>'"»  ™«w 
charitable  intent,  which  he  fully  describes,  the  failure  of  ' 

the  institution  will  not  involve  the  failure  of  the  charitable  trust  (e). 

There  is  another  sort  of  case  less  easily  distinguishable  from  Fisk 
V.  Att.-Qen. ;  that  is,  where  the  gift  is  in  terms  to  a  particular  institu- 
tion by  a  description  equally  applicable  to  more  than 
one.    It  cannot  here  be  presumed  that  the  testator  did  ~^**  rof*!?  ^ 
not  intend  to  select  one  in  particular;  for  he  may  have   ties  equally 
known,  and,  considering  the  terms  of  the  bequest,  prob-  Se^rtptiS^!''* 
ably  did  know,  only  one  answering  the  description ;  yet, 
as  it  cannot  be  ascertained  which,  the  particular  purpose  fails ;  nev- 
ertheless it  is  clear  that  the  legacy  will  be  applied  cy-pris  (/). 

tut!  PSJ^  ?•  TS^iS'^'i  ^^^'  *^*»  ^  ^^«y»  Browlbent  r.  Barrow,  89  Ch.  D.  660;  Be 
White's  Trusts,  38  Ch.  D.  449. 

(6)  Re  SleriiL  Slevin  «.  Hepburn,  (1891)  2  Ch.  936. 

ie)  Clark  «.  Tajrior;  Re  Ovey;  see  also  Re  Slevin,  Slerin  9,  Hepburn,  (1891)  1  Ch.  873. 

(d)  U>80ombe  v.  Wintrinjfham,  18  Beav.  87:  Re  Maguire,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  682. 

Wv^*"**  "•  Att.-Gen  ,  2  J.  &  H.  61;  see  also  cases  cited  ante,  p.  204,  n.  (e). 

(/)  Bennet  v.  Hayter,  2  Beav.  81;  Re  Clergy  Society,  2  K.  &  J.  616. 

voi^  L  16 
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Where  the  testator's  object  is  sufficiently  defined,  and  is  capable  of 
being  carried  into  effect,  it  will  not  be  departed  from  upon  a  notion 
of  more  extended  utility  (g). 

Cherry  t;.  Mott  (A)  shows  that  there  may  be  a  conditional  legacy  to 
a  charity  as  well  as  for  any  other  purpose,  and  that  if  the  condition 
Conditional  ^  ^^*'  f^fil^®4  the  legacy  fails  in  substance.  And  if  the 
legacy  to  condition  is  such  that  it  need  not  be  performed  within 

'^^'  the  limits  allowed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuity,  the 

gift  is  apparently  void  if  the  condition  is  precedent,  so  as  to  render 
the  property  inalienable  until  the  gift  takes  effect  (t) ;  but,  if 
[*211]  the  condition  is  *  subsequent,  and  the  gift  immediate,  the  gift 
will  be  good,  the  doctrine  of  remoteness  having  no  applicar 
tion  to  a  charity  (j).  Such  cases  must  be  distinguished  from  those 
where  the  intention  is  to  give  a  fund  to  charity  at  once,  though  there 
may  be  an  indefinite  suspense  or  abeyance  in  its  actual  application. 
If  the  particular  purposes  may  be  answered,  though  not  immediately, 
the  fund  will  be  retained — how  long  does  not  clearly  appear :  but  if 
those  purposes  turn  out  on  inquiry  to  be  impracticable,  then  the  fund 
will  be  applied  cy-pr^s.  And  during  such  retention  there  is  no  re- 
sulting trust  for  heir  or  next-of-kin  (k). 

With  respect  to  the  particular  cases  in  which  the  Grown,  and  those 
in  which  the  Court  undertakes  this  office,  the  distinction  seems  to  be, 

that  where  the  bequest  is  by  the  intervention  of  trus- 
Swnand  *®®^*  ®^®^  tliough  thosc  trustees  die  in  the  testator's 
where  the  lifetime  or  refuse  to  act,  it  devolves  upon  the  Court  (I), 
ktera  chwrtty.  ^ut  where  the  object  is  charity  without  a  trust  inter- 
posed, the  direction  must  be  by  the  sign  manual  of  the 
Sovereign  (m).  In  a  case  (n)  where  there  was  a  bequest  to  a  volun- 
tary charitable  society,  which  existed  when  the  will  was  made,  and 
also  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  but  was  dissolved  before  his  assets 
could  be  administered,  it  was  held  that  the  execution  devolved  on  the 
Court.  Both  the  Crown  and  the  Court,  however,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  discretion,  alike  act  upon  the  principle  of  adhering  as  closely  as 
possible  to  the  spirit  of  the  donor's  expressed  or  presumed  intention  (o). 

Where  a  pecuniary  legacy  is  bequeathed  absolutely  to  a  corpora- 
tion existing  for  only  charitable  purposes,  the  Court  will  direct  pay- 
ment, without  requiring  that  a  scheme  be  settled  by  itself  for  its 


(a)  Att.-Gen.  ».  Whiteley,  11  Vee.  241. 

(A)  1  My.  &  C.  132. 

(f)  See  Chamberlayne  v.  Brockett,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  208,  n.,  212. 

0  )  Re  Tyler.  Tyler  v,  lyier,  W.  N.  1891,  p.  142.    See, 


(h)  1  My.  &  C.  132. 

e  V.  Brocket!,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  208,  n., 

vy  /  .^  -/  '^<  f  ^^"-  V,  lyier,  W.  N.  1891,  p.  142.   See,  as  to  conditions  precedent  and  sub- 
seqnent,  post,  Co.  ^XVII. 

(k)  Att.-Gen.  v.  O^nder,  3  R  C.  C.  166 ;  Abbott  v,  Fraser,  L.  R.,  6  P.  C.  96 ;  Chambcp- 
lavne  r,  Brockett,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  206,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

'(/)  Moggridge  9.  Thackwell,  7  Yes.  36;  Paice  v.  Archbinhop  of  Canterbury,  14  Yes.  864; 
Att.-6en.  v.  Gladstone,  13  Sim.  7;  Reere  v.  Att.-Gen.,  8  Hare,  191. 

(m)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Fletcher,  5  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Ch.  75,  Pepyt.  M.  R.;  Denyer  v.  l>nice,Taml.  33. 

(n)  HaA'ter  v,  Trego,  5  Ross.  113. 
Ves.  87. 
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appropriation  (p).    And  the  same  rule  obtains  where  a  Where  the 
legacy  is  given  to  the  treasurer  or  other  officer  of  a  char-   i^J^^'lij*^ 
itable  institution,  though  not  a  corporation,  to  become   charity  with- 
part  of  the  general  funds  of  that  institution  (q).    But   ^"*  *  wl^wno- 
where  the  legacy  is  to  be  applied,  not  as  part  of  the  general 
funds  of  the  *  institution,  but  for  certain  permanent  charita-  [*212] 
ble  trusts,  which  the  testator  has  pointed  out,  the  Court  will 
take  upon  itself  to  insure  the  accomplishment  of  the  testator's  object 
by  a  scheme  of  its  own  (r).     Where  the  legacy  is  to  a   Foreign 
foreign  charity  the  Court  will  direct  it  to  be  paid  to  the   charitj. 
persons  appointed  by  the  testator  to  receive  it,  and  will  not  take  upon 
itself  to  settle  a  scheme  (sy    Nevertheless  the  Court  has  jurisdiction 
to  secure  a  legacy  given  for  charitable  purposes  by  a  subject  of  the 
Grown,  whether  in  or  out  of  this  country,  and  will  sometimes  order 
the  fund  to  be  carried  to  a  separate  account  in  Court,  and  the  divi- 
dends only  paid  over  to  the  person  named  in  the  will,  subject  to  an 
account  of  the  mode  of  its  application  (t).    The  legality  of  the  char- 
ity is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  is  to  be 
applied  (u). 

It  seems  that  the  Court  discourages  the  investment  of  the  funds  of 
the  charity  in  the  purchase  of  land  (x). 

It  remains  to  be  noticed,  that  the  cy-pr^s  doctrine  does  not  apply 
to  bequests  which  are  made  void  by  the  statute  in  ques-    Cy-pr^  doo- 
tion,  or  which  are  not  charitable  within  the  preamble  to   ippf|J^**t^ 
the  Statute  of  Elizabeth  (^),  and  therefore  a  bequest  of  cams  within 
money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  is  not  executed  cy-pr^s,   g^'^*c.86. 
i.  e.  applied  to  an  allowable  charitable  purpose.    But  a  gift  over,  in 
an  express  gift  over,  in  case  the  charitable  gift  cannot  **?**.J^1''*® 
by  law  take  effect,  is  valid  (si).  void,  u  good. 

(0 )  Society  for  the  Propagation  of  the  Gospel  in  Foreign  Fftrts  r.  Att.-Gen.,  3  Russ.  142; 
Walsh  0.  Gladstone,  1  Phil.  290. 

(o)  See  WeUbeloved  v.  Jones,  S  S.  &  St  43;  Be  Bamett,  89  L.  J.  Ch.  871;  Re  Lea,  Lea  v. 
Cooke,  34  Ch.  D.  528. 

(r)  Id. 

1$)  Collyer  t.  Burnett,  Taml.  79;  Mitford  0.  Reynolds,  1  Phil.  194;  Emery  v.  Hill,  1  Rnss. 
113.  See  Mayor  of  Lyons  v.  East  India  Company,  1  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  293.  But  see  Re  Eraser, 
Teates  v.  Frsser,  22  Ch.  D.  827,  where  a  bequest  waa  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  blind  In- 
verness-shire, and,  the  executor  haying  declined  to  act,  leave  was  given  to  the  Attorney* 
General  to  apply  to  the  Scotch  Court  for  the  settlement  of  a  scheme. 

{0  Att.-Gen.  v.  Lepine,  2  Sw.  181;  Att.-Gen.  0.  Sturge,  19  Beav.  597. 

(u)  New  9.  Bonaker,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  655. 

(x)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Wilson,  2  Kee.  683,  a  case,  under  the  2nd  section  of  the  statute  9  Geo.  2, 
which  provided  that  the  statutory  requirements  as  to  execution  of  deeds  should  not  extend 
to  pnrcnases  or  transfers  for  valuable  consideration.  See  now  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  4,  sub-ss. 
(7),  (8). 

(y)  Re  Joy,  Purday  v.  Johnson,  60  L.  T.  175.  See  also  as  to  gifts  which  are  contrary  to 
the  policy  of  the  law,  Thmpp  v.  Collett,  26  Beav.  125,  and  the  cases  cited  ante,  p.  16§,  at 
end  of  note  (r). 

(s)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Tancred,  1  Ed.  10,  1  W.  Bl.  90,  Amb.  854;  De  Themines  v.  De  Bonneval, 
5  Russ.  288;  Robinson  v.  Robinson.  19  Beav.  494;  Carter  9.  Green,  3  K.  &  J.  591 ;  Warren  9. 
Rudall,  4  id^618;  and  per  Lord  Eldon,  Sibley  9.  Perry,  7  Ves.  522;  overruling  Att.-Gen.  9. 
""     '  ""   "      "      "T.    The  "      " 


Tyndall,  2  Ed.  207.  The  grounds  of  the  decision  in  Att.-Gen.  0.  Hodgson,  15  Shn.  150, 
show  that  it  is  not  an  authority  against  the  validly  of  such  a  gift  over.  But  as  to  those 
grounds,  see  Warren  9.  Rndall,'4  &.  &  J.  603,  statea  post,  Ch.  L. 

1  Taylor  v.  Bryn  Mawr  College,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  101. 
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Z.  Ozlein  and  Nature  of  the  Roto. — The  necessity  of  imposing 
some  restraint  on  the  power  of  postponing  the  a.cquisition  of  the 
absolute  interest  in,  or  dominion  over  property,  will  be  obvious,  if  we 
consider,  for  a  moment,  what  would  be  the  state  of  a  community  in 
which  a  considerable  proportion  of  the  land  and  capital  was  locked 
up.  That  free  and  active  circulation  of  property,  which  is  one  of  the 
Policy  of  rule  ^P^^^g^  ^  ^6^  ss  the  conscquenccs  of  commerce,  would 
against  per-  be  obstructed;  the  improvement  of  land  checked;  its 
petniues.  acquisition  rendered  difficult ;  the  capital  of  the  country 

gradually  withdrawn  from  trade ;  and  the  incentives  to  exertion  in 
every  branch  of  industry  diminished.  Indeed,  such  a  state  of  things 
would  be  utterly  inconsistent  with  national  prosperity;  and  those 
restrictions,  which  were  intended  by  the  donors  to  guard  the  objects 
of  their  bounty  against  the  effects  of  their  own  improvidence,  or 
originated  in  more  exceptional  motives  (a),  would  be  baneful  to  all. 
Origin  of  the  It  was  soon  perceived,  therefore,  that  when  increased 
rule.  facilities  were  given  to  the  alienation  of  property,  and 

modes  of  disposition  unknown  to  the  common  law  arose,  from  the 
introduction  of  springing  uses  and  executory  devises,  which  no  act  of 
the  owner  of  the  preceding  estate  could  defeat,  it  was  necessary  to 
confine  the  power  of  creating  these  interests  within  such  limits  as 

would  be  adequate  to  the  exigencies  of  families,  without 
[*214]  transgressing  the  bounds  *  prescribed  by  a  sound  public  pol* 

icy.   This  was  effected,  not  by  legislative  interference,  but  by 
the  courts  of  jurisdiction,  who,  in  this  instance,  appear  to  have  trod- 


(a)  Perhaps  these  restrictions  most  freqnentlj  spring  from  the  desire  to  exert  a  posthnmona 
control  over  that  which  can  be  no  longer  enjoyed. 
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den  very  closely  on  the  line  which  divides  the  judicial  from  the  legis- 
lative functions.^ 

The  early  judges  had  an  extreme  repugnance  to  every  disposition 
of  property  that  savored  of  a  perpetuity,  but  the  expressions  which 
occasionally  fell  from  them,  demonstrative  of  this  feel- 
ing, did  not  afford  a  specific  definition  of  the  monster  h^iPr^lMdei 
which  the  law  was  stated  "  to  abhor."    The  effect,  how-  ^7^^  ^^^T 
ever,  was  to  throw  such  a  general  suspicion  over  all  ex-  ^^  **"* 
ecutory  limitations,  as  to  render  the  validity  of  every  gift  of  this 
nature  questionable,  until  it  had  been  the  subject  of  adjudication. 
The  onus  proband!  (so  to  speak)  was  regarded  as  lying  on  those  who 
had  to  sustain  the  future  gift ;  and  the  course  which  the  decisions 
have  taken,  has  been  to  af&rm  the  validity  of  one  executory  disposi- 
tion after  another,  until  the  rule  has  settled  down  to  an  analogy  to 
the  ordinary  limitations  in  strict  settlement,  t.  e,,  to  the  allowance  of 
a  life  or  any  number  of  lives    in   being,  and  twenty-one  years 
afterwards  (6).* 

(b)  In  the  writer*!  edition  of  Powell  on  Devisee  (toI.  i.  p.  889,  n.,)  the  pTogreae  of  this  role 
is  fallj  traced.  See  alio  Bjth.  &  Jerm.  Gonv.  (4th  ed.  bjr  Bobbins),  Vol.  VII.  pp.  490 
et  seq. 

1  An  eUbomte  scheme  of  perpetnities  wee  his  amgm,  provided  that  if  A.  die  without 

set  upbj  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  New  York  issue  living  at  his  death,  then  to  B.  A.  as- 

in  1838,  to  take  the  place  of  the  common  law  signed  the  term,  and  died  without  issue.    Gift 

rale,  and  that  scheme  luu  been  adopted  with  to  B.  held  bad  for  various  reasons  ^ven,  all 

some  variations  in  several  of  the  states,  while  relating  to  the  nature  of  the  contmgencv, 

In   other  statee  various  constitutional   and  none  relating  to  its  remoteness  though  the 

statntorv  provisions  have  been  made.    See  point  had  been  argued. 

Grav^  Perpetuities,  }$  728  et  seq.  3.  Pells  v.  Brown,  Cro.  Jac  690;  Palm. 

>  Mr.  Gray,  in  hb  learned  work  on  Per-  131;  Godb.  282;  2  BoUe,  196, 216  (1620).    De- 

petuities,  has  given  the  profession  the  most  vise  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  if  A.  die  without 

satisfactory  exposition  we  have  of  the  de-  Issue  living  B.,  then  to  B.  and  his  lieirs.    A. 

velopment  of  this  interesting  and  important  suffers  a  recovery,  and  dies  without  issue 

rule.  It  comes  in  substance  to  this :  The  rule  living  B.     Held  that  B.  was  not  barred, 

itself  came  into  existence  after  the  Statute  of  The  case  thus  held  valid  and  indestructible 

Uses  (1635).   That  statute  made  the  creation  conditional  limitations  as  to  freehold  inter- 

of  future  estates  in  land  possible  by  dispens-  ests,  but  decided  nothing  in  regard  to  time, 

ing  with  livery  of  seisin.  But  that  statute  was  As  to  the  last  named  point,  however,  Apprice 

not  the  parent  of  the  rule  further  than  in  the  v.  Flower,  PoIIexf .  27 ;  1  (Jh.  Bep.  176  (1661), 

fact  that  it  made  it  possible  as  regards  free-  devise  of  a  term,  may  be  noticed, 

hold  estates.    A  century  and  a  half  elapsed  4.  Love  v.  Wyndnam,  1  Mod.  60;  2  Keb. 

before  the  rule  took  root;  and  then  it  came  637;  1  Sid.  460;'  1  Lev.  290  (1670).    Devise 

into  existence  mainly  in  the  consideration  of  of  a  term  to  A.  for  life,  then  to  B.  for  life; 

terms  of  years,  that  is,  chattels  real,  which  but  if  B.  die  without  issue,  then  to  C.    Gift 

were  not  withm  the  Statute  of  Uses  at  all.  to  C.  held  void  because  dependent  on  in- 

But  when  at  last  future  interests  in  property  definite  failure  of  issue.  See  the  much-quoted 

came  to  be  recognized  by  the  courts,  it  b^  remark  of  Twisden,  J.    "If  all  the  candles 

came  important  to  restrain  the  creation  of  be  light  at  once,  it  is  good.    But  if  vou  limit 

them  within  limits  of  time.  a  remainder  to  a  person  not  in  being^'  etc. 

The  following  will  represent,  in  outline,  6.  Duke  of  Norfolk's  Case,  8  Cti.  Gas.  1 

the  stages  in  the  development  of  the  rule,  for  (1681-1686,  Ld.  Ch.,  Ld.  Keejw,  &  H.  L. ).  This 

details  in  regard  to  which  the  reader  is  re-  is  the  great  case  which  definitely  fixed  the 

ferred  to  Mr.  Gray's  book:  rule  as  to  realty  in  its  present  form,  over> 

1.  Manning's  Case,  8  Coke,  94  b.  (1609).  ruling  Child  v.  Bavlie,  supra.  I^nd  con- 
Devise  of  a  term  to  A.  for  life,  and  on  A.*s  veyed  by  the  Earl  of  Arundel  to  trustees  for 
death  to  B*  Gift  to  B.  held  good  as  an  exec-  long  term  in  trust  for  B.,  his  second  son  and 
ntory  devise,  there  being  no  remainders  in  heirs  male  of  his  body,  but  if  the  earl's  eldest 
chattel  interests.  son  A.  should  die  witnout  issue  male  living 

2.  Child  9.  Baylie,  Cro.  Jao.  469 ;  Palm.  B.,  or  if  the  earldom  should  descend  upon  B., 
48,  383;  W.  Jones,  16;  2  Bolle,  129  (1618-  the  trust  to  be  for  C.,  third  son.  A.  died 
1628,  Ex.  Ch.).    Devise  of  a  term  to  A.  and  without  issue  living  B.    Gift  to  C.  held  good 
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But  though  the  new  modifications  of  estate  consequent  on  the  in- 
troduction of  uses,  first  drew  attention  to  the  necessity  of  imposing 
Period  for  some  restraint  of  this  nature,  they  did  not  wholly  create 
vMtiDffof  *^**  necessity ;  for,  if  uses  had  never  existed,  some  such 
estates  diaj  be  restriction  would  have  been  requisite  on  executory  and 
inapended.  future  interests  in  personal  estate,  analogous  to  that  rule 
of  the  common  law  concerning  remainders,  which  precluded  (and  still 
precludes)  the  giving  to  an  unborn  person  an  estate  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  issue  (c),  or,  as  it  was  rather  quaintly  expressed,  the 
creating  of  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility. 

It  was  long  (d)  an  undetermined  point,  whether  the  period  of 
twenty-one  years,  which  a  testator  or  settlor  was  permitted  to  add  to 

A  life  or  liv  ^  ^^®  ^^  ^^^®*  ^^  t)eing,  was  an  absolute  term,  or  was 
in  being,  and  intended  merely  to  afford  an  opportunity  of  postponing 
y«nf""°*        the  interest  of  an  unborn  object  of  gift  until  his  or  her 

majority.    This  question  was  finally  set  at  rest  in  Cadell 

r.  Palmer  (e),  in  which  the  House  of  Lords  decided  in  favor 
[♦215]  of  an  executory  *  limitation  in  a  will  to  take  effect  at  the 

period  of  twenty  years  after  lives  in  being  (/).  Bayley,  B., 
after  an  elaborate  examination  of  the  authorities,  declared  the  unani- 
mous opinion  of  the  Judges  to  be,  that  the  true  limit  of  the  rule 
against  perpetuities  was  "a  life  or  lives  in  beings  and  twentt/-one 

years,  without  reference  to  the  infancy  of  any  person 
twenty-one  whatever."  This  important  case,  however,  would  still 
^bsoi  tei^^*^  have  left  a  subject  for  controversy,  if  the  House  had 
not  merely  in     Contented  itself  with  simply  adjudicating  in  the  case  be- 

tefaB^*^  ^       ^^'®  ^^  >  ^^*'  ^^^  *  laudable  anxiety  to  close  the  door  to 

all  future  discussion,  it  was  proposed  to  the  Judges  to 
consider,  whether  a  limitation  by  way  of  executoiy  devise  is  void  as 
too  remote,  or  otherwise,  if  it  is  not  to  take  effect  until  after  the 
determination  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  upon  the  expiration  of  a 


wi* 


e)  This  old  mle  has  recently  been  affirmed  as  still  in  force  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
iitby  V.  Mitchell,  44  Ch.  D.  85.    See  post. 

(d)  See  Beaid  v.  Westcott,  5  Taunt.  396,  5  B.  &  Aid.  801,  T.  &  R.  26. 

(e)  7  Bli.  202,  1  CI.  &  Fin.  372,  10  Bing.  140,  1  Sim.  173,  nom.  Bengough  v.  Eldridge. 
(/)  See  as  to  this  case  Sugd.  Law  of  Prop.  814.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  term  of  twenty 

years  only  was  taken  in  this  case.  It  may  have  been  thou^j^ht  that,  as  the  execution  of  the 
ultimate  trust  involved  a  conveyance  bv  the  trustees  to  certain  uses,  a  time  should  be  allowed, 
sufficient  in  aiiv  possible  case  for  completing  that  conveyance.  According  to  the  then  law, 
it  might  have  been  necessarv  to  suffer  a  recovery,  which  could  only  be  done  in  term  time. 
At  the  present  time,  it  would  appear  unnecessary  to  make  an  allowance,  even  of  a  day,  as 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  conveyance  which  could  not  be  perfected  in  a  day. 

on  the  question  of  remoteness.     That  is,  a  Gift  to  B.  held  good,  thus  extending  the 

conditional  limitation  of  a  term  to  take  effect  period  to  minorities.     See  the  earlier  case, 

after  lives  in  bein^,  was  valid.    The  rule  was  Lloyd  v.  Carew,  Prec.  Ch.  72,  106  (16d8), 

now  easily  extended  to  freehold  interests,  al-  allowing  "reasonable  time'*  after  lives  in 

readv  helil  valid  in  Pells  v.  Brown,  supra.  being. 

6.  Maddox  v.  Staines,  2  P.  Wms.  421;  3  7.  Cad^Il  v.  Palmer,  1  Clark  &  F.  872 

Bro.  P.  C.  Toml.  108  (1728).    Gift  of  person-  (1832),  allowing  twenty-one  years  in  gross, 

alty  to  A.  for  life,  and  on  his  death  to  his  and  the  period  of  gestation  in  case  of  actual 

children,  but  if  they  die  under  age,  to  B.  gestation  and  then  only,  after  lives  In  being. 
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term  of  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  together  with  the  number  of 
months  equal  to  the  ordinary  or  longest  period  of  gestation  ;  but  the 
whole  of  sach  years  and  months  to  be  taken  as  a  term  in  gross,  and 
without  reference  to  the  infancy  of  any  person  whatever,  born  or  en 
ventre  sa  m^re.    The  Judges  declared  their  unanimous   ^^^  ^^^  ^^^ 
opinion  on  this  point  to  be,  that  such  a  limitation  would  period  of  ge»- 
be  void  as  too  remote,  they  considering  twenty-one  years   ^^'®"' 
as  the  limit,  and  the  period  of  gestation  to  be  allowed  in  those  cases 
only  in  which  the  gestation  exists. 

A  possible  addition  of  the  period  of  gestation  to  a  life  and  twenty- 
one  years,  occurs  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  devise  or  bequest  to  A.  (a 
male),  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  such  of  his  children  as  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or,  indeed,  in  the  case  of  a  devise 
or  bequest  simply  to  the  children  of  A.  (a  male),  who  shall  attain 
majority,  though  not  preceded  by  a  life  interest ;  in  either  case  A. 
may  survive  the  testator,  and  die  leaving  a  wife  enceinte,  and,  as 
such  child  would  not  acquire  a  vested  interest  until  his  majority,  the 
vesting  would  be  postponed  until  the  period  of  twenty-one  years  be- 
yond a  life  in  being,  with  the  addition,  it  might  be,  of  nine  or  ten 
months ;  and  if,  to  either  of  these  hypothetical  cases,  we  add  the 
circumstance  that  A.  the  parent,  were  (as  of  course  he  might 
be)  an  *  infant  en  ventre  sa  m^re  at  the  testator's  decease,  [*216] 
there  would  be  gained  a  double  period  for  gestation  (namely), 
one  at  the  commencement,  and  another  at  an  intermediate  part  of  the 
period  of  postponement.  To  treat  the  period  of  gestation,  however, 
as  an  adjunct  to  the  lives  is  not,  perhaps,  quite  correct.  It  seems 
more  proper  to  say  that  the  rule  of  law  admits  of  the  absolute  owner- 
ship being  suspended  for  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years 
afterwards,  and  that,  for  the  purposes  of  the  rule,  a  child  en  ventre 
sa  m^re  is  considered  as  a  life  in  being. 

Where  the  vesting  of  a  gift  to  unborn  persons  is  postponed  for  a 
fixed  term   exceeding  twenty-one  years,  the  gift  is  unquestionably 
void,  although  not  preceded  by  a  life ;  for  the  fact  of  the 
testator  not  having  availed  himself  of  the  allowance  of  ^n'n|j}\e 
a  life  does  not  enable  him  to  take  a  larger  number  of  postponed  for 
years.    Thus,  in  Palmer  v.  Holford  (g),  where  a  testator   eaS^i^" 
bequeathed  a  sum  of  stock  upon  trust  to  raise  an  accum-  twentj-ono 
ulated  fund,  and  to  transfer  such  fund  to  the  children  of 
his  son  G.  T.  H.,  who  should  be  living  at  the  expiration  of  twenty- 
eight  years  from  the  testator's  decease,  except  an  eldest  or  only  son ; 
and  in  case  no  such  child  should  be  then  living,  then  over ;  Sir  J. 
Leach,  M.  B.,  said  —  ''The  expressed  intention  of  the  testator  is  that 
all  the  children  of  his  son  G.  T.  H.,  other  than  an  eldest  son,  should 
take  who  were  living  at  the  expiration  of  twenty-eight  years,  and 
that  no  person  should  take  before  that  period.    If  G.  T.  H.  had  such 

(g)  4  Bus.  408;  and  Me  Speakman  v.  Speakman,  8  Hare,  180. 


248 


RULE  AGAINST  PEBPETUITIES. 


[CH.  IX. 


children  bom  to  him  at  any  time  within  seren  years  from  the  testa- 
tor's death,  then  the  vesting  of  the  interests  of  such  children  who 
were  unborn  at  the  death  of  the  testator  would  have  been  suspended 
for  more  than  twenty-one  years,  and  the  gift,  therefore,  is  too  remote 
and  void;  and  the  gifts  over  not  being  to  take  effect  until  after  the 
same  period,  which  is  too  remote,  are  necessarily  void  also." 

The  principle  of  the  above  case  clearly  applies  where  any  the  most 
inconsiderable  addition  is  made  to  the  term  of  twenty-one  years; 
therefore  a  gift,  the  vesting  of  which  is  postponed  for  twenty-one 
years  and  a  day,  is  void. 

In  deciding  the  question  of  remoteness,  the  state  of  circumstances 
Period  to  be       at  the  date  of  the  testator's  death,  and  not  their  state  at 

f3?h?te8-  *^®  ^**®  ®^  *^®  ^^'^'  is  to  be  regarded.*  Thus,  if  a  tes- 
tetor's  death,     tator  bequeaths  money  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  and  after 

his  death  for  such  of  his  children  as  shall  Attain  the  age  of 
[*217]  twenty-five,  which  *  latter  trust  would  be  void  if  the  testator 

were  to  die  before  A. ;  yet  if  A.  should  die  before  the  testator 
leaving  children,  of  whatever  age,  the  trust  will  be  good,  since  it  must 
of  necessity  vest  or  fail  within  lives  in  being,  viz.,  the  lives  of  the 
children  (A). 

n. —  xamitationft  after  Failure  of  iMue.  —  To  the  test  of  the 
rule  settled  by  Gadell  v.  Palmer,  every  gift  of  real  or  personal 
estate,  by  will  or  otherwise,  must  be  brought.'    The  application  of 

(k)  YanderpUnk  9.  King,  3  Here,  17;  Fealkner  v.  Daniel^d.  916;  Williams  9.  Teale,  6 
Hare,  251;  Peard  v.  Kekewich,  16  Beav.  178;  Southern  v.  Wollaaton,  16  Beav.  166,  876; 
Cattlin  r.  Brown,  11  Hare,  882  :  Wilkinson  v.  Duncan^  Beav.  111.  Tlie  point  is  now  never 
conte:ited,  see  e.  g.  Hale  v.  Hale,  8  Gh.  D.  646;  Yon  YroclLdorfF  0.  Malcolm,  80  Cb.  D.  172, 
183. 


1  Dorr  «.  LoverinfT,  147  Mass.  580;  Hall 
9.  Hall,  128  Mass.  120.  The  mle  against  per- 
petuities is  not  in  oidinarj  cases  a  rule  of  cou- 
struction,  with  one  minor  exception  applicable 
in  England.  The  will  should  first  be  read  and 
(if  necessar]r)  construed  as  if  no  such  rule  ex- 
isted; then  tlie  rule  should  be  brought  to  bear 
on  the  case.  Cottman  v.  Qrare,  112  N.  Y.  299 
(citing  Dunganson  9.  Smith,  12  Clark  &  F. 
699;  van  Nostmnd  9.  Moore,  62  N.  Y.  9  ; 
Hardwicke  9.  Douglas,  7  Clark  &  F.  816). 
The  one  exception  is  the  cy-prte  doctrine  of 
entail.  Post,  p.  267.  But  where  doubtful 
expressions  are  used  touching  a  contingent 
gift,  there  is  of  necessity  place  for  construc- 
tion ;  and  the  law  in  such  a  case  favors  the  pres- 
ervation rather  than  the  defeat  of  the  gift ;  "  it 
is  a  fair  prssumpdon  that  the  testator  meant 
to  create  a  legal  rather  than  an  illegal  estate." 
Orav,  Perpetuities,  $  683.  And  see  the  fnl- 
lowfng  canes :  Simpson  9.  Cook,  24  Minn.  180; 
Butler  9.  Butler,  8  Barb.  Ch.  804;  Burke  9. 
Yalentine,  62  Barb.  412,  425. 

*  For  examples  of  the  rule  in  recent  times 
see  the  following  canes :  Wheeler  9.  Fellowes, 
62  Conn.  238;  Collins  9.  Bernard.  68  Md. 
168;  Seaver  9.  Fittgerald,  141  Mass.  401 


(gift  over  upon  the  death  of  testator's  un- 
married daughter  and  her  children,  if  anvh 
Brsndenburs  9.  Thomdike,  189  Mass.  102 
(gift  of  a  fund  three  years  after  death  of 
testator's  widow,  or  at  such  time,  earlier  or 
later,  as  miffht  be  deemed  expedient  and 
practicable  ror  the  final  settlement  of  the 
estate;  the  discretion  being  construed  a 
reasonable  one  and  thus  not  too  remote): 
Pratt  9.  Alger.  186  Mass.  660  ("in  case  of 
death  of  any  of  said  children  without  issue*' 
construed  to  refer  to  definite  failure  of  is- 
sue) ;  Theological  Education  Soc.  9.  Att-Qen. 
186  Mass.  w6  (on  the  distinction  between 
a  condition  and  a  conditional  limitation,  fol- 
lowing Brattle  Sq.  Church  9.  Grant,  8  Qray, 
142);Xovering  9.  Worthington,  106  Mass. 
86  (trust  terminable  within  the  period  al- 
lowed) ;  Wilson  9.  Wilson,  46  N.  J.  Eq. 
821;  Purdy  9.  Hayt,  92  N.  Y.  445;  Robert 
9.  Coming,  89  K.  Y.  226  (that  the  law  is 
not  violated  by  directions  involving  some 
delav  in  the  division  of  the  property  arising 
front  the  need  of  giving  notice  or  during 
other  similar  acts;  citing  ManJce  9.  Manice, 
48  K.  Y.  808);  People  9.  Sfmonson,  126  N. 
Y.  299.  (delay  of  inoorporation  1^  reason 
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such  test  instantly  shows  that  an  executory  limitation  to  An  exeeutoir 
arise  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  of  any  person  living  devise  to  arise 
or  dead,  is  yoid  for  remoteness  (i) ;  ^  though  it  is  to  be  nite  laiiim  of 
observed,  that  in  this  and  all  other  cases,  if  the  execu-  ^JJ^'i^^'en- 
tory  devise  is  in  defeasance  of  or  immediately  subse-  grafted  pn  an 
quent  to  an  estate  tail,  it  will  be  good,  because  the  ••**^^*- 
power  which  resides  in  the  owner  of  that  estate  to  destroy  all  de- 
feating or  posterior  limitations,  executory  as  well  as  vested,  takes 
the  case  out  of  the  mischief  of,  and  consequently  out  of  the  rule 
against^  perpetuities  (k).    Thus,  if  a  person,  by  deed  or  will,  creates 
an  estate  tail,  and  annexes  to  it  a  proviso  divesting  the  estate  in 
favor  of  another  in  case  the  devisee,  or  his  issue  in  tail,  should  at 
any  time  hereafter  neglect  to  assume  the  name  and  bear  the  arms 
of  the  testator,  or  in  case  another  property  should  at  any  future 
time  devolve  to  him  or  them,  or  on  any  other  such  event ;  this  execu- 
tory limitation,  though  it  would  have  been  clearly  void,  if  engrafted 
on  an  estate  in  fee-simple,  is  good  as  applied  to  an  estate  tail  (Z). 

But  to  bring  an  executory  limitation  within  this  saving,  the  event 
must  be  one  which  will  necessarily  happen,  if  at  all,  at  or  before  the 
determination  of  the  previous  estate  tail ;  otherwise  there  will  or  may 
be  an  interval  during  which  the  executory  devise  will  be  indestructi- 
ble, and  the  limitation  will  consequently  be  void  ab  initio  (m). 

*zn. — The  Rule  as  it  affeoti  Contingent  Remainders. —  [*218] 
The  question  whether  or  not  legal  contingent  remainders  are 
within  the  rule  against  perpetuities  has  given  rise  ^  vk  ^i.    i     i 
much  controversy.*    The  Beal  Property  Commissioners  contingent 
appear  to  have  thought  that  this  rule  is  not  applicable  JJJJIJf^Jhr  *** 
to  such  limitations  (n).    And  the  language  used  by  Lord  rule  against 
St  Leonards  in  Cole  v.  Sewell  (o)  has  been  considered  P«n>etmtiet. 
as  supporting  the  proposition  that  remainders  owe  no  obedience  to 
any  other  rule  than  that  which  requires  them  to  vest^  if  at  all,  at  or 

(t)  Badger  e.  Llovd,  1  Salk.  888;  Moore  v.  Parker,  1  Ld.  Raym.  87;  Ladr  Lanesboroiurh 
9.  Fox,  Ca.  t.  Talb.  868;  Lepine  o.  Ferrard,  8  R.  &  My.  378  ;  Carter  «.  Bentall,  8  Bear.  661; 
Hardinff  v.  Nott,  7  E.  &  B.  860.  Bat  remember  itat.  1  Vict.  c.  88,  8.  89,  as  to  the  meaning 
of  words  importing  failare  of  iaeae. 

(ib)  Ooltiver  v.  Ashby,  4  Barr.  1989;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Miller.  8  Atk.  Ill ;  4W  to  a  chanre  sub- 
eeqaent  to  an  estate  tail,  Goodwin  v.  Clark,  1  Lev.  86;  Faulkner  «.  Daniel,  8  Hare,  199; 
Morse  «.  Ormonde,  1  Boss.  888;  Bristow  v.  Boothby,  8  S.  &  St  466. 

(0  Nicolls  V.  Sheffield,  8  B.  C.  C  816;  Carr  v.  Earl  of  £m>Il,  6  Eaat,  68;  Earl  of  Scar- 
borough «.  Doe  d.  Savill,  8  Ad.  k  Ell.  897. 

(m)  Bankes  v.  Holme,  stated  poet  884.  See  at  to  the  dlilorenoe  in  thit  respect  between  an 
execatory  devise  and  a  remainder,  post,  p.  ^. 

(n)  See  8  Real  Prop.  Comm.  Rep.  p.  W. 

(o)  4  Dr.  &  W.  1,  A  Con.  &  L.  844,  see  post. 

of  formalities  and  deteils);  Booth  e.  Baptist  l  Fisk  v.  Keene,  86   Maine,  840;  Brattle 

Church,  id.  816  (power  in  trust);  MiiAin*s  Sq.  Church  v.  Grant  8  Gray,  148;  Hall  e. 

Appeal,  181  Penn.  St.  806;  Reinoehlv.  Shirk,  Chaffee,  14  N.  H.  816:  Tator  9.  Tator,  4 

119  Penn.  St.  108;  Davis  v.  Williams,  86  Barb.  481;  Reinoehl  v.  Shirk,  119  Penn.  St 

Tenn.  646;  Otterback  «.  Bohrer,  87  Va.  648  IDS;  IngersolPs  Appeal,  86  Penn.  St  840. 

(truH  not  void  if  it  must  end  within  pre-  *  See  note  p.  881. 
scribed  period). 
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before  the  determination  of  the  particular  estate  (p).  But,  as  he 
subsequently  remarked  (q),  he  relied  on  the  estate  tail  in  that  case ; 
and  it  was  mainly  on  the  ground  of  the  barrable  nature  of  estates  tail 
that  the  House  of  Lords  afiBxmed  the  decision.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  balance  of  authority  seems  to  be  strongly  in  favor  of  the  view 
that,  with  the  important  exception  as  regards  estates  tail  to  be  here- 
after noticed,  legal  remainders  are  subject  either  to  the  old  doctrine 
directed  against  so-called  "  double  possibilities,"  or  to  the  rule  against 
perpetuities,  or  apparently  to  some  extent,  as  will  presently  be  shown, 
to  both  these  rules  (r). 

The  law  on  this  subject  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Fearne («) :  —  "It 
may  not  be  improper  to  remark,  once  for  all,  that  any- limitation  in 
Mr.  Fearae'8  future  or  by  way  of  remainder,  of  lands  of  inheritance, 
opinion.  which  in  its  nature  tends  to  a  perpetuity,  even  though 

there  be  a  preceding  vested  freehold,  so  as  to  take  it  out  of  the  de- 
scription of  an  executory  devise,  is  by  our  Courts  considered  void 

for  remoteness." 
[*219]      *  This  view  has  been  confirmed  by  the  recent  decision  of  Sir 

E.  Kay,  J.,  in  Re  Frost,  Frost  v.  Frost  (t).  In  that  case,  a 
testator  devised  freehold  estate  to  the  use  of  trustees  during  the  life 
-.  of  his  daughter  E.,  upon  trust  for  her,  and  after  her  de- 

cease "  to  the  use  of  any  husband  whom  she  may  here- 
after marry  "  during  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  children 
of  E.  as  she  should  appoint,  with  remainders  over.  E.  was  unmarried 
at  the  testator's  death,  but  subsequently  married,  and  died  without 
issue,  leaving  her  husband  surviving.  It  was  held  that  the  limita- 
tions subsequent  to  the  life  estate  of  E's  husband  were  void,  and  that 
on  his  death,  the  property  passed  by  the  residuary  devise  contained 
in  the  will.  His  lordship,  in  his  judgment,  after  expressing  his 
opinion  that  the  old  rule  against  double  possibilities  continues  in 
force  at  the  present  day,  and  that  the  limitation  in  the  case  before 
him  fell  within  that  rule,  said :  "  But  if  it  is  not  void  upon  that 
ground,  it  is  certainly  void  as  a  perpetuity,  if  the  rule  against  perpe- 

(p)  The  necessity  for  a  contingent  remainder  taking  effect,  if  at  all,  at  the  instant  of  the 
determination  of  the  particular  estate,  affords  no  safeguard  aji^aiust  remoteness,  as  the  par^ 
ticular  estate  itself  may  be  limited  to  an  unborn  person;  for,  of  course,  a  limitation  wbicn  is 
itself  a  remainder  in  relation  to  an  estate  which  precedes^  may  become  a  particular  estate  in 
relation  to  an  estate  which  follows.  Thus,  if  lands  were  limited  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  B.,  if  living  at  A.*s  decease,  remainder  to  C,  if  living  at  B.'s  decease,  the  estate  of  B. 
would  be,  dunng  A.*s  lifetime,  a  remainder,  and,  after  A.'s  decease,  would  become  the  par- 
ticular estate  to  the  remainder  of  G. 

(qS  Iavt  of  Prop.  p.  120.    See  infra. 

(r)  That  the  rule  against  perpetuities  does  apply  to  contingent  remainders  seems  to  be 
supported  hy  the  decree  of  Lord  Northington,  C,  in  I>uke  of  Marlborough  v.  Earl  Godolphin, 


1  Ed.  403,  aff.  in  D.  P.,  sub  nom.  Spencer  v.  Duke  of  Marlborough,  8  B.  P.  C.  232;  of  Wood, 
y.-C.,  in  Cattlin  v.  Brown,  11  Hare,  874;  and  of  Kindersley,  V.-C,  in  Knapping  v.  Tomlin* 
sou,  84  L.  J.,  Cb.  6.  The  same  view  has  been  taken  by  Bfr.  Fearne,  Mr.  Preston,  Mr.  Lewis, 
Mr.  Mnrsden,  and  by  the  eminent  American  writer,  Mr.  Gray;  see  Fearne,  C.  R.  609:  2  Prest. 
Ab.  148, 166, 168 ;  Lewis,  Perp.  408-426,  and  Snpp.  97-146;  Marsden,  Perp.  166;  Gray,  Perp. 
208-218.    See  also  the  4th  Edition  of  this  Work,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  258,  279,  and  App.  A. 

U)  Fearne,  C.  R.  602. 

It)  48  Cb.  D.  246. 
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tuities  applies  to  the  case."  On  this  latter  question,  the  learned 
Jadge  said,  *^  I  do  not  at  all  agree  that  under  the  law  at  the  present 
day  there  cannot  be  any  application  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities 
to  remainders.''  And  after  citing  the  passage  from  Fearne  above  set 
outy  continued,  '^  Here  there  is  a  clear  statement  of  the  law  in  a  book 
of  great  authority,  that  the  rule  against  remoteness  will  be  applied 
to  contingent  remainders  as  well  as  to  contingent  limitations  by  way 
of  executory  devise.  I  take  the  meaning  to  be  this :  there  are  limi- 
tations which  would  have  been  void  under  the  old  law,  because  they 
would  have  been  created  as  possibilities  upon  possibilities.  The  like 
limitations  would  now  be  void,  but  perhaps  for  a  different  reason, 
namely,  because  they  offend  against  what  in  more  modem  law  we 
call  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  I  think,  therefore,  on  the  whole, 
that  the  balance  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  the  view  that  this  limita- 
tion, although  a  legal  limitation,  is  void  because  it  offends  against 
the  rule  of  perpetuity." 

The  same  learned  judge  had  previously  (u)  quoted  with  approval 
the  definition  of  a  perpetuity  given  by  Mr.  Lewis  in  his  well-known 
work  on  Perpetuities  (w) :  "  A  perpetuity  is  a  future  limitation, 
whether  executory  or  by  way  of  remainder  of  either  real  or 
personal  property,  which  is  not  to  vest  until  after  the  •  expi-  [*220] 
ration  of,  or  will  not  necessarily  vest  within  the  period  fixed 
and  prescribed  by  law  for  the  creation  of  future  estates  and  interests ; 
and  which  is  not  destructible  by  the  persons  for  the  time  being  en- 
titled to  the  property  subject  to  the  future  limitation,  except  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  individual  interested  under  the  limitation.'' 

It  may  accordingly  be  concluded  that  the  much  debated  question 
as*  to  the  applicability  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities  to  legal  contin- 
gent remainders  is  for  the  present  settled  in  the  afBrmative,  but  the 
question  may,  perhaps,  require  to  be  ultimately  set  at  rest  one  way 
or  the  other  by  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  ultimate  appeal  or  by  legis- 
lative enactment. 

It  has  been  seen  that  an  executory  devise  engrafted  on  an  estate 
tail  is  void  unless  the  event  giving  rise  to  the  devise  must  happen 
before  the  determination  of  the  estate  tail  (x).    But  the   Difference 
remoteness  of  the  event  upon  which  a  remainder  after  between  an 

...•i..  J.  '     *  '       A.     '  ^      •  'L    •       1  executory 

an  estate  tail  is  to  vest  is  immaterial,  since  it  is  always   devise  and  a 
barrable  as  long  as  the  estate  tail  continues;  and  if,   "mender, 
being  unbarred,  it  is  not  vested  when  the  latter  determines,  it  fails 
for  want  of  a  particular  estate.    Thus,  in  Jack  v,  Fether-  jack  v. 
ston  (y),  estates  were  limited  by  settlement  to  T.  S.  W.   Fetherston. 

(u)  In  London  &  Sonth  Western  Rail.  Go.  v.  Gomm,  90  Ch.  D.  at  p.  676,  where  the  ques- 
tion was  raised  as  to  the  yalidity  of  an  indefinite  covenant  to  reconvey  land  to  the  vendor. 
The  spirit  of  the  decision  is,  however,  clearly  in  favor  of  the  view  that  the  role  against 
perpetuities  applies  to  legal  remainders. 

(w)  At  p.  164.    See  also  Saunders  on  Uses,  6th  ed.,  p.  903. 

(«)  Ante,  p.  217. 

(y)  9  Huds.  &  Br.  890. 
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A  remainder 
may  be  good 
though 
limited  upon 
an  event  too 
remote. 


for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  and 
for  default  of  such  issue  male,  and  in  case  of  issue  female  only  of  T. 

S.  W.,  to  T.  S.  W.  in  fee,  and  in  case  of  failure  of  isme 
of  T.  S.  W.^  then  further  limitations  were  made.  It  was 
argued  that  the  ultimate  limitations  being  deferred  till  a 
general  failure  of  issue  of  T.  S.  W.,  while  previous  es- 
tates were  limited  to  his  issue  male  only,  were  too  re- 
mote ;  but  Bushe,  C.  J.,  said  that  this  objection  was  in  some  degree 
founded  on  a  misapprehension  of  Mr.  Feame's  meaning,  and  in  not 
distinguishing  ths  limitation  from  the  event :  the  event  might  be  such 
that  it  might  happen  either  before  or  after  the  future  estate  was  to 
vest,  and  yet  the  possibility  it  might  happen  after  did  not  affect  the 
nature  of  the  limitation.  So  that  the  remoteness  of  the  event  is  im- 
material, if  the  estate  is  not  too  remote. 

In  Cole  t;.  Sewell  (z)  the  same  question  arose  as  to  the  validity  of 
estates  limited  by  deed  to  take  effect  in  case  of  a  general  failure  of 
^  ,      ^     ..   issue  bv  way  of  remainder  after  previous  estates  tail 

Cole«.  SeweU.   .?    .^  y.        ^  .       .         u   •  f  ^^  ^  °  '^-•f  «^    «»" 

limited  to  some  only  of  such  issue.  Lord  St  Leonards 
(then  L.  G.  Ir.)  held  the  remainder  to  be  good.  It  is  to  be 
[^221]  observed  *  that  his  lordship,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment^ 
unequivocally  declared  his  opinion  to  be,  that  at  this  day  all 
contingent  remainders  (including,  therefore,  as  well  common  law 
remainders  as  those  created  by  way  of  use)  are  withdrawn  from 
every  species  of  perpetuity  restraint;  from  the  old  doctrine  of  re- 
moteness because  it  is  exploded,  and  from  the  ''  comparatively  modem 
rule^'  against  perpetuities,  because  such  rule  is  applicable  only  to 
executory  devises  and  springing  and  shifting  uses,  i,  e,  to  those 
modifications  of  ownership  which  the  Statute  of  Uses  called  into 
existence.  But  it  is  obvious  that  the  decision  is  independent  of  the 
correctness  or  otherwise  of  this  view,  inasmuch  as  the  remainders  in 
question  were  capable  of  being  destroyed  by  barring  the  estates  taU, 
which,  according  to  the  authorities,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  remain- 
ders, however  remote,  out  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities  (a).^ 

(ff)  4  D.  &  War.  1.  corrected  by  the  Judge  himself,  and  differing  in  some  material  passages 
from.  2  Con.  &  L.  844. 

(a)  Lord  St.  Leonards  subsequently  stated  that  be  relied  on  the  prerlons  estate  tail,  see 
Law  of  Prop.  p.  120.  The  objection  may  perhaps  have  suggested  itself  to  the  reader  that  the 
barrability  of  an  esUte  tail  cannot  be  the  true  ground  of  the  validity  of  remainders  ulterior 


1  The  reasons  given  for  excluding  contin- 
sent  remainders  are  hardly  satisfactory,  and  it 
18  believed  that  such  interests  stand  in  no  foot- 
ing sufficient  to  take  them  out  of  the  rule. 
The  point  is  well  taken  in  Oray,  Perpetuities, 
H  284-298.  (1)  Assuming  it  to  be  true,  as 
probably  it  is,  tnat  contingent  remainders  are 
common  law  interests,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
the  rule  against  perpetuities  is  the  offspring 
of  statute.  Ante,  p.  214,  note.  (2)  It  long 
since  ceasfd  to  be  true  that  a  continffent  re- 
mainder could  be  destroyed  by  the  fife  ten- 


ant. (8)  It  provea  nothing  that  such  a  r^ 
mainder  is  within  the  rule  Tcollateral  to  that 
of  the  rule  against  perpetuiues)  that  one  can- 
not limit  an  estate  to  the  unborn  child  of  an 
unborn  child  jWhifbv  v.  Mitchell,  42  Ch.  D. 
4S4:  «.  c  44  Ch.  D.  ^  In  C  A.  And  see  in 
re  Frost,  48  Ch.  D.  Si46).  For  there  is  no 
reason  why  it  may  not  also  be  within  the  rale 
against  perpetuities;  there  is  nothing  in  ita 
nature  to  exclude  it  See  Gray,  ut  supra,  for 
a  f  lUl  consideration  of  the  question. 
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This  decision  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords  (b).  Lord  Gotten* 
ham  observed:  ^^It  is  said  that  this  last  limitation  is  too  remote, 
because,  there  being  no  previous  limitation  to  issue  generally,  there 
might  be  a  failure  of  all  the  prior  limitations  and  yet  issue,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  son  of  a  daughter,  might  exist,  so  that  this  last  limitation 
would  not  take  effect.  But  if  this  be  a  remainder  it  would  be  barra- 
ble  (c),  and  the  objection  therefore  would  not  arise.''  He  then  went 
on  to  show  that  the  limitation  in  question  was  a  remainder  limited 
on  a  contingency,  and  therefore  good. 

So  in  Doe  d.  Winter  v.  Ferratt  (d),  where  the  devise  was  to  I.  C. 
in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  first  male  heir  of  the  branch  of 
K.  C.'s  family  who  lived  at  H.,  the  branch  of  K  C.'s  family  d^  ^  p 
who  lived  at  H.  might  have  consisted  for  an  indefinite 
time  of  females  only:  so  that  the  gift  to  the  first  male  heir  who 
should  come  into  existence  was  too  remote,  had  it  not  been 
limited  *  by  way  of  contingent  remainder ;  but  being  so  lim-  [^2222 
ited,  no  doubt  of  its  validity  was  expressed  on  this  ground ; 
the  only  question  was,  who  was  meant  by  '^  first  male  heir." 

A  term  of  years  (like  any  other  estate)  may  be  made  expectant 
by  way  of  remainder  on  an  estate  tail ;  but  sometimes  it  happens  that 
the  term  is  so  limited  as  to  render  it  hard  to  say  whether  xenn  of  yeaw, 
it  is  ulterior  or  precedent  to  the  estate  tail.  If  the  term  whether  uite- 
is  precedent  to  the  estate  tail,  of  course  it  cannot  be  de-  deot  to  esute 
feated  by  the  acts  of  the  tenant  in  tail  (e) :  and  in  such  ^i** 
case,  if  the  trusts  of  the  term  are  not  to  arise  until  the  failure  of 
issue  under  the  entail,  those  trusts  are  necessarily  void.  As,  in  Case 
V,  Drosier  (/),  where  a  testator  devised  his  estates  at  M.  and  T.  to 
trustees  for  500  years,  upon  the  trusts  after  declared,  and  he  then 
devised  the  M.  estate,  subject  to  the  term,  to  A  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  sons  and  daughters  in  tail,  in  strict  settlement,  in  the 
usual  manner,  with  remainder  to  B.  and  his  sons  and  daughters,  in 
like  manner.  He  then  devised  the  T.  estate  in  a  similar  manner, 
except  that  B.  was  put  in  the  place  of  A.  And  the  testator  declared 
the  trusts  of  the  term  of  600  years  to  be,  for  the  purpose  (among 

to  them,  inasroach  as  estates  tail  were  not  always  harrable  br  recovery.  To  th!»  it  may  be 
answered  that  on  the  recognition  of  the  effect  of  recoveries  in 'effectually  barring  all  ulterior 
limitations,  the  maxim  "cessante  ratione  oeasat  lex/'  was  deemed  to  apply  so  as  to  take 
remainders  limited  after  esUtes  tail  out  of  the  mischief  of  the  rule.    But  an  alteniative,  and, 

Cirhaps,  the  correct  view,  b  that  sach  remainders  were  always  good  at  common  law.  Mr. 
aitland  has  discovered  instances  of  fines  levied  in  the  thirteenth  century,  long  before  recov- 
eries were  invented,  in  which  remainders,  which  would  apparently  otherwise  have  been  void 
for  remoteness,  occur  limited  after  an  estate  Uil,  or,  rather,  a  conditional  fee;  see  Law  Quar- 
terly Reyiew,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  22  et  seq.  It  must  be  remembered  that  in  early  times,  fines  were 
levied  in  open  court,  yet  no  objection  seems  to  have  been  taken  to  such  limitations. 

(b)  2  H.  L.  Ca.  186. 

(0)  This  must  be  taken  to  mean  ''  always  barrable,"  which  would  not  alwavi  have  been 
the  case  with  an  executory  limitation,  e.  gl  when  the  estates  tail  had  determinef,  see  Bankes 
V,  Holme,  infra,  p.  224. 

(d)  9  CI.  &  Fin.  606. 

f  e)  Eales  v.  Conn,  4  Sim.  66. 

(/)  2  Kee.  764,  affirmed  by  Lord  Cottenham,  6  My.  &  Cr.  246.  See  Svkes  v.  Sykes,  L.  R^ 
13  £q.  66,  ace. ;  and  see  Hayes's  Introd.  vol.  1,  p.  185,  vol.  2,  p.  170,  n.^  6th  ed. 


254  BULE  AOAINST  PERPETUITIES*  [CH.  IX* 

others)  of  raising  portions  for  two  granddaughters,  payable  at  twenly- 
one,  and  further  portions,  in  case  either  A.  or  B.  should  die  without 
issue,  and  all  which  were  to  sink  in  case  they  died  under  age  and 
unmarried.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  thought  that  the  words  '<  without 
issue  "  meant  without  issue  who  were  objects  of  the  prior  limitations ; 
but  as  this  might  be  a  remote  event;  and  as  there  were  no  means  by 
which  the  charges  would  be  barred,  the  trusts  could  not  be  supported. 
"  They  depend,"  he  observed,  "  on  a  term,  and  that  term  is  precedent 
to  the  estates  tail,  so  that  after  a  recovery  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  there 
would  remain  a  term  and  a  trust  to  be  performed;  a  trust  which 
could  not  be  defeated,  and  a  term  which  cannot  be  destroyed." 

Of  course  it  is  not  the  mere  limitation  of  an  estate  tail  —  as,  to 
the  first  son  of  A.,  who  never  has  a  son,  —  but  the  vesting  of  it  in  the 
devisee,  which  protects  the  trust  of  the  subsequent  term.  On  the 
death  of  A.  without  having  had  a  son  the  trusts  will  be  good  or  bad, 
or  (if  severable)  some  good  and  some  bad,  according  as  they  are  within 

or  without  the  limits  set  by  the  rule  against  i)erpetuity  {g). 
[*223]      *  The  question  whether  an  executory  limitation  was  pre- 
cedent or  subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  was  much  discussed  in 
Executory         ^^^  *•  L^niley  V.  Earl  of  Scarborough  (A),  where  lands 
^ h'^h*^"'         were  devised  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
cedeut^or*'^      Other  SOUS  in  tail,  remainders  over,  with  a  proviso,  that 
subsequent.       if  ^he  carldom  of  S.  should  descend  upon  A.  or  any  of 
his  sons,  within  the  period  of  certain  lives,  or  within  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  his  or  their  estate 
should  cease,  and  the  lands  remain  over  as  if  he  or  they  were  dead 
without  issue.     The  eldest  son  of  A.  suffered  a  common  recovery, 
and  A.  joined  in  the  conveyance  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  tenant 
to  the  praecipe.    The  earldom  afterwards  devolved  upon  A.    It  was 
held  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (t)  (reversing  a  decision  in  B.  R.), 
that  the  executory  limitation  was  barred ;  the  Court  being  of  opinion, 
that  this  was  a  mere  proviso  for  the  cesser  of  the  old  estates  created 
by  the  will  to  which  it  applied,  so  as  to  accelerate  and  let  iu  the  en- 
joyment of  the  remainders  over,  and  not  (as  had  been  considered  in 
the  Court  below)  the  creation  of  any  new  estate.     The  Judges  in 
B.  Er.  were  of  opinion  that  the  proviso  operated,  not  by  way  of  deter- 
mining or  defeating  the  estate  tail  of  the  son  of  A.,  but  antecedently 
to  that  estate,  by  preventing  the  estate  tail  from  ever  taking  effect ; 
and  that  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  had  two  distinct  estates, 
one  of  which  was  antecedent,  and  the  other  posterior  to  the  estate 
tail,  and  consequently,  that  the  former  could  not  be  affected  by  the 
recovery. 

(.9)  Treffonwell  o.  Sydenham,  3  Dow,  194,  where  all  the  tnuts  were  held  void  except  the 
trust  to  rame  the  money,  and  the  money  was  held  to  result  to  the  heir.  See  as  to  the  last 
point,  Ch.  XViri.  §.  ii. 

(//)  3  Ad.  &  KII.  2,  4  Nev.  &  M.  724. 

(0  a  Ad.  &  £11.  887. 


CH.  IX.]      THS  RULE  AS  IT  AFFECTS  CONTINGENT  REMAINDERS.      255 

The  same  species  of  reasoning  by  which  a  remainder  or  an  execu- 
tory limitation^  to  arise  on  the  determination  of  an  estate  tail,  is  sup- 
ported, might  seem  to  have  applied  to    a    contingent   ^jj^tij^y^ 
remainder,  which  was  formerly  liable  to  be  destroyed  by   remainder, 
the  act  of  the  owner  of  the  preceding  estate  of  freehold,   destructible, 
no  estate  being  interposed  for  its  preservation ;  but  the   JJ^otenwi^  ^" 
writer  is  not  aware  of  any  authority  for  the  application 
of  the  doctrine  to  such  cases.      If  therefore  freehold  lauds,  of  which 
the  legal  inheritance  was  in  the  testator,  was  devised  to  A.,  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son  who  should  be  living  at  his  decease, 
for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  the  children  of  such  eldest  son  who 
should  be  living  at  his  (the  son's)  decease :  although  A.  in  his  life- 
time might  have  destroyed  all  the  remainders,  and  the  eldest 
son,  ♦  after  his  (A.'s)  decease,  might  have  destroyed  the  ulti-    [*224] 
mate  remainder  in  fee  devised  to  his  children,  without  being 
amenable  either  at  law  or  in  equity  to  the  persons  whose  estates  were 
thus  destroyed,  such  ultimate  remainder  would,  nevertheless,  have 
been  void  for  remoteness  (k)  on  the  ground  that  the  destruction  in 
these  cases  was  effected  by  what  the  law  called  a  tortious  or  wrongful 
act  (though  it  was  a  wrong  without  a  remedy),  the  perpetration  of 
which  was   not  to  be  presumed.     And  now  the  stat. 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  8,  which  has  deprived  the  owner  of   yj^  c.  106. 
the  previous  estate  of  freehold  of  the  power  of  destroy- 
ing the  contingent  remainders  depending  on  it,  has  also  deprived 
those  remainders  of  any  validity  they  might  have  derived  from  their 
destructibility. 

The  devise  of  an  estate  in  reversion  may,  it  seems,  be  void  for  re- 
moteness when  a  devise  of  an  estate  in  remainder  would  not.    A 
reversion  is,  in  fact,  a  present  interest,  since  it  carries  j^^y-     « 
the  services  and  rent  (if  any)  during  the  subsistence  of  reversion  may 
the  particular  estate  (l)  ;  and  a  devise  of  it,  therefore,    a  similar'  ^ 
contingently  on  a  future  event  is,  like  a  similar  devise   ^^JS^j^* 
of  any  other  estate  in  possession,  an  executory  limitation   would  be 
which  need  not  vest  eo  instanti  that  the  particular  estate  *^***^^^' 
determines,  and  is  void  if  the  event  be  too  remote.    Thus,  in  Bankes 
V.  Holme  (m),  where  a  settlor,  having  the  reversion  in  fee  expectant 
on  a  failure  of  issue  male  of  his  sons  and  issue    general    of  his 
daughters,  devised  it  on  the  contingency  of  there  being  no  child  or 
children  of  his  wife  by  him  begotten,  or  (as  eventually  happened)  of 
there  being  such,  but  all  of  them  dying  without  issue ;  it  was  held, 

(k)  Or  hj  the  mle  already  noticed  which  forbids  the  giving  of  an  estate  for  life  to  an  nnbom 
person,  with  remainder  by'pnrehase  to  his  issue. 

0)  Preston  on  Merger^  S46;  Badger  v.  Llovd,  1  Ld.  Raym.  623;  Bac.  Uses,  45,  46,  cited 
Sand.  Uses,  Ch.  2,  v.  S. 

(m)  1  Boss.  394,  n.;  Sugd.  Law  of  Prop.  351;  and  see  Doe  v.  Fonnerean,  Dougl. 
486. 
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that  the  devise  was  too  remote  and  void  (n).  If  the  devise  in  this 
case  had  been  such  as  to  create  a  remainder  in  fee^  such  remainder 
could  only  have  taken  effect  in  case  the  general  failure  of  issue  had 
happened  simultaneously  with  the  determination  of  the  estates  tail  to 
the  sons  and  daughters  (o),  and  up  to  that  time  would  have  been  bar- 
rable,  and  therefore  not  too  remote.  The  devise  of  the  reversion  on 
the  other  hand,  though  barrable  during  the  subsistence  of  the  estates 
tail,  would  not  necessarily  have  always  been  barrable,  since, 
[*225]  taking  effect  as  it  did  by  *  way  of  executory  devise,  it  must, 
if  held  valid,  have  awaited  the  time  when  the  issue  general 
failed ;  an  indefinitely  long  period  might  thus  elapse  between  the 
determination  of  the  estates  tail  and  the  failure  of  issue  general,  dur- 
ing which  the  reversion  would  have  descended  in  fee  to  the  testator's 
heir,  who  could  not  have  barred  the  executory  gift,  and  the  rules 
against  perpetuity  would  have  been  infringed  (jp). 

Contingent  remainders  of  copyholds  were  governed  by  the  same 
rules  as  contingent  remainders  of  freehold,  except  that  the  former 
How  far  same  ^®'®  ^^*  liable  to  destruction  by  the  owner  of  the  pre- 
ruie  applicable  vious  estate  (q).  The  statute  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  by  de- 
to  copyholds,  paving  the  owner  of  a  previous  estate  in  freeholds  of 
this  power,  has  removed  the  only  point  of  difference  between  contin- 
gent remainders  in  lands  of  those  tenures  (r). 

Contingent  remainders  (or,  more  properly,  executory  interests)  of 
trust  or  equitable  estates  are  not  governed  by  the  same  rule  as  con- 
A different  tingent  remainders  of  legal  estates;  for  they  do  not 
rule  applies  to  necessarily  vest  or  fail  upon  the  determination  of  the 
Citations  by  previous  estate,  but  await  the  happening  of  the  con- 
way  of  re-  tingency  on  which  they  are  limited  (*),  and  are  therefore 
Stable  invalid  if  that  contingency  be  too  remote  (t).    But,  like 

ioterests.  executory  devises,  they  are  good  after  an  estate  tail,  if 

limited  on  an  event  which  must  necessarily  happen  at  or  before  the 
determination  of  that  estate,  e,  g,j  a  trust  for  a  class  to  be  ascertained 
at  or  before  such  determination  (u). 

The  validity  of  remainders  limited  on  a  remote  contingency  does 
not  appear  to  be  affected  by  the  act  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  8.    Under 

(n)  But  the  devise  might  have  been  snpported  on  a  distinct  ground;  the  testator  referred 
to  the  settlement,  and,  thou^  he  mi^recited  it,  he  manifestly  intended  to  devise  his  reversion, 
whatever  it  was.     See  Ch.  XL.,  s.  iii.  (6). 

(o)  The  cara  would  then  have  been  similar  to  Cole  «.  Sewell. 

\p)  Bristow  9.  Boothby,  2  S.  &  St.  465;  and  see  Morse  v.  Ormonde,  1  Ross.  8SS. 

\q)  Pickersgtil  v.  Grey,  80  Beav.  362 ;  so  of  esUtes  pur  autre  vie,  id. 

(r)  Feame,  C.  R.  320. 

(f)  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  Ca.  t.  Talb.  44, 1  Atk.  5S1;  Chapman  t.  Blisset,  Ca.  t.  Talb.  150. 

\t}  Monvpenny  v.  Dering.  7  Hare,  568,  590.  See  Astley  v.  Micklethwait,  15  Ch.  D.  59,  where 
the  testator  had  only  the  equity  of  redemption  in  part  of  his  lands,  and  the  remainder,  being 
within  due  limits,  was  saved  as  regards  that  part  by  the  legal  estate  outstanding  in  the 
mortsagees:  and  Abbiss  «.  Bumey,  17  Ch.  D.  211,  where  the  devise  was  to  trustees  during 
the  life  of  A.,  and  at  hin  death  to  convey  to  such  son  of  B.  (a  person  who  survived  testator) 
as  should  first  attain  twentv-five,  and  the  remainder  was  held  void. 

(«)  Heasman  v.  Pearse,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  275. 
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that  act  contingent  yemainders  which  would  previously   ij*)^^  qnestioii 
have  failed  through  the  determination  by  f orf eiture^  but-  whether  a 
render  or  merger  of  the  previous  vested  estate  of  free-  renuS^r  is 
hold  by  which  they  were  supported,  are  to  take  effect,   ^^^  "  "^^^ 
notwithstanding  such  determination,  in  the  same  manner  s  &9  Vid 
in  all  respects  as  if  such  determination  had  not  hap-  *•  ^^» 
pened ;  that  is  to  say,  such  remainders  will  still  fail  in  any 
case  where  they  would  formerly  have  failed  if  the  •  previous  [•226] 
estate  had  determined  by  any  other  than  one  of  the  modes 
mentioned  in  the  act ;  and  consequently  when  the  previous  estate  de- 
termines by  any  of  these  modes,  the  contingent  remainders  depending 
thereon  will  be  preserved  only  until  the  time  when  the  previous  estate, 
if  it  had  not  been  determined  by  one  of  these  modes,  would  have 
determined  in  any  other  manner,  and  the  contingent  remainder  must 
then  take  effect  or  fail.    Neither  is  a  remainder  lim-  —nor by 40 ic 
ited  on  a  remote  contingency  affected  by  the  stat.  40  &  *^  ^*^^-  ^'  ^^ 
41  Vict.  c.  33,  which  enacts  that  every  contingent  remainder  there- 
after created,  which  would  have  been  valid  as  a  springing  use  or 
executory  devise,  had  it  not  had  a  sufficient  estate  to  support  it  as 
a  contingent  remainder,  shall,  in  the  event  of  the  particular  estate 
determining  before  the  contingent  remainder  vests,  be  capable  of 
taking  effect  as  if  the  remainder  had  originally  been  created  as  an 
executory  devise :  for  if  the  remainder  had  been  originally  limited 
as  an  executory  devise,  to  take  effect  on  the  remote  contingency,  it 
would  not  have  been  valid. 

rv.  —  GIfIs  to  Clammem  or  Penonfl  answering  a  particular  Deaorlp- 
tion.  —  The  most  frequent  instances  of  the  transgression  of  the  rule 
against  perpetuities  occur  in  devises  or  bequests  to  classes,   k^^  {^ 
comprising  either  individuals  who  may  not  come  into  ex-  quentiy  oo- 
istenoe  at  all  during  a  life  in  being  and  twenty-one  years   ©f  renluT"* 
afterwards,  or  persons  who  may  not  be  in  esse  at  the  death  crista. 
of  the  testator,  and  the  vesting  of  whose  shares  is  postponed  beyond 
majority.    In  the  former  case,  the  rule  is  fatally  violated,  even  though 
the  gift  to  the  unborn  objects  is  so  framed  as  to  confer  on  them  vested 
interests  immediately  on  their  birth. 

An  example  of  the  latter  kind  is  supplied  by  Dodd  v.  Wake  (x), 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of  3,000/.  unto  and 
amongst  the  children  of  his  daughter  M.  M.,  "who  shall   un^rndwi, 
be  living  at  the  time  the  eldest  shall  live  to  attain  the   to  yert  after 
1^  of  twenty-four  years,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  the    ™*^**"  ^' 

(a)  8  Sim.  616;  and  see  Boughton  v.  JameA,  1  Coll.  26,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  406:  Griffith  v.  Blunt, 
4  Beav.  964.  Bat  a  gift  to  a  clara  at  a  prescribed  age  includes  none  bom  after  the  eldeftt  has 
attained  the  age;  if,  therefor^,  he  doe^  so  in  tes^ator'A  hfetime,  the  gift  is  good,  whaterer  the 
tee  prescribed,  Picken  v.  Matthews^  10  Ch.  D.  264.  See  Re  Whitten,  King  v.  Whitten,  W.  N. 
VSQOf  p.  45,  where,  however,  a  gift  to  a  class  of  children  of  H.  who  should  attain  twenty-five 
ymn  was  held  bv  Noith,  J.,  to  be  invatidated  by  a  subsequent  proviso  that  if  any  of*  such 
children  should  (fie  in  the  testator's  lifetime  nndi^r  twenty-five,  leaving  children  who  should 
attain  that  age,  each  last-mentioned  children  should  take  the  shwres  of  their  respective  parents. 
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[*227]  children  of  his  said  daughter,  as  •  may  then  happen  to  be 
dead  leaving  issue,"  per  stirpes.  M.  M.  had  three  children 
living  at  the  testator's  death;  but  the  question  was,  whether  the 
bequest  was  not  void  for  remoteness,  inasmuch  as  all  these  children 
might  die  under  twenty-four,  and  then  the  legacy  could  not  vest  in 
any  child,  until  the  expiration  of  twenty-four  years  and  upwards  after 
the  testator's  decease.  Sir  L.  Shadwell  said :  "  The  testator  appears 
clearly  to  have  intended,  that  only  those  children  of  his  daughter 
should  take  who  should  be  alive  when  the  eldest  child  for  the  time 
being  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four,  and,  therefore,  the  bequest 
is  void  for  remoteness." 

It  is  proper  to  remark  that,  in  the  class  of  cases  under  eonsiderar 
tion,  a  limitation  which  would  as  an  executory  devise  be  void  for 
Distinction  in  remotcuess,  may  be  good  as  a  contingent  remainder,  on 
regard  to  re-  account  of  the  necessity,  which  the  rules  applicable  to 
main  era.  contingent  remainders  impose,  of  its  vesting,  if  at  all, 

at  the  instant  of  the  determination  of  the  preceding  estate  for  life. 
Such  an  estate,  therefore,  if  limited  to  a  person  who  was  in  existence 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  necessarily  restricts  the  devise  within 
proper  bounds.  Thus  if  lands  of  which  the  testator  had  the  legal 
inheritance  be  devised  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  the 
children  of  A.  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-two,  the  devise  in 
remainder  will  be  good,  because  if  at  the  death  of  A.  no  child  has 
attained  the  vesting  age,  the  remainder  will  fail  under  the  doctrine 
in  question  (y). 

But  where  there  was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life  with  remainder  to  such 
of  the  children  of  A.  living  at  her  death  as  either  before  or  after  her 
decease  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  it  was  held  by  Jessel, 
M.  Er.,  that  as  this  gift  could  not  take  effect  as  a  remainder  as  re- 
gards those  children  who  attained  twenty-one  after  the  death  of  A., 
it  must  be  read  as  an  executory  devise,  and  that  it  was  accordingly 
good  (z). 

With  respect,  however,  to  equitable   interests    (and  though  the 

authorities  extend  only  to  equitable  interests  by  way  of  remainder 

in  personalty,  they  must,  it  is  conceived,  equally  apply  to 

[*228]  *  trusts  of   inheritance  (a)  ),  a  different  rule  prevails ;  as 

already  stated,  they  await  the  happening  of  the  event  upon 

which  they  are  limited,  notwithstanding  the  determination  of  the  par* 

(tf)  Fearne,  C.  R.  4.    Festinf^  v.  Allen,  12  M.  &  WeU.  279;  Alexander  v,  Alexander,  16 

C.  B.  59.  See  further  as  to  contingent  remainders  of  this  kind  since  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  33,  post, 
Ch.  XXVI. 

(z)  Re  I^hmere  and  Llovd,  18  Ch.  D.  524,  followed  bv  Kar,  J.,  in  Miles  v.  Jarvis,  24  Ch. 

D.  633,  and  in  Re  Bourne,'Rpner  v.  Harpley,  W.  N.  1887,  p.  42.  Both  judges  expressly 
refused  to  follow  the  decision  of  Hall,  V.-C,  in  Brackenbuty  r.  Gibbons,  2  Ch.  D.  417,  that  a 
similar  devise  took  effect  only  in  favor  of  children  who  had  attained  the  prescribed  a^  at  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life  to'  the  exclusion  of  anv  child  or  children  afterwards  attaining  that 
age.    See  Blackman  t.  Fish,  W.  N.  1891,  p.  99.  ' 

(a)  See  Blagrove  v.  Hancock,  16  Sim.  371,  Walker  v.  Mower,  16  Beav.  865  (where,  how- 
ever, the  tmst  was  executory);  and  see  ante,  p.  225,  note  (<). 
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ticular  estate.    They  axe  therefore  void  when  that  event  is  too  remote ; 
and  the  fact  that  some  of  the  objects  eventually  composing 
the  class  were  actually  bom  within  the  period  allowed  by   with  respect 
the  rule  of  law,  will  not  render  the  gift  valid,  quoad  those   ^^^^***® 
objects.     Thus,  in  Leake  v.  Kobinson  (b),  where  certain 
stock  and  moneys  were  bequeathed  to  W.  K.  It.  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease,  to  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  W.  K.  K.,  who,  being  a  son 
or  sons,  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five,  or  being  a 
daughter  or  daughters,  attain  that  age,  or  be  married  Bonai^estate  to 
with  consent ;  and  in  case  the  said  W.  K  R.  should  hap-  »  ^'''*»  ^^'^9^ 
pen  to  die  without  leaving  issue  living  at  the  time  of  objects  too 
his  decease,  or  leaving  such,  they  should  all  die  before   J^"JJ^i.^***^ 
any  of  them  should  attain  twenty-five,  if  sons,  and  if 
daughters,  before  they  should  attain  such  age,  or  be  married  as  afore- 
said, then  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  said  W.  Er.  B.,  on  their 
attaining  twenty-five,  if  a  brother  or  brothers,  and  if  a  sister  or  sisters 
on  such  age  or  marriage  as  aforesaid.     It  appeared  that  five  of  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  W.  R.  B.  were  bom  before  the  testator's  death, 
and  it  was  contended,  therefore,  that  the  bequest,  though  confessedly 
void  as  to  those  bom  afterwards,  was  good  as  to  these  objects ;  for 
that  no  case  had  gone  the  length  of  deciding,  that  persons  who  are 
capable  of  taking  under  a  will,  should  not  take,  merely  because  they 
are  joined  in  a  bequest  with  others  who  are  incapable ;  but  Sir  W. 
Grant,  M.  K.,  held,  that  the  bequest  was  void  as  to  the  whole,  ob- 
serving, with  his  usual  felicity :  —  "  The  bequests  in  question  are  not 
made  to  individuals,  but  to  classes ;  and  what  I  have  to  determine  is, 
whether  the  class  can  take.    I  must  make  a  new  will  for  the  testator, 
if  I  split  into  portions  his  general  bequest  to  the  class,  and  say,  that 
because  the  rule  of  law  forbids  his  intention  from  oi)erating  in  favor 
of  the  whole  class,  I  will  make  his  bequests  what  he  never  intended 
them  to  be,  viz.  a  series  of  particular  legacies  to  particular  individu- 
als ;  or,  what  he  has  as  little  in  his  contemplation,  distinct  bequests, 
in  each  instance,  to  different  classes,  namely,  to  grandchildren  living 
at  his  death,  and  to  grandchildren  born  after  his  death  "  (e), 

•  And  even  if  all  the  members  of  the  class  had  happened  to  [*229] 
be  bom  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  or  even  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator  himself,  the  gift  would  nevertheless  have 
been  absolutely  void,  as  it  is  an  invariable  rule  that  regard  is  had 
to  possible  not  actual  events,  and  the  fact  that  the  gift  might  have 

(b)  2  Mer.  863. 

(c)  The  books  abound  with  cases  in  which  the  decision  in  T^eake  ».  Robinson  has  been  fol- 
lowed; it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  some  of  them,  Judd  v.  Judd,  3  Sim.  625;  Newman  v. 
Newman,  10  id.  61;  Comport  v.  Austen,  12  id.  218;  Ring  v.  Hardwick,  2  Beav.  362;  Bull  r. 
Pritchard,  1  Russ.  213,  6  Hare,  667;  Vawdry  v.  Geddes,  1  R.  &  My.  203;  Southern  r.  Wollas- 
ton,  16  Beav.  166;  Merlin  v.  Blagrave,  26  Beav.  126;  Pickford  v.  Browne.  2  K.  &  J.  428  j 
Ri'ad  r.  Gooding,  21  Beav.  478,  4  D.  M.  &  G.  510;  Rowland  v,  Tawney,  26  Beav.  67;  Smith 
9.  Smith,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  842,  referred  to  below.  See  also  Abbiss  v,  Furney,  17  Ch.  D.  211;  Be 
Lechmere  and  Lloyd,  18  Ch.  D.  624. 
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included  objects  too  remote  is  fatal  to  its  vaUdity,  irrespectiyely 
of  the  event.* 

Where  the  testator  has  combined  with  the  remote  olass  a  living 
person  in  such  a  manner  as  to  constitute  him  a  member  of  the  class, 

Gift  to  a  class  ^®  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  cannot  be  distinguished  from,  and  there- 
mcludinga  fore  shares  the  fate  of,  the  gift  to  the  other  intended 
name  pera6iL  qj^j^^^  vrith.  which  it  Stands  blended  and  associated  (d). 
This  conclusion  was  questioned  by  a  learned  judge  (e),  who  thought 
the  gift  to  the  living  person,  when  associated  with  a  gift  to  a  ''class  ^' 
(all  to  take  as  tenants  in  common),  ought  not  to  fail  any  more  than  it 
would  if  it  had  been  associated  with  a  gift  to  other  named  individ- 
uals to  take  with  him  as  tenants  in  common.  But  the  conclusion 
seems  inevitable :  for  in  the  former  case  the  share  of  the  living  per- 
son could  not  be  ascertained  but  by  reference  to  the  number  of  mem- 
bers ultimately  included  in  the  class ;  and  this  could  not  be  known 
within  due  limits.  This  it  was  that  made  the  living  person  one  of 
the  clasS;  subject  to  all  the  conditions  that  appertained  to  that  char- 
acter. Leake  v.  Robinson  shows  that  it  is  not  the  description  of  the 
legatees  as  children  or  grandchildren  that  constitutes  them  a  class, 
but  the  mode  and  conditions  of  the  gift.  Sir  W.  Grant  there  ob- 
served (/),  that  supposing  the  distinction  made  (as  was  there 
attempted)  between  persons  capable  and  persons  incapable,  there  was 
still  the  difficulty  of  adjusting  the  proportions  in  which  the  capable 
children  were  to  take,  and  in  determining  the  manner  and  the  period 
of  ascertaining  those  proportions. 
Where  this  difficulty  does  not  exist,  the  rule  in  Leake  v.  Eobinson 

does  not  generally  apply.*    Thus  in  Storrs  v.  Benbow  (^), 
[♦230]  ♦where  the  testator  bequeathed  500/.  to  each  child  that 

might  be  bom  to  either  of  the  children  of  either  of  his 

<d)  Porter  r.  Fox,  6  Sim.  4S5. 

(«)  Per  Stuart,  V.-C.,  James  «.  Lord  Wynford,  1  Sim  &  Giff.  68,  69.  If  the  gift  were  In 
joint  tenancy,  would  the  whole  fond  accrue  to  the  mdividaal  ? 

(/•)  2Mer.  390. 

(g)  3  D.  M.  &  6.  390.  See  Wilkinson  v.  Duncan.  30  Bear.  HI,  as  to  the  lefracies  of 
2,000/. ;  as  to  the  rei^tdue  the  case  was  like  Leake  v.  Kobinson.  See  also  Yon  Brockdorff  «. 
Malcolm,  80  Ch.  172. 

1  Wheeler  v.  Fellowes*  62  C6nn.  238  {citing  separable."    Perpetnities,  §  889.    Among  the 

Hawley  v.  James,  16  Wend.  62);  Alfred  v,  cai^es  put  bv  Mr.  Gray  as  examples  are  the 

Marks',  49  Conn.  473;  Brattle  Sq.  Church  v.  following:  ^ughton  v.  James,  1  Colly.  26; 

Grant,  8  Gray,  142,  153 :  Sears  v.  Putnam,  f .  c.  as  Bonghton  «.  Boughton,  1  H.  L.  Gas. 

102  Mass.  5;  Loring  v.  Blake,  98  Mass.  253;  406,  414 ;  Lowry  v.  Muldron,  8  Rich.  Eq.  241; 

Pnrdy  v,  Hayt,  92  N.  Y.  445;  Donoghue  v.  Hills  r.  Simonds,  snpra.     The  same  writer 

McNichol,  61  Penn.  St.  73;  Whelan«.  Reilly,  points  out  the  fact  that  the  principle  was 

8  W.  Va.  697.  oyerlooked  in  Sears  v.  Russell,  8  Gray,  86, 

3  See  Andrews  v.  Rice,  53  Conn.  666;  Dorr  in  Lovering.  «.  Loyering,  129  Mass.  97  (as 

V.  Lovering,  147  Mass.  530 ;  Hil's  v,  Simonds,  to  which  see  Mr.  Gray's  note  on  p.  265),  and 

125  Mass.  536;  Haynes  v.  Sherman,  117  N.  Y.  in  Smith's  Appeal,  88  Penn.  St.  492.     The 

433  (citing  Schettler  r.  Smith,  41  N.  Y.  328).  case  of  Lovenng  v.  Lovering  is  now  oyemiled 

"Mr.  Gray  states  the  rule  of  independent  gifts  by  Dorr  r.  Lovering,  supra.     Further  as  to 

thus:  ""TYhen  gifts  are  made  to  several  per-  separable  gifts,  Jackson  v.  Phillips,  14  Allen, 

sons  by  one  description,  but  the  amount  of  the  639,572;  Ackerman  v.  Treeland.  14  N.  J. 

gift  to  one  is  dot  affected  by  the  existence  or  Eq.  23 ;  Post  v.  Hoover,  33  N.  Y.  693 ;  Schettler 

Bon-ezistence  of  the  others,*  then  the  gifts  are  v.  Bmith,  41  N.  Y.  ''^ 
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b!H>1ilierS|  it  waa  decided  by  Locd  QraBwortli  that  thQ  gift  Yaid  as  to 
was  vajlid  as  to  the  children  of  nephews  T»rho  were  born  in  ^^J/SJe ' 
the  testator^s  Ufetijn^,  and  void  as  to  the  children  of  the  amount  of 
other  nephews.    H§  said  it  was  'a  mistake  to  compare  ^rtSiMd* 
the  case  with  Leake  v.  Robinson.    The  legacy  given  to  within  legal 
one  of  the  former  s^t  of  children  could  not  be  bad  be- 
cause there  was  a  legacy  given  under  a  similar  descrip-  ^^  *•  ^^' 
tdon  to  a  person  who  would  not  be  able  to  take  because 

.!_        »^j^  .  .  Void  in  part 

the  gift  was  too  remote.  only  when 

4^ain,  in  GrifBth  v.  PownaJl  (A),  A.  had  a  power  to  ap-  sharej  ascer- 
point  among  all  the  children  of  B.>  begotten  and  to  be  within  the 
begotten,  ai^d  their  is3ue ;  and  in  default,  to  the  children  ?^i^ 
equally.    All  the  children  that  B.  ever  had  (six  in  num-  ^'■'*^'^- 
ber)  were  bom  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  power, 
and  A,  i^pointed  that  the  share  which  each  child  of  B,,  begotten  and 
to  be  begotten,  was  entitled  to  in  default  of  appointment,  should  be, 
held  in  trust  for  that  child  for  life,  and  after  its  death  for  its  chil- 
dren.   Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  held  the  appointment  valid.    He  said 
that,  if  the  gift  be  of  the  bulk  of  the  property  amongst  a  set  of  per- 
sons collectively,  some  of  whom  are  within  the  rule  of  law  as  to  per- 
petuity, but  the  rest  of  them  are  not,  the  gift  is  void  in  toto.    That 
in  the  case  before  him  the  gift  was  not  of  the  bulk  of  the  fund,  but 
the  testator  merely  directed  how  the  share  of  each  daughter  should 
go  after  her  death.     If  there  had  been  a  seventh  or  eighth  daughter, 
the  gift  would  have  been  bad  as  to  their  children ;  nevertheless,  the 
gift  to  the  elder  children  would  have  been  good. 

The  distinction  was  disregarded  in  Greenwood  v,  Roberts  (t), 
where  the  testator  bequeathed  personal  property  upon  trust,  among 
other  things,  to  pay  his  brother  Thomas  an  annuity  of  (j^en^oo^i  ^ 
200Z.  a  year,  and  after  his  decease  to  pay  the  same  to  Roberts, 
and  amongst  tiu^h  of  his  children  as  might  be  then  living  ^^^^^' 
in  equal  shares  during  their  respective  lives,  and  at  the  decease  of 
any  of  them,  he  ordered,  that  so  much  of  the  principal  or  capital 
stock  as  had  been  adequate  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity  to  which 
the  child  so  dying  had  been  entitled  during  his  or  her  life,  should  be 
sold,  and  the  produce  thereof  divided  equally  amongst  the  children 
of  him  or  her  so  dying,  when  they  should  severally  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  he  gave  them  vested  interests  therein ;  and 
further  directed  that  if  any  of  the  children  ♦  of  his  brother    [*231] 
Thoms^  should  at  his  (Thomas's)  death  be  dead  and  have  left 
issue,  such  issi^e  should  be  entitled  among  them  to  the  same  sum  as 
they  would  eventually  have  been  entitled  to  had  their  parents  sur- 
vived Thomas.    Thomas  survived  the  testator,  and  left  a  son  Kich- 
ard,  who  was  alive  at  the  death  of  the  testator  ^  but  it  was  held  by. 


I 


h)  13  Sim.  898. 
t)  1^  Bear.  92. 
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Sir  J.  Komilly^  M.  B,.,  that  the  children  of  Richard  could  not  take. 
He  said,  ''The  gift  is,  in  the  first  instance,  distinctly  to  a  class, 
namely,  to  such  of  the  children  of  his  brother  Thomas  as  may  be  then 
living,  and  Bichard  takes  a  life  interest  in  that  bequest  solely  in  his 
character  of  one  of  those  children.  The  gift  over  after  the  decease 
of  those  children  is  not  confined  to  such  of  the  children  of  his  brother 
as  should  be  alive  at  the  testator's  decease,  and  nothing  points  to 
Richard  more  than  any  other  child  of  Thomas,  who  might  be  born 
after  the  death  of  the  testator.  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  must,  upon 
the  expression  Used  by  the  testator,  treat  'the  children  of  him  or  her 
so  dying '  as  another  class,  and  that  I  cannot,  because  the  testator 
has  directed  that  on  the  death  of  Thomas  the  fund  is  to  be  equally 
divided  between  such  of  his  children  as  shall  be  then  alive,  treat  the 
bequest  as  if  it  had  been  a  separate  set  of  bequests  to  each  of  such 
children  as  eventually  constituted  the  class;  and  therefore,  in  my 
opinion,  he  has  given  this  annuity  to  a  class  to  be  ascertained  at  a 
future  period,  and  after  the  death  of  each  of  the  persons  constituting 
that  class  to  another  class,  some  of  whom  are  prohibited  by  law  from 
taking,  by  reason  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  If  I  am  correct  in 
this  view,  the  rule  in  Leake  v.  Robinson  must  apply.  I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  Richard  is  neither  mentioned  nor  individually  described  in 
the  will  as  a  person  taking  (to  use  Lord  Cottenham's  expression,  in 
Roberts  v.  Roberts  (k))  a  separate  and  individual  portion  of  the 
annuity  bequeathed  to  Thomas,  but  that  he  takes  it  as  one  of  a  class, 
and  that  his  children  intended  by  the  testator  to  take  after  his  de- 
cease, are  persons  forming  part  of  a  class,  some  of  whom  are  pre- 
cluded from  taking,  and  consequently  that  the  gift  over  after  his 
decease  is  void.'* 

But  Leake  v.  Robinson  appears  not  to  justify  the  use  here  made  of 
Remarks  on      *^®  word  "  class."    The  grandchildren  were  not  all  of  one 
Greenwood  «.     class ;  there  were  as  many  separate  classes  of  grand- 
children as  there  were  children  of  Thomas,  and  although 
to  save  repetition  the  gifts  to  all  these  classes  was  included  in 
[*232]  ♦one  set  of  words,  the  gift  to  each  of  them  was  wholly  inde- 
pendent of  the  gifts  to  the  others,  its  amount  having  been 
finally  ascertained  at  the  death  of  Thomas,  when  the  number  of  his 
children  who  survived  him  or  predeceased  him  leaving  issue  was 
known.     A  number  of  persons  are  popularly  said  to  form  a  class 

when  they  can  be  designated  by  some  general  name,  as 
tutesagiftto  "children,"  "grandchildren,"  "  nephews ;"  but  in  legal 
a  class.  language  the  question  whether  a  gift  is  one  to  a  class 

depends  not  upon  these  considerations,  but  upon  the  mode  of  gift 
itself,  namely,  that  it  is  a  gift  of  an  aggregate  sum  to  a  body  of  per- 
sons uncertain  in  number  at  the  time  of  the  gift,  to  be  ascertained  at 

ik)  2  PhiU.  634. 
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a  future  time,  and  who  are  all  to  take  in  equal  or  in  some  other 
definite  proportions,  the  share  of  each  being  dependent  for  its  amount 
upon  the  ultimate  number  of  persons.  Thus  a  bequest  of  1,000^.  to 
the  children  of  A.,  the  eldest  child  to  take  one  moiety,  the  younger 
children  the  other  moiety,  is,  in  ordinary  language,  a  gift  to  one  class 
of  persons,  namely,  children ;  in  the  le^  acceptation  of  the  words  it 
is  a  gift  partly  to  an  individual,  namely,  the  eldest  child  of  A.,  and 
partly  to  a  class,  namely,  his  younger  children.  On  the  other  hand,  a 
gift  to  A.  B.  and  C,  and  the  children  of  D.,  share  and  share  alike, 
may,  legally  speaking,  be  a  gift  to  a  class  (Z),  but  yet  these  persons 
would  not  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term  form  a  class. 
Moreover,  under  a  gift  to  a  class,  if  any  of  the  class  take,  they  take 
the  whole ;  the  subject  of  gift  can  never,  therefore,  be  partly  disposed 
of  and  partly  undisposed  of ;  this  shows  that  the  grandchildren  in 
Greenwood  v.  Roberts  did  not  take  as  a  class,  for  supposing  the  gift 
valid,  the  children  of  one  child  of  Thomas  would  have  taken  part  of 
the  fund,  while  another  part  would  have  been  undisposed  of  if  another 
child  of  Thomas  had  no  children. 

The  principle  of  Griffiths  v.  Pownall  prevailed  in  Cattlin  tJ.Brown{m), 
where  a  testator  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption  in  lands, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee,  devised  them  to  T.  B.  C.  *  for    [*233] 
life,  with  remainder  to  all  and  every  his  child  and  children 
during  their  natural  lives  if  more  than  one ;  and  after  the  decease  of 
any  or  either  of  such  child  or  children  then  the  part  or  share  of  him, 
her,  or  them  so  dying  was  given  to  his,  her,  or  their   cattUn  v. 
child  or  children  lawfully  begotten,  or  to  be  begotten,   Brown, 
and  to  his,  her,  or  their  heirs  as  tenants  in  common.   9^^^  ^^^^  J^^^ 

ID  DAFL  OQIV 

T.  B.  C.  left  several  children,  some  born  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,  some  after  his  death ;  and  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood, 
Y.-C,  that  the  shares  of  the  children  born  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator were  well  given  to  their  children  though  the  gift  to  the  other 
grandchildren  failed.     He  thought  Greenwood  v.  Roberts  was  distin- 
guishable because  '*  the  children  of  the  brother  who  were 
born  and  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  might  all   onSl^^ 
have  been  dead  at  the  death  of  the  brother,  and  the  case   »•  Roberts  by 
therefore  fell  within  the  rule  in  Leake  v,  Robinson.  It  was  * 

a  gift  to  a  class,  and  all  the  members  of  the  class  might  be  persons 
without  the  limits.     The  children  bom  at  the  testator's  death  might 

<0  Porter  V.  Fox,  6  Sim.  485;  see  also  Clark  ».  Phillip»i,  17  Jur.  886;  Re  Stanhope's 
Trust8,27Beav.201:  Knapping  r.Tomlinson,  34  L.  J.,  Ch.  7;  Anpinall  v.  Duckworth,  36 
5^7*  tJ  «    «^°"  Wood's  Will,  31  Beav.  823  (aa  to  the  lapsed  share),  and  Drukeford  v. 


2™«*J2!?»  *?  ^'^'  ^'  *"*  contra;  sed  qn.,  and  a»  to  the  last-named  case  see  9  Jur.  N.  S., 
Pt.  2,  201.    In  Re  Chaplin's  Trusts,  83  L.  J.  Ch.  183,  it  was  admitted  by  Wood,  V.^.,  that 


(m)  U  Hare,  372.    See  also  Vanderplank  «.  King,  3  Hare,  L 
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take  no  interest  vhateTer.  On  this  ground  tiie  decision  in  Greenwood 
9.  Eoberts  was  no  doubt  perfectly  right. '^  And  he  intimated  that  the 
ease  before  him  might  have  been  similar  if  the  devise  had  been  to 
the  sons  of  T.  B.  C.  living  at  his  deoeafie,  witk  remainder  to  their 
sons  in  fee. 

Sir  B.  Kinderslej  said  (n)  he  wa^  unable  to  see  the  distinction 
here  referred  to :  it  appeared  to  him  that  in  Oattlin  v.  Brown  pre- 

cisely  the  same  observation  would  arisen  and  that  it  would 
th^n  by  be  equally  true  that  all  the  children  of  T.  B»  G.  that 
Kindereiey,       -^^re  bom  and  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the  testator  might 

die  in  the  lifetime  of  T.  B.  C.  He  did  not  see  how  the 
observation  or  the  ground  of  distinction  applied ;  and  it  struck  him 
that  the  same  reason  which  was  given  in  support  of  Greenwood  v. 
Boberts  would  have  required  Cattlin  v.  Brown  to  be  decided  in  tha 

same  way.  It  must  also  be  observed  that  the  M.  R» 
oinSreenwTOd  himself  declared  (o)  that  the  gift  to  grandchildren  in  tho 
J.  Robertsby     igfcter  case  would  undoubtedly  have  been  good  if  tha 

Romilly,  BLR.-  ,,  ,.,,,,,.,-  ,«,  ^ 

class  was  to  be  ascertained  at  the  death  of  Thomas ;  and 
he  referred  his  decision  to  the  clause  which  substituted  the  issue  of 
any  child  of  Thomas  who  should  die  before  Thomas^  in  the  place  and 
to  take  the  share  of  their  parent,  and  to  the  fact  that  such  issue  took  na 
vested  interests  until  they  attained  twenty-one,  so  that  if  the  children 
of  Thomas  who  were  living  at  the  date  of  the  will  died  before 
[*234]  Thomas  and  left  children  *  who  died  under  twenty-one  leav- 
ing remoter  issue,  it  would  not  be  until  these  remoter  issue 
attained  twenty-one  that  the  class  would  be  ascertained,  or  the  num-» 
ber  of  shares  ascertained  into  which  the  fund  would  be  divisible,  and 
this  would  be  too  remote.    This  was  a  new  ground.    It  was  not  taken 

in  the  case  itself;,  doubtless  because  the  substitution 
Si^ioa*  clause  said  nothing  about  the  age  of  twenty-one.    But  if 

this  clause  is  to  be  understood  as  so  referring  to  the 
previous  gift  to  grandchildren  in  remainder,  as  to  import  into  itself 
the  mention  of  that  age,  so  also  must  it  be  deemed  to  import  the 
declaration  that  the  interests  given  were  ''  vested.'^  Besides,  the 
intermediate  interest  was  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  grandchildren 
during  minority. 

The  distinction  already  noticed  as  having  been  taken  by  Sir  W. 
Wood  regarding  Greenwood  v.  Roberts,  was  disregarded  by  him  in 

Wilson  V.  Wilson  {p).  The  bequest  there  was  of  a  sum 
WiiJon  *'  ot  money  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  the  testator's 

Gift  held  void  ^f e  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death  in  trust  for  the 
n  pa  on  y.  ^^^  present  and  future  children  of  I.  L.  who  should  be 
living  at  the  death  of  the  teetator^s  wife^  and  who  should  attain  the 

(•)  Knamiing  «.  TornHnm^n,  84  L.  X  Cb.  8. 
(0)  See  Webflter  «.  Boddington,  36  Beav.  186. 
(/i)  4  Jar.  K.  S.  1076,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  96. 
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age  of  twentj-one  or  xoairj,  in  equal  shares ;  aad  the  testator  dinected 
that  the  shaorefi  of  each  daoi^ter  should  be  settled  upon  trust  for  her 
for  life^  and  after  her  death  foe  her  children*  Sir  W.  Wood  decided 
that  the  trust  in  &T(ir  of  a  dbild  of  a  daughter  who  was  living  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  was  valid.  He  said,  '^I  can  conceive  no  ground 
wh J  in  respeet  of  a  child  of  L  L.  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
decease  there  should  not  be  a  direction  that  her  share  should  be 
settled  on  her  childrezu  In  Porter  v.  Fox  (q).  and  thaJb  class  of  cases 
the  difficulty  arises  from  there  being  a  gift  to  a  class  of  persons  some 
of  whom  can  take  whilst  others  cannot.  In  these  cases  it  cannot  be 
ascertained  what  is  the  share  of  each,  and  hence  the  gift  is  held  void 
as  to  alL  Here,  however,  the  children  of  each  child  of  L  L.  form  a 
separate  class,  and  the  share  of  each  class  is  separately  ascertainable;" 
Gattlin  v.  Brown  was  followed  by  Sir  B.  Kindersley  in  Knapping 
V.  Tomlinson  (r),  where  the  devise  was  identical  in  its 
terms  with  that  in  the  former  case.  The  V.-C.  reviewed  Twn?i&^^* 
all  the  cases,  and  expressed  his  entire  concurrence  with   ^^'  ^^^  7®** 

*  in  part  oolv. 

8ir  W.  Wood's  decision*    Sir  J.  Bomilly,  having  also 
declared  («)  his  approval  of  that  decision,  and  having  referred 
his  own  decision  in  Greenwood  *  v,  Roberts  to  grounds  which,  [*235] 
at  all  events,  remove  it  from  apparent  opposition  to  the  other 
authorities  (t\  it  must  be  taken  as  settled  that  where  the  shares  of 
all  the  separate  stocks  can  be  ascertained  within  legal  limits,  as  in 
those  authorities,  the  rule  in  Leake  v.  Bobinson  is  not  applicable  so 
as  to  defeat  limitations,  otherwise  valid,  of  the  separate  shares. 

Neither  does  the  rule  extend  to  eases  where,  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  any  of  the  original  class,  another  class  is  substituted  in  his 
place    Thus,  if  a  fund  is  bequeathed  to  the  children  of 
A.  (a  person  living  at  the  testator's  death),  and  if  any  of  remote  ^ift » 
them  should  die  before  the  period  of  distribution  (e.  ^.   fu^^Jjf"'^*??!* 
before  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one),  his  share  is 
given  to  his  issue,  to  vest  in  them  at  twenty-one ;   here  the  substi- 
tuted gift  to  issue  of  a  child  bom  after  the  testator's  death  is  obvi** 
ously  too  remote,  and  the  child's  share  remains  undisturbed ;  but  the 
substituted  gift  to  issue  of  a  child  born  in  the  testator's  lifetime  is 
valid,  for  the  fund  is,  in  any  event,  to  be  divided  into  as  many  shares 
as  there  are  members  of  the  original  class,  t.  a.  children  of  A. ;  as  in 
Wilson  V,  Wilson,  the  issue  of  each  child  of  A.  forms  a  separate  clasSy 
whose  share  is  separately  ascertainable  (u). 


{I 


iq)  6  Sim.  485. 

\r)  34  L.  J  Ch.  3,  10  Jur.  K.  S.  626. 

(«)  In  Webster  v  Boddinffton,  2«  Benr.  137, 138. 

^0  Arnold  v.  Congreve,  1  R.  &  My.  905  (where  the  point  wms  not  Uken)  is  OTirraled. 

(«)  Packer  v.  Scott,  33  Beav.  511,  appears  to  be  a  case  of  this  kind;  but  the  report  is  venr 
imperfect.  The  question  whether  a  ^ift  is  ori^nnai  or  substitutional  i»  not  peculiar  to  tliift 
subject  of  rerooteoeas.  It  ia  dealt  witli.  post,  Ch.  XXX.  See  also  Ch.  XLIX.  One  example 
will  hers  be  useAil.  In  Stuart  «.  Cockerel  I,  L.  R,  5  Ch.  713,  the  bequest  was  to  S.  for  life, 
nouunder  to  his  eldest  sob  lor  life,  remainder  to  £.  for  tife,  and  after  the  death  of  the  twk 
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On  the  other  hand,  if  the  gift  to  the  issue  is  not  substitutional  but 
original  and  concurrent  with  that  to  children,  as,  if  the  bequest  be 

Otheririse,  ^  ®^^^  ^^  *^®  children  of  A.  as  attain  twenty-one,  and 
where  it  is  the  issuc  who  attain  twenty-one  of  such  of  the  chil- 
concurrent,        ^^^^  ^^  j^  ^  ^^  under  twenty-one,  per  stirpes.    Here 

they  all  form  but  one  class,  the  share  of  no  one  of  whom  can  be 
finally  ascertained  without  reference  to  the  shares  of  all  the  others. 
And  as  some  of  this  class  may  obviously  not  be  ascertained 
[*236]  within  a  life  *  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  the  whole  gift 
fails  (x).  It  is  true  that,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  gift, 
the  minimum  share  of  each  would  be  ascertained  within  a  life  in 
being  {u  e.  the  life  of  A.)  and  twenty-one  years  after.  But  the  maxi- 
mum would  remain  uncertain  until  it  was  seen  whether  the  issue  of 
any  child  dying  under  age  and  leaving  issue  did  or  did  not  attain 
twenty-one,  which  would  clearly  be  beyond  the  legal  period. 

The  doctrine  that  the  validity  of  a  gift  is  to  be  tried  by  possible 
not  actual  events  is,  of  course,  applicable  no  less  to  gifts  to  individu- 
als than  to  gifts  to  classes.  If,  therefore,  the  devise  or  bequest  be  in 
favor  of  an  unborn  person,  who  may  not  answer  the  required  descrip- 
tion within  a  life  and  twenty-one  years,  it  will  be  void,  although  a 
person  should  happen  to  answer  the  description  within  such  period. 
Thus,  if  a  testator  give  real  or  personal  estate  to  an  unborn  person, 
who  shall  thereafter  happen  to  acquire  some  personal  qualification, 
which  is  attainable  at  any  period  of  life,  and  is  not  necessarily  con- 
fined to  minority,  as  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  the  first  son  of  A.  who 
shall  obtain  a  commission  in  the  army,  take  a  degree  at  the  univer- 
sity, or  marry  (y),  it  is  conceived  that  the  gift  would  be  void,  even 
though  A.  should  happen  to  have  a  son  who  should  answer  the  re- 
quired qualification  before  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

Thus,  in  Lord  Dungannon  v.  Smith  («),  where  a  testator  devised 

▼ivor  of  the  tenants  for  life  <*  to  the  children  of  S.  share  and  share  alike  if  more  than  one, 
and  if  but  one  then  to  such  one  child  and  the  child  or  children  of  such  of  the  children  of  S. 
as  shall  be  then  dead,  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distribution ;  but  in  case  there  shall  be  no 
child  or  forandcbild  of  S.  then  living  then  "  over.  At  the  death  of  the  testatrix  S.  had  no 
child.  Without  the  gift  orer  this  would  have  been  a  vested  gift  to  the  children  of  S.,  with 
a  substitutional  gift  to  grandchildren  (Re  Bennett's  Trusts,  3  K.  and  J.  280;  Baldwin  v. 
Kogers,  3  D.  M.  &  G.  649;  see  Goodier  v.  John^n,  18  Ch  D.  441);  but  the  gift  over  was 
held  to  show  that  no  children  of  S.,  except  such  as  were  living  at  the  period  of  distribution, 
were  objects  of  the  gift,  and  that  the  children  then  living  and  the  children  of  such  of  the 
children  as  were  then  dead  formed  one  classt 

{x)  Smith  9.  Smith,  L.  R.  5  Ch.,  342,  Stuart  v.  Cockerell,  sup.;  Seaman  v.  Wood,  22 
Beav.  691;  Webster  v.  Boddington,  2ft  Beav.  128;  Hale  v.  Hale,  3  Ch.  D.  643;  Bentinck  v, 
Duke  of  Portland,  7  Ch.  D.  693.  In  Re  Moseley's  Trusts,  L.  R..  11  £q.  499,  502.  it  was 
overlooked  that  issue  as  well  as  children  were  required  to  attain  twenty-one;  this  made  the 
whole  gift  void.  See  the  observations  on  that  case  of  Jessel,  M.  R.,  m  Hale  r.  Hale,  3  Ch. 
D.  at  p.  649,  and  of  Lord  SeU)ome,  C,  in  Pearks  v.  Moseley,  5  App.  Ca.  at  p.  790.  See  also 
Blight  V.  HartnoU,  19  Ch.  D  294. 

(v)  To  these  may  be  added  the  case  of  a  gift  to  the  first  son  of  A.  who  shall  be  in  holy 
orders  (as  in  Proctor  v.  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells,  2  H.  Bl.  358),  for  although  such  orders 
are  never  conferred  on  any  one  under  the  age  of  twenty-three,  yet  A.  may  &ve  a  son  who 
it  qualified  and  takes  orders  in  his  lifetime. 

(«)  12  CI.  &  Finn.  546,  10  Jur,  721,  Sug.  Law  of  Prop.  342.  and  see  Ibbetson  v.  Ibbetson, 
10  Sim.  495,  5  Mv.  &  Cr.  26;  Wainman  v.  Field,  Kay,  507;  siso  Merlin  o.  Blagrave,  25 
Beav.  125;  and  ch  EUn'ey  v.  Harvey,  5  Beav.  134.    The  decision  in  Dimgannon  v.  Smith 
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leaseholds  in  trust  for  his  grandson  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death 
''to  permit  such  person  who  for  the  time  being  would   LordDungan- 
take  by  descent  as  heir  male  of  the  body  of  his  said  ^^  ^'  Smith, 
giindson  to  take  the  profits  thereof  until  some  such  person  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  then  to  convey  the  same  unto 
such  person  so  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  "  abso- 
lutely, •with  a  gift  over  "if  no  such  person  should  live  to  [*237] 
attain "  that  age.     The  eldest  son  of  A.  attained  twenty-one 
in  his  father's  lifetime,  and  claimed  the  property  as  having,  in  event, 
vested  within  legal  limits.     He  contended  that  the  devise  might  be 
read  as  containing  separate  gifts,  to  the  eldest  son,  if  he  attained 
twenty-one,  if  not,  to  the  first  other  heir  male  who  should  attain  that 
age ;  but  it  was  held  otherwise,  for  there  was  no  gift  to  the  eldest 
son,  except  as  one  of  a  set  or  series  of  persons,  any  one  of  whom  might 
come  within  the  description,  whether  he  was  within  the  limit  or  not, 
and  there  was  no  authority  for  moulding  or  splitting  the  bequest  in 
the  manner  proposed.    The  case  was  considered  to  be  analogous  to 
Leake  v.  Robinson. 

Again,  in  Hodson  v.  Ball  (a),  a  gift  over  of  a  share  of  any  child  of 
the  testator,  in  case  of  failure  of  its  issue  at  any  time  during  the  life 
of  the  child's  husband  or  wife,  was  held  void ;  since  the  husband  or 
wife  might  be  a  person  not  born  at  the  testator's  death,  and  might 
survive  the  child  more  than  twenty-one  years,  and  the  gift  over  would 
thus  take  effect  after  the  expiration  of  a  life  and  twenty-one  years. 

Again,  where  freehold  lands  are  limited  in  strict  settlement,  and 
leasehold  or  other  personal  property  is  vested  in  trustees,  upon  cor- 
responding trusts,  but  so  as  not  to  vest  absolutely  in  any 
tenant  in  tail  till  he  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one   peraonS  prop- 
years,  but  on  his  death  under  age  to  devolve  as  the  free-   e^y  giv<m  in 
holds,  this  trust,  so  far  as  it  is  limited  in  favor  of  tenants   ment  mast  not 
in  tail,  is  void,  since  by  the  death  of  successive  tenants  inifl««^lnt 
in  tail  under  age  and  leaving  issue  the  vesting  of  the   in  tail  attains 
leaseholds  might  be  deferred  beyond  the  period  allowed  *^*°*^"^°®- 
by  law.     Care  should  therefore  be  taken  that  the  vesting  is  only  de- 
ferred till  some  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase  attains  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  (b).    Similarly  in  all  cases  where  under  *  a  [*238] 

was  followed  in  Re  Roberto,  Replngton  ».  Roberts,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  2fi5,  where  perwnaltv  was 
given  in  trust,  after  life  estates  to  persons  in  esse,  for  "  any  immediate  or  direct  descendants 
of  A.  B.  or  C.  B.,  who  should  bear  the  name  of  B,»*  and  on  failure  of  any  such,  over. 

--r^«  *,5^™-.  ^'^'  «^*  ■^'^  ^"  ^'  R*n<ian,  8  Sm.  &  G.  83;  Buchanan  v.*  Harrison,  IJ.  &  H. 
666 :  Re  Memcks'  Trusto,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  661. 

//u^oT**^  **  ^^®  common  form,  Davidson's  Common  Forms,  p.  378;  Bvth.  &  Jarm.  Cony. 
(4th  Ed.  b.v  Robbins),  vol.  yii.  p.  963.  If  the  clause  stops  short  witfi  the  proviso  against 
absolute  vesting,  and  omits  the  concluding  gift  over,  remoteness  is  avoided  without  help  of 
the  words  "  bv  purchase."  For  then  there  is  no  gift  of  the  personalty  except  in  the  primary 
trust,  and  under  this  trust  it  vests  absolutely  in  the  first  tenant  in  tail  hy  purchase?  and  the 
proviso,  being  but  an  accessory  to  that,  must  be  construed  also  to  relate  only  to  tenant  in  tail 
by  purchase,  Christie  v.  Gosling,  L.  R ,  1  H.  L.  379;  Martelli  9.  Holloway,  L.  R,  6  H.  L. 
632.  According  to  this  constrnction.  however,  the  intention  to  keep  t6e  two  species  of 
property  together  as  long  as  possible  fails.    The  concludiog  gift  over  is  required  to  effectuate 


^  BULB  AGAINST  PEEPETUJIIES.  [CH.  IZ. 

deed  or  wiU  a  sipict  settlezutent  is  created,  aad  (as  is  usually  done) 
power  is  giyeu  to  the  trustees  during  the  minority  of  any  person 
entitled  under  the  settlement  to  manage  and  let  the  property  and 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  (c),  or  to  cut  timber  and  sell  it  {d),  and 
invest  the  moneys  arising  thereby  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands  to 
be  settled  to  the  same  uses,  the  exercise  of  these  powers  must  be 
carefully  restricted  to  the  period  of  the  minorities  of  tenants  in  tail 

bt/ purchase,  else  the  powers  will  be  altogether  void  (e). 
[*239]  *  A  testator  is  in  less  danger  of  transgressing  the  perpe- 
tuity-rule, whilst  providing  for  his  own  children  and  grand- 
ehildreu,  than  when  the  objects  of  his  bounty  are  the  children  and 
As  to  proTi-  grandchildren  of  another,  since,  in  the  former  case,  ho 
•ions for.  has  ouly  to  avoid  postponing  the  vesting  of  the  grand- 

grandchiidren.   children's  shares  beyond  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years, 

this  intentioii,  and  at  this  giftcootaias  tnists  for  tenants  in  tail  taking  by  doaoent  the  rale  of 
constraction  established  in  Christie  v.  Gosling  is  inapplicable,  and  the  words  ^*  by  purchase  *' 
are  needed  to  obviate  remoteness;  see  Gosling  «.  Gosling,  1  De  J.  &  S.  16.  See  further  on 
Ihis  subject,  post,  Ch.  XLIV. 

(c)  Lade  o.  Uolford,  1.  W.  Bl.  428,  Amb.  479,  Fearne,  G.  R.  530,  n. ;  Browne  v.  Stoughton,  14 
Sini*  363 ;  Scahsbrick  v.  Skelinersdale,  17  Sim.  187;  Turvin  v,  Neweome,8  K.  &  J.  1(5;  Floyer 
V.  Bankes,  L.  R.,  8  £q.  lli^  (where,  however,  the  powers  were  annexed  to  an  anterior  term). 

(d)  Ferrand  «.  Wilson,  4  Hare,  878. 

(e)  Mr.  Lewis,  in  the  supplement  to  his  work  on  Perpetuities,  doubts  the  correctness  of  tha 
decision  in  Browne  v,  Stous^bton,  conceiving  that  such  trusts  are  like  executory  limitationa 
engrafted  on  an  estate  tail,  barrable  along  with  the  estate  tail,  and  therefore  not  void  for  remote- 
ness. But  the  trustees  clearJpr  have  an  actual  estate  in  the  lands,  which  estate  is  not  subsei- 
quent  or  collateral,  but  anterior  to  the  estate  tail,  and  the  trusts  declared  cannot  therefore  be 
affected  by  any  act  of  the  tenant  in  tail.  This  is  clear  from  Marshall  v.  Holloway,  where 
there  was  no  term  anterior  to  tlie  estate  tail,  nor  was  the  destination  of  the  aocomula'ted  fun4 
(if  made)  too  remote,  being  identical  with  that  of  the  general  personalty,  the  gift  of  which 
was  held  good.  The  sole  ground  of  the  determination  therefore  was,*  that  the  trust  for 
accumulation  could  not  be  split  or  severed,  so  as  to  place  part  before  the  first  estate  tail 
(which  would  be  neither  too  remote  nor  barrable),  and  part  after  (which  would  be  too  remote 
if  it  were  not  barrable).  The  whole  was  an  entire  limitation,  and  roust  stand  or  fall 
together.  "  The  other  was  the  better  view,  but  the  point  is  now  well  settled,*'  Sug.  Law  of 
Prop.  349.  If  in  Browne  v.  Stoughton  the  trust  had  oeen  barrable  along  with  the  cj^tate  tail 
some  startling  results  would  follow.  Suppose,  for  instance,  that  instead  of  an  accumulation, 
being  directed  during  minority,  it  had  been  directed  during  the  first  twenty-one  v-ears  after 
the  testator's  death  to  raise  monev  for  payment  of  legacies,  it  must  follow  that  the  tenant  in 
taiU  if  of  full  age,  could  bar  the  trust,  and  deprive  the  legatees  of  their  legacies.  Browne  v. 
Stoughton  cannot  therefore  be  distinguished  from  Lord  Southampton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford^ 
2  V.  &  B.  54,  on  the  ground  that,  in  the  latter,  a  term  was  created  anterior  to  the  estate  tail; 
indeed  Lord  Eldon,  in  Marehall  r.  Holloway,  2  Sw.  445.  expressly  said  that  tliat  made  no 
difference.  See  also  3  Jur.  N.  S.,  pt.  ii.  18L  Mr.  Sanders  went  even  further  than  Mr. 
Lewis;  in  an  opinion  (Sanders  on  Uses,  5th  ed  ,  p.  208,  n.)  he  says  with  respect  to  Lord 
Southampton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford,  "It is  not  easy  to  discover  the  ground  of  the  decision, 
but  it  is  to  be  observ-ed  that  the  term  of  1,000  vears  preceded  the  limitations  m  tail;  and  it 
seems  to  be  inferred  that  a  recovery  by  tenant  in  tail  subject  to  the  term,  did  not  destroy  tha 
preceding  trust  of  the  term.  If  this  be  the  case,  there  is  a  great  fallacv  in  the  inference;  for 
the  trusts  of  a  term,  created  for  the  purposes  of  a  seUlement,  must  follow  the  ultimate  devo- 
lution of  the  inheritance,  and  not  the  inheritance  the  trusts  of  the  term.  A  recovery  by 
tenant  In  tail  would  acquire  the  fee  simple,  and  render  the  terra  attendant  on  tt>e  inheritance 
discharged  of  the  trusts  for  accumulation."  But  Case  v.  Drosier  (ante,  p.  S22),  shows  that 
Mr.  Sanders'  opinion  does  not  represent  the  accepted  view  of  the  law  on  this  point.  In 
Meller  v.  Stanley,  2  D.  J.  &  S.  183,  where  one  having  freeholds  for  lives  devised  his  real  and 
pergonal  estate  to  trustees,  and  directed  them  to  keep  up  the  policies  on  the  existing  lives 
(which  he  had  insured),  and  from  time  to  time  to  renew  the  lease  and  insure  the  new  lives; 
and  subject  as  aforp«>aid  he  gave  the  property  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail,  &c. :  Turner,  L.  J.,  saia  he  was  not  satisfied  that  the  trust  could  (as  was  con^ 
tended)  be  held  valid  as  to  renewal  on  the  dropping  of  existing  lives,  and  invalid  (for  re- 
moteness) as  to  others;  he  thought,  however,  it  was  valid  as  to  all,  since  there  must  necessa^ 
rily  be  a  person  who  within  the  lawful  period  would  have  absolute  comnumd  over  the  estate 
and  conteqaently  over  the  touit. 
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Ikud  then  the  fact  of  ihe  gift  extending  to  after-bom  grandohildren 
irould  not  inyalidate  it^  because  all  the  children  of  the  testator  must 
be  in  esse  at  his  decease,  and  their  children  must  be  boru  in  their  life- 
time, so  that  they  necessarily  come  into  existence  during  a  life  in 
being.  On  the  other  hand,  a  gift  embracing  the  whole  range  of  the 
unborn  grandchildren  of  another  living  person  would  be  clearly  void, 
though  the  shares  should  be  made  to  vest  at  majority  or  even  at 
birth,  for  the  grandfather  might  have  children  bom  after  the  testa- 
tor's decease;  and  as  the  gift  would  extend  to  the  children  of  such 
after-bom  children,  it  would  be  absolutely  void  for  remoteness,  and 
that,  too,  aocording  to  the  principle  already  laid  down,  without  regard 
to  the  fact  of  there  being  any  such  child  or  not 

Of  course  a  testator  may  so  frame  and  mould  his  disposition  as  to 
make  its  yalidity  depend  on  subsequent  events ;  or,  in  other  words, 
avail  himself  of  the  course  of  circumstances  posterior  to   1.^^^^^^^  ^^ 
the  making  of  his  will,  in  order  to  get  as  wide  a  range   mould  hisdis- 
of  postponement  as  possible;  for  instance,  he  may  con-  ^^l^g^ 
vert  the  intended  estate  tail  of  a  person  then  unborn,   aobseqaent 
into  an  estate  for  life  in  case  of  his  happening  to  come  in  ^^®°^* 
esse  in  his  (the  testator's)  lifetime.    In  all  cases  of  failure  under  cir- 
cumstances of  this  nature,  the  deficiency  is  one  not  of  power  but  of 
expression ;  and  the  question  in  every  instance  is,  whether 
the  testator  had  clearly  shown  an  intention  to  take  the  EariofCovei^- 
most  ample  range  or  period  of  postponement  which  sub-  ^- 
sequent  circumstances  admit  of.    A  point  of  this  kind  was 
much  canvassed  under  the  will  of  Lord  Vere  (/),   who  *  be-  [*240] 
queathed   to  tmstees  all    his  household  goods,  furniture, 
pictures,  books,  linen,  &c.,  upon  tmst  to  permit  his  wife  to  have  the 
use  of  them  during  her  life,  and,  upon  her  death,  to  permit  his  son 
A.  B.  to  have  the  use  of  the  same  goods,  &c.,  for  his  life.    Devise  to  a 
und,  upon  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  his  (the  testa-  P«"JJ>  ^^o 
tor's)  wife  and  son,  in  trust  for  such  person  as  should  anAweracer^ 
fiom  time  to  time  be  Lord  Vere,  it  being  his  will  that  the   Jj^  ^Jlthin**" 
goods,  &c.,  after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  should  from   allowed  period, 
time  to  time  go  and  be  held  and  enjoyed  with  the  title  l^^^j^tlreiy 
Of  the  family,  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  oferent. 

(/)  Lord  Deerhamt  v.  Dake  of  St.  Albans,  5  Mad.  232;  «.  e.  in  D.  P.  nom.  Tollemnaohe  9. 
Karl  of  CoYentry.  S  CI.  &  Bn.  611,  8  Bli.  547;  compare  this  case  with  Tregonwell  v.  Syden- 
ham, 3  Dow.  194,  where  a  testator,  after  devising  lands  (subject  to  certain  terms  for  years 
Which  he  created  for  the  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned)  to  A.  for  life  remahfider  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  eldest  daughter  of  A.  in  tail  general,  with 
remainders  over,  directed  that  when  a  certain  snm  of  moner  should  be  raised  out  of  the  rents 
of  his  lands  nnder  n  term  of  sixty  years,  i  the  same  should  W  settled  to  the  nse  for  life  of  tha 
person  who  happened  then  to  be  entitled  in  possession  under  the  limitation  in  his  will,  with 
remainder  (in  effect)  to  his  issue  in  strict  settlement.  When  the  time  arrived  for  laying  oat 
the  money,  it  happened  that  the  person  entitled  in  possession  under  the  limitation  in  'question 
was  not  in  esse  at  the  testator's  aeath,  and  therefore  could  not  be  made  tenant  for  life  with 
remainder  to  bis  iftsae;  but  the  grounds  on  which  Lords  Redesdale  and  l^Idon  rested  the 


dedsion  of  tha  Hoosa  show  that  itthe  person  entitled  in  possession  had  happened  to  be  a  per- 
son in  esse  at  the  testator*s  death,  the  trust  for  laving  out  the  money  would  in  their  opinion 
hare  bean  legal.    See  the  will  sUted  at  length,  post,  Ch.  XVIII. 

1  This  was  before  the  lliallQaaon  Act,  post,  s.  8. 
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ifirards.  This  haB  been  sanctioued  by  the  opinion  of  J'adges  of  all 
times,  from  the  time  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  case,  to  the  present ; 
it  is  grown  reverend  by  age,  and  is  not  now  to  be  broken  in  upon.  I 
am  desired  to  do  in  this  ease  something  which  I  do  not  feel  myself  at 
liberty  to  do,  namely,  to  suppose  it  impossible  for  persons  at  so  Ad- 
vanced an  age  as  John  and  Elizabeth  Jee  to  have  children ;  but  if 
this  can  be  done  in  one  case,  it  may  in  another,  and  it  is  a  very 
dangerous  experiment,  and  introductive  of  the  greatest  inconvenience, 
to  give  a  latitude  to  such  sort  of  conjecture.^  Another  thing  pressed 
upon  me  is,  to  decide  upon  the  events  which  have  happened ;  but  I 
eaunot  do  this  without  overturning  very  many  cases.  The  single 
question  before  me  is,  not  whether  the  limitation  is  good  in  the 
events  which  have  happened,  but  whether  it  were  good  in  its  crea- 
tion, and  if  it  were  not,  I  cannot  make  it  so.  Then  must  this  lim- 
itation, if  at  all,  necessarily  take  place  within  the  limits  prescribed 

by  law  ?  The  words  are,  *  in  default  of  such  issue,  I  give 
[*243]  the  said  1,OOOZ.  to  be  equally  divided  *  between  the  daughters 

then  living  of  John  Jee  and  Elizabeth  his  wife.'  If  it  had 
been  to  <  daughters  now  living,'  or  'who  should  be  living  at  the  time 
of  my  death,'  it  would  have  been  very  good ;  but,  as  it  stands,  this 
limitation  may  take  in  after-bom  daughters;  this  point  is  clearly 
settled  by  Ellison  v.  Airy,  and  the  effect  of  law  an  such  limitation 
cannot  make  any  difference  in  construing  such  intention.  If,  then, 
this  will  extended  to  after-bom  daughters,  is  it  within  the  rule  of 
law?  Most  certainly  not;  because  John  and  Elizabeth  Jee  might 
have  children  born  ten  years  after  the  testator's  death,  and  then 
Mary  Hill  might  die  without  issue,  fifty  years  afterwards ;  in  which 
case  it  would  transgress  the  rule  prescribed." 

V.  •— GHfts  to   unborn   Persons   for  Ziife,   and   to   their  Issue. -— 

If  the  objects  of  a  future  gift  are  within  the  line  prescribed  by  the 
Gift  to  bo  ^®  against  perpetuities,  of  course  it  is  immaterial  what 
person  for  life  is  the  nature  of  the  interest  which  euch  gift  confers  (k). 
^»*»d.  j^  would  be  very  absurd  that  persons  should  be  compe- 

tent to  take  an  estate  in  fee  in  land,  or  an  absolute  interest  in  per- 
sonalty, and  nevertheless  be  incapable  of  taking  a  temporary  or  ter- 
minable interest  (for  the  larger  includes  the  less),  and  yet  it  would 

(h)  Cotton  V.  Heath,  1  Roll.  Ab.  612,  pi.  3:  Marlbornnjrh  v,  Godolphin,  1  Ed.  415;  Doe  d. 
Tooley  «.  Gunnifi,  4  Taunt.  313;  Doe  <1.  LiverMpe  r.  Vaughan,  1  D.  &  Ry.  62,  6  B.  &  Aid. 
4S4;  Ashlev  t.  A«hlev,  A  Sim.  358  (croM  remaindere  between  unborn  persons  for  life);  Denn 
V.  Page,  3  t.  R.  87,  n.;  Har  v.  Earl  of  Coventnr,  3  T.  R.  83;  Foj.ter  v.  Romney,  11  East, 
604;  Bennett  v.  Lowe,  5  M.'ft  Par.  486,  7  Bins:.'  536;  Rontledfce  v  Dornl,  2  Ves.  Jr.  3W; 
Burl<»y  9,  Evelvn,  16  Sim.  290;  Hampton  v.  Holman.  6  Ch.  D.  183;  and  see  Feame,  C.  R. 
608.  'See,  however,  the  rriticism  of  Malins,  V.-C.,  in  Stuart  r.  Cockerell,  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  at 
p.  370,  on  the  decii«ion  of  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  in  Ashley  v.  Ashley,  sup.  as  to  cross  remainders  for 
ufa  to  unborn  persons. 

1  Shmt  V.  Stoat,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  479. 
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not  be  difficult  to  cite  diota,  nay,  even  to  addaoe  a  decision  (I),  pro- 
pounding the  doctrine,  that  a  life  interest  cannot  be  given  to  an  un- 
born person.  The  fallacy  has  probably  arisen  from  the  terms  in 
which  the  general  rule  has  been  sometimes  laid  down,  namely,  that 
you  cannot  give  an  estate  for  life  to  an  unborn  person,  with  remainder 
to  his  issue,  which  has  been  read  as  two  distinct  propositions,  the 
one  affirming  the  invalidity  of  a  limitation  for  life  to  an  unborn 
person,  and  the  other  the  invalidity  of  a  limitation  to  the  issue; 
though,  in  fact,  all  that  is  meant  to  be  averred  is,  that  a  limitation 
to  the  children  or  issue  of  an  unborn  person,  following  a  gift  to 
such  unborn  person,  is  bad,  as  violating  the  rule  against  perpe- 
tuities, which  it  clearly  is  (unless  expressly  *  guarded  so  as  [*244] 
to  keep  within  the  rule),  since  such  children  or  issue  may 
not  come  in  esse  until  more  than  twenty-one  years  after  a  life  in 
being  (m). 

A  further  question,  however,  here  arises,  whether  the  limitation 
of  an  estate  to  an  unborn  person  for  life  followed  by  an  estate  to 
the  children  or  child  of  that  unborn  person  is  prohibited 
by  an  absolute  and  independent  rule  of  law,  apart  from   penoo  for  life 
the  rule  against  perpetuities,  with  the  effect  of  invalidat-   ^ iS»cSS«n' 
ing  every  such  ulterior  limitation,  even  though  it  be  ex- 
pressly, or  by  necessary  implication,  confined  within  the  period  of 
lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards.     Such  a  rule  is  to  be 
found  stated  in  some  early  authorities,  where  it  is  usually  expressed 
to  be  founded  on  a  general  doctrine  that  the  law  does  not  allow  the 
limitation  of  ''a  possibility  upon  a  possibility." 

It  is  clear  that  there  was  in  former  times  a  recognized,  if  somewhat 
undefined  principle,  which  was  inimical  to  limitations  which  savored 
of  remoteness,  and  which  was  often  expressed  in  terms  such  as  those 
above  referred  to.  And  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  any  legal  doc- 
trine once  established  could  altogether  cease  to  operate,  so  long  as 
the  subject-matter  to  which  it  applies  endures,  and  the  reason  on 
which  it  is  founded  remains  in  force.  A  remainder  is  now  precisely 
what  it  was  in  the  time  of  Littleton,  and  must  therefore,  it  is  con- 
ceived, be  governed  by  some  restrictive  rule,  either  the  same  as,  or  in 
substitution  for  the  ancient  doctrine  of  the  law  which  forbade  limita- 
tions which  savored  of  remoteness.  Moreover,  the  cases  involving 
the  doctrine  of  cy-pr^s  are,  it  is  submitted,  quite  conclusive  against 
the  supposed  exemption  of  remainders,  however  created,  from  all 
restraint  in  respe(*.t  of  perpetuity  or  remoteness.  By  that  doctrine, 
it  will  be  remembered,  limitations  to  an  unborn  person  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  successively  of  such  person  in 

(0  HavM  V.  HayM,  4  Rots.  811;  see  at  to  this  case,  6  Hare,  360, 1  Coll.  37,  5  Ch.  D.  IBS. 

(m)  See  11  Hare,  376;  Be  Frost,  Frost  v.  Frost,  43  Ch.  D.  346.  See  Doe  d.  Winter  v. 
Perratt,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  606,  and  ante  p.  831,  and  remember  the  distinction  there  taken  between 
legal  and  equitable  limitations. 

TOL.  I.  18 
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strict  settlement,  operate  to  confer  on  the  intended  tenant  for  life  an 
estate  tail,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  general  intention, 
so  far  as  possible  consistently  with  the  rule  of  law,  which  does  not 
permit  the  unqualified  limitation  of  an  estate  for  life  to  an  unborn 
person,  with  remainder  to  his  issue.  The  impossibility  of  the  limita- 
tions taking  effect  in  the  manner  intended,  is  the  avowed  and  the 
only  justifiable  ground  of  this  bold  interference  with  the  declared 
intention  of  the  testator ;  and  if  the  law  would  have  allowed 
[*245]  of  *  their  operating  according  to  that  intention,  this  doctrine, 
which  makes  so  important  a  figure  in  our  books,  would  have 
been  wholly  uncalled  for. 

There  is  then  no  controversy  with  regard  to  the  proposition  that 
an  estate  for  life  cannot  be  given  to  an  unborn  person  with  remainder 
As  to  the  to  his  issue,  unless  limited  so  as  not  to  transgress  the 

validity  of  rule  against  perpetuities.  But  the  question  is  whether 
]imiu!u(m8  by  ^^^  proposition  Constitutes  an  absolute  rule  of  law  inde- 
way  of  re-  pendent  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities;  or  in  other 
unborn  penona  words,  whether  the  old  rule  as  to  limitations  savoring  of 
in^MsTwiSin^  remoteness  is  still,  wholly  or  partially,  in  force,  or 
the  allowed  whether  that  rule  is  superseded  by,  or  merged  in  the 
period.  j^Q  against  perpetuities.     In  modern  times,  this  ques- 

tion has  given  rise  to  much  conflict  of  opinion,  but  has  not  been  judi- 
cially determined,  until  the  former  view  was  affirmed  in  two  recent 
decisions. 

Independently  of  these -decisions,  the  balance  of  authority,  judicial 
and  non-judicial,  would  seem  to  incline  strongly  in  favor  of  the  view 
that  the  old  rule  as  to  remoteness  had  become  obsolete,  and  that  the 
limitations  in  question  are  now  subject  only  to  the  rule  of  perpetui- 
ties, which  renders  them  void  if  they  exceed  the  limit  of  lives  in 
being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards  (n).  In  Cole  v.  Sewell  (o), 
Lord  St.  Leonards  said  that  the  effect  of  the  modem  rule  against 
perpetuities  has  been  to  render  the  old  doctrine  (p)  obsolete.  And, 
in  Cattlin  v.  Brown  (q),  Lord  Hatherley  (then  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C.) 
said:  ''The  rule  is  stated  in  the  able  argument  of  Mr.  Preston  in 
Mogg  V.  Mogg  (r) ;  he  says,  'a  gift  to  an  unborn  child  for  life  is  good 
if  it  stops  there ;  but  if  a  remainder  is  added  to  his  children  or  issue 
as  purchasers  it  is  not  good,  urUeas  there  be  a  limitation  of  the  time 

(n)  Those  who  have  oppoaed  this  view  hare  generally  relied  on  the  aMnmption  that  the 
rule  againat  perpetnities  does  not  apply  to  legal  remainders.  Tbeir  line  of  argument  mav  be 
expressed  in  the  following  syllogism :'  Remainden  roust  be  subject  either  to  the  old  rule  or 
to  the  rule  of  perpetuity;  the  rule  of  perpetuity  does  not  apply;  therefore,  the  old  rule  must 
apply.  The  mmor  premiss  has  now  Been  held  to  be  enoneouK  in  Re  Frost,  thereby  (assom* 
ing  the  decision  in  that  case  to  be  correct)  destroying  the  validity  of  the  syllogism. 

(p)  4  Dr.  &  W.  at  p.  32. 

Ip)  I.  €,  the  doctnne  that  estates  could  only  be  limited  on  a  *'  common  possibility.'*  Id 
«.  c.  2  Con.  &  L.  860|  his  lordship  is  reported  to 'have  said :  "  This  rule  is,  however,  long  done 
away  with." 

(q)  11  Hare,  374.    See  also  per  Malina,  y.-€.,  Evaoa  v.  Walker,  8  Gh.  D.  213. 

(r)  1  Mer.  664. 
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within  which  it  is  to  take  effect?  That  is,  I  think,  a  perfectly  accurate 
statement  of  the  law  which  (  am  to  apply  in  this  case."  The  correct- 
ness of  this  view  is  assumed  in  the  dicta  of  Lords  St.  Leonards,  Broug- 
ham, Cranworth,  and  Lyndhurst,  in  Egerton  t;.  Brownlow  (s).  And 
the  doctrine  of  double  possibilities  is  expressly  denied  in  the 
opinions  *  delivered  in  that  case  by  Williams  and  Talfourd,  [*246] 
JJ.,  and  of  Parke,  B.,  in  which  last  Wightman  and  Erie,  J  J., 
concurred  (f).  Moreover,  as  was  pointed  out  in  a  previous  edition 
of  this  work  (u),  the  executory  trusts  held  valid  by  the  House  of 
Lords  in  Cadell  t;.  Palmer  (x),  would,  if  performed  by  conveyance  of 
the  property  to  the  successive  beneficiaries,  have  rendered  it  possible 
that  five  successive  generations,  all  unborn  at  the  decease  of  the  tes- 
tator, should  have  taken  legal  estates  for  life,  and  also  that  after  the 
decease  of  the  last  of  the  five  generations,  a  sixth  generation  might 
have  taken  an  estate  tail,  with  remainders  over.  As  regards  non- 
judicial opinion,  this  view  is  supported  by  the  opinion  of  the  Real 
Property  Commissioners,  who  wrote  in  1832  that ''  a  limitation  after 
an  estate  for  life  to  the  son  of  an  unborn  son  .  .  .  being  a  contingent 
remainder,  would  be  allowed  to  vest,  if  a  person  answering  the  de- 
scription were  bom  during  the  continuance  of  the  life  estate."  Mr. 
Lewis  states  his  opinion  as  to  the  validity  of  the  limitations  in  ques- 
tion as  follows  *.  ^^  A  limitation  may  be  made  to  an  unborn  person  for 
life  with  remainder  to  the  unborn  child  or  other  issue  of  such  person, 
provided  the  birth  of  the  issue  entitled  under  the  ultimate  remainder 
be  limited  to  take  place  within  the  period  of  lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years"  (y). 

The  contrary  opinion  does  not  appear  to  be  supported  by  any 
expression  of  judicial  opinion  from  the  year  1765  (z)  until  the  recent 
decisions  to  be  presently  stated.  The  existence  of  a  rule,  indepen- 
dent of  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  which  forbids  the  limitations 
in  question  is,  however,  maintained  in  the  opinions  of  two  eminent 
lawyers,  Mr.  Booth  and  Mr.  Yorke  in  1769,  given  in  the  course  of 
their  private  practice  (a).  This  view  has  also  in  its  favor  the  support 
of  Mr.  Joshua  Williams  (&),  who,  while  admitting  that  the  doctrine 
that  there  can  be  no  possibility  upon  a  possibility,  has  ceased  to 
govern  the  creation  of  contingent  remainders,  asserts  that  such  re- 
mainders are  governed  by  a  rule  '^  apparently  derived  from  the  old 

(«)  4  H.  L.  Ca.  At  p.  54. 

(0  Id.  at  pp.  76,  95,  100, 128. 

{u\  4th  Ed.  at  pp.  279,  280. 

Cx)  1  CI.  &  Fin.  872,  ant«,  p.  214.  See  G«e  v.  Liddell,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  841.  See  also  Lachlan 
V.  Reynolds,  9  Hare,  796. 

(y)*  Perpetuities,  419,  491.  The  tame  view  was  maintained  in  the  last  Edition  of  this 
Work  (Vol.  I.  p.  279,  and  see  App.);  also  by  Mr.  Hayes  (Introdaction  to  Conveyancing, 
5tb  Ed.  494),  by  Mr.  Marsden  (Perpetoities,  167, 180),  and  by  Mr.  Gray  (Rnle  against  Per- 
petuities, Boston,  U.  S.,  86). 

(s)  See  post,  p.  250,  note  (m). 

(a)  2  Cas.  &  Op.  434,  438. 

(6)  R.  P.  16th  Ed.  p.  314,  and  App.  F. 


276  BULB  AGAINST  PEBPBnilTIBS.  TCH.  IX. 

doctrine  which  prohibited  doable  possibilities/'  and  ''  more  stringent 
than  that  which  confines  executory  interests/'  viz.  that  «  an 
[*247]  estate  cannot  be  given  to  an  unborn  *  person  for  life,  fol- 
lowed by  any  estate  to  any  child  of  such  unborn  person ;  for 
in  such  case  the  estate  g^ven  to  the  child  of  the  unborn  person  is 
void"(<;).  Mr.  Josiah  Smith  ((2)  and  Mr.  Ghallis(6)  have  taken  a 
similar  view. 

However,  the  question  has  recently  been  determined  by  two  judi- 
cial decisions.  In  Ee  Frost,  Frost  t;.  Frost  (/),  Sir  K  Eay  in  his 
judgment,  after  referring  to  the  contention  on  behalf  of 
'*'  po«t.  ^jj^  defendants  (which  he  subsequently  rejected)  that 
the  limitation  in  that  case,  being  by  way  of  contingent  remainder, 
was  not  obnoxious  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  said :  *^  Let  it  be 
so.  No  doubt  contingent  remainders  were  invented  long  before  the 
rule  of  perpetuities,  and  they  were  not  originally  subject  to  any  such 
rule.  But  they  were  subject^  before  this  rule  was  invented,  to  another 
rule,  which  was  thus  expressed  in  the  old  legal  language,  that  you  can- 
not limit  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility ;  and  the  familiar  illustration 
is  that  you  cannot  limit  by  way  of  legal  devise  or  conveyance  to  A., 
an  existing  person,  for  life,  wildi  remainder  to  his  unborn  son  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  children  of  that  unborn  son.  That  last  re- 
mainder was  void,  because,  according  to  the  phrase  used  in  the  old 
law,  it  was  '  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility.'  Now,  I  think  there  is 
no  question  that  this  is  the  law  to  this  day."  And  his  lordship,  after 
citing  the  authority  of  Mr.  Joshua  Williams  and  Mr.  Butler  in  sup- 
port of  this  proposition,  continued  as  follows :  "  What  was  the  reason 
of  that  rule  ?  As  expressed  by  the  learned  lawyers  of  that  day,  it 
was  on  the  ground  of  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility.  What  does 
that  mean  ?  It  means  that  there  might  never  be  such  a  person  as  an 
unborn  person  who  was  to  take  for  life.  That  was  an  obvious  con- 
tingency. Besides  there  was  another  contingency.  There  might 
never  be  issue  of  that  person.  Therefore,  there  was  a  double  con- 
tingency or  a  double  possibility.  I  quite  agree  that  the  contingency 
in  this  case  is  not  of  that  kind  precisely.  But  is  it  not  the  same  in 
effect  ?  There  is  the  double  possibility.  There  might  not  be  an  un- 
born husband  —  I  mean  a  husband  of  Emma  Frost  —  unborn  at  the 
death  of  the  testator.  But  if  there  were,  the  other  contin- 
[*248]  gency  which  is  to  take  effect  upon  his  death  *  might  never 
happen.    There  you  have  a  double  contingency,  or  a  double 

(c)  Mr.  Willuuns  in  a  note  purports  to  giye  namerooB  anthorities  in  Ropport  of  this  propo- 
.  fition,  bot  most  of  them  will  be  found  on  examination  to  be  referable  to  the  rule  tigunntner^ 
petuitiefl.    This  would  apparently  apply  to  Mnnynenny  v.  Dering,  S  D.  M.  &  G.  145.    Cole 
9.  Sewell,  which  is  there  cited  in  support  of  Mr.  Williams'  rule,  seems  directly  to  contraTen« 
it,  see  ante.    The  remainder  of  the  cited  authorities  except  the  first  seem  to  be  mere  quota- 
tions of  the  first,  which  is  the  opinion  of  Messrs.  Booth  and  Yofke. 
id)  Orifc.  View  of  Ex.  Int.  s.  697,  but  see  s.  710. 
e)  Real  Property,  93. 
/)  43  Ch.  D.  246,  stated  ante,  p.  S19. 
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possibility,  as  the  old  lawyers  would  have  said  (g),  I  confess  I  think 
that  limitation  would  have  been  held  to  fall  within  the  same  doctrine, 
and  would  most  probably  have  been  held  void,  if  the  ingenuity  of 
lawyers  had  ever  imagined  such  a  limitation." 

A  similar  decision  had  shortly  before  been  made  by  the  same 
learned  judge  in  Whitby  i;.  Mitchell,  which  was  subsequently  affirmed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  {h).  The  facts  of  this  case  are 
as  follows:  By  a  postnuptial  settlement  made  in  pur-  2^^]]*' 
suance  of  antenuptial  articles,  lands  were  limited  to  the 
use  of  the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  wife  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  their  children,  grandchildrefij  or  mare 
remote  issue  being  bom  before  any  appointment  should  be  made  as  the 
husband  and  wife  should  by  deed  appoint,  with  remainders  over  in 
default  of  such  appointment  There  being  only  two  daughters,  chil* 
dren  of  the  marriage,  the  husband  and  wife  by  deed  appointed  one 
moiety  of  the  settled  lands  to  the  n«e  of  one  daughter  for  life  for  her 
separate  use  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her  decease  to 
the  use  of  such  person  or  persons  as  she  should  appoint  by  will,  and 
in  default  of  such  appointment  to  the  use  of  her  children  living  at  the 
date  of  the  deed^  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.  The  limitations  in  the 
deed  of  appointment  were,  of  course,  read  as  if  they  had  been  inserted 
in  the  settlement  creating  the  power,  but  it  will  be  observed  that, 
even  tried  by  that  test,  both  the  power  and  the  appointment  were  so 
framed  as  to  avoid  transgressing  the  rule  against  perpetuities  (M). 
It  was,  nevertheless,  held  that  the  appointment  to  the  children  of  the 
daughter  living  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of  appointment  was  bad  aa 
violating  an  absolute  rule  of  law  against  limitations  to  an  unborn 
child  with  remainder  to  his  or  her  issue  as  purchasers,  which  rule 
was  alleged  to  be  independent  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  and  to 
be  founded  on  an  older  doctrine  which  forbade  double  possibilities.' 
Sir  H.  Cotton,  L.  J.,  said :  '<  It  is  said  that  this  latter  limitation  (t.  0. 
to  the  daughter's  children)  does  not  come  within  the  rule  against  per- 
petuities, and  that  there  is  no  other  rule  preventing  this  limitation 
from  being  good.  Mr.  Justice  Kay  lias  decided,  and  in  my 
opinion  rightly,  that  there  is  a  rule  in  existence  *  which  [*2493 
does  prevent  the  limitation  from  being  good,  namely,  that 

(g)  Ib  this  so?  The  remainder  was  to  the  children  of  the  wife.  Were  there  not  rather  two 
contingencies,  each  amonntinir  to  a  common  possibilitj  and  connected  with  the  other?  See 
Jofliah  Smith,  Grig.  View  of  Ex.  Int.,  697,  69S. 

(k)  43  Ch.  D.  484,  44  Cli.  I).  86. 

(Aa)  Except,  of  course,  as  to  the  testamentary  power  of  appointment  giTen  to  the  daughter 
(see  WollsAton  v.  King,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  165);  but  the  decision  in  Whitby  9.  Mitchell  did  not  turn 
on  this  point. 

1  Whether  this  rule,  which,  it  must  be  r»-  (991  et  seq.    The  rule  was  not  followed  in 

membered,  applies  to  gifts  which  would  not  Brown  «.  Brown,  86  Tenn.  277,  holding  that 

contravene  the  rule  asainst  perpetuities,  is  to  the  unborn  child  of  an  unborn  child  may  take 

be  accepted  generally  in    this  countiy  re-  if  to  come  into  being  within  lives  in  being 

mains  to  be  seen.    See  Gray,  Perpetuities,  and  twenty^me  years. 
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you  cannot  have  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility ;  or,  to  state  the  rule 
in  a  more  convenient  form,  that  you  cannot  hs^ve  a  limitation  for  the 
life  of  an  unborn  person,  with  a  limitation  after  his  death  to  his  un- 
born children.  That  is  the  same  thing  as  what  has  been  called  '  a 
possibility  upon  a  possibility.' "  Sir  N.  Lindley,  L.  J.,  observed :  "  It 
is  said  that  the  old  rule  became  obsolete,  or  merged  or  confused  in 
the  more  modern  law  of  perpetuities.  .  .  .  The  old  rule  against  double 
possibilities  is  a  rule  that  has  not  been  abrogated,  and  it  is  founded 
on  very  good  sense ;  because  it  is  not  desirable  that  land  should  be 
tied  up  to  a  greater  extent  than  that  allowed  by  the  rule.  So  far 
from  supporting  ingenious  devices  for  tying  up  kmd  longer,  the  time 
has  long  gone  by  for  that  *'  (t). 

This  decision  must,  of  course,  be  accepted  as  determining  to  be  law 
the  proposition  that  the  giving  of  an  estate  to  an  unborn  person  for 
Remarks  on  life,  followed  by  an  estate  to  any  child  of  such  unborn 
ind^Whicbri.  P^'S^^j  ^^  forbidden  by  an  absolute  rule  independent  of 
Mitchell.  the  rule  of  perpetuity.    But  the  grounds  of  the  decision^ 

whereby  this  independent  rule  is  based  upon,  or  (as  it  would  seem) 
affirmed  to  be  identical  with  the  old  doctrine  which  forbade  the  limi- 
tation by  way  of  remainder  of  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility,  seem 
open  to  observation,  and  to  give  rise  to  some  misgivings  as  to  the 
scope  and  effect  of  the  rule  (j).  The  terms  in  which  this  doctrine 
are  propounded  are  antiquated,  being  borrowed  from  the  obsolete 
phraseology  of  the  scholastic  logicians  (A;),  and  are  obscure,  and,  in- 
deed, as  is  judicially  admitted  (Z),  unintelligible  to  modern  lawyers. 
Moreover,  it  was  assumed  by  Kay,  J.,  and  by  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
that  the  rule  of  perpetuity  was  invented  to  restrict  shifting  uses  and 
executory  devises  at  a  period  much  later  than  that  at  which  the  old 
doctrine  regulating  remainders  was  established;  but  this  assump- 
tion, on  which  much  stress  was  laid,  appears  to  be  very  ques- 
[♦250]  tionable  in  point  of  fact  (m).    And,  it  is  ♦  further  submitted, 


(i)  But  land  is  now  alienable,  even  in  the  hands  of  limited  owners. 

W  ------ 


The  decision  in  Whitby  v.  Mitchell  has  been  ably  criticised  in  a  learned  and  locid 
article  br  Mr.  Vaizey,  in  the  Law  Quarterly  Review  for  October.  1890.  See  also  Sol.  Jonm. 
6  Oct.  ld90  (Vol.  35f  p.  83).  The  editor  is  much  indebted  to  botn  these  articles  for  references 
to  most  of  the  authorities  which  be  has  consulted. 

(k)  See  Will.  R.  P.  314. 

(l)  Per  Lindlev,  L.  J.,  44  Ch.  D.  92. 

(m)  Historicady  the  matter  seems  to  stand  thns :  —  In  or  about  1481,  Littleton  altogether 
denied  the  validity  of  contingent  remainders,  Litt.,  s.  721;  and  as  late  as  1537,  their  yalidity 
was  judicially  doubted.  See  Tear  Book,  27  Hen.  8.  M.  T.,  24,  pi.  2.  It  is.  therefore,  clear 
that  up  to  the  middle  of  the  16th  century,  there  can  have  b^n  no  established  rule  to  restrain 
them  m  point  of  remoteness.  Indeed  the  doctrine  of  double  possibilities  seems  to  hare  been 
first  distmctly  laid  down,  in  1697,  60  years  later,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Sir  H. 
Cholmeley's  Cane,  2  Rep.  50a,  51a;  and  this  decision  was  followed  by  Popham,  C.  J.,  in  the 
Rector  of'Cheddington's  case,  1  Rep.  153a,  156a,  and  by  other  judges,  including  Lord  Coke, 
during  the  sncceedmjK  half-centur}%  see  8  Rep.  73a,  76a ;'  10  Rep.  466,  50b  (but  see  infra  as  to 
the  last  case):  Cro.  Car.  577.  But  in  1616  Lord  Coke  himself  said  that  the  rule  laid  down 
by  Popham,  C.  J.,  would  ^*ikake  all  common  asntrances^**  Blandford  v.  Blandford,  1  Roll. 
3l8,  8al;  and  this  censure  on  the  rule  was  adopted  br  Lord  Nottinffham,  C,  in  the  Case  of 
Perpetuities,  where  he  said  that  the  rule  laid  down  hy  Popham  had  **  nothing  at  all  of  true 
reason  in  it,'*  and  had  often  been  denied  at  law,  Howard  v,  Duke  of  Norfolk,  2  Swanst.  458. 
The  last  judicial  recognition  of  the  old  doctrine  (prior  to  1890)  appears  to  have  been  made  by 
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the  doctrine  is  likely  to  be  productive  of  practical  inconvenience, 
bj  reason  of  the  uncertainty  how  far  it  may  be  carried  by  judi- 
cial interpretation  in  future.  The  decision  in  Whitby  v.  Mitchell 
lays  down  that  the  doctrine  invalidates  gifts  to  unborn  issue  of  an 
unborn  tenant  for  life :  Kay,  J.,  in  Frost  v.  Frost,  thought  the  doc- 
trine should  be  extended  so  as  to  render  void  a  remainder  to  the  chil- 
dren of  a  person  who  was  a  spinster  because  of  the  double  possibility, 
first,  that  the  person  whom  she  might  marry,  to  whom  an  intermedi- 
ate life  estate  was  given,  might  not  be  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
gift,  and  secondly,  that  there  might  not  be  issue  of  the  marriage.  On 
the  other  hand  the  validity  of  a  limitation  to  A.,  a  bachelor,  for  life 
with  remainder  to  his  children  is  never  doubted,  though  it  seems  to 
involve  a  similar  "  double  possibility  "  (n).  But  many  other  cases 
may  arise  in  practice  in  which  it  may  be  very  difficult  to  advise 
whether  or  not  they  come  within  the  mischief  of  the  doctrine  pro- 
pounded in  Whitby  i;.  Mitchell  and  Frost  v.  Frost,  and  which  may 
accordingly  require  to  be  submitted  for  judicial  decision,  as  a  conse- 
quence of  the  revival  of  this  obscure  and  vague  doctrine.  As  regards 
future  gifts  by  deed  or  will,  no  very  great  ingenuity  will  be  required 
to  tie  up  land  to  the  extent  desired ;  all  that  will  be  necessary  to  ren- 
der a  g^t  to  an  unborn  person  for  life  with  remainder  to  his  issue 
perfectly  effectual,  will  be  to  frame  the  limitations  by  way  of  execu- 
tory interest,  and  not  of  legal  remainder,  taking  care  that  the  limits 
of  perpetuity  are  not  transgressed  (o).  It  is  manifestly  incon- 
venient that  one  rule  as  to  remoteness  should  govern  *  all  [*251] 
limitations  of  personal  property  and  one  form  of  limitations 
of  real  property,  while  another  and  a  simpler  form  of  limitations  of 
the  latter  should  alone  be  subject  to  a  more  stringent  but  uncertain 
and  evadable  rule.  It  is  much  to  be  hoped  that  the  attention  of  the 
Legislature  may  be  turned  to  this  matter.  The  rule  of  perpetuity 
may  be  too  strict  or  not  strict  enough ;  if  so,  let  it  be  amended.  But 
it  is  submitted  that  it  is  highly  desirable  in  the  public  interest,  that 
all  kinds  of  property  and  all  forms  of  limitation  should  be  brought 
under  one  single  rule,  viz.,  the  rule  of  perpetuity,  which  (p),  "has 
every  merit  of  a  legal  rule ;  it  is  perfect  in  authority,  scope,  precision, 
and  lucidity." 

1634,1635;  bat  see 
executory  devises  was 

T>   -  j«    'J    -a  ^  ^    •  - .-;,-; p  *'  - — '  "  "*i"  -"-t  -nd  in  Lampet^s  cew,  10 

Kep.  46a,  decided  by  Lord  Coke  in  1618,  and  above  referred  to,  which  relnted  to  the  validity 
of  a  releaee  of  an  executory  interest,  the  rules  aeninrt  double  pouibilittes  and  against  perpe- 
tuity are  treated  as  separate  and  distinct  rules  (see  60b,  52a).  and  it  is  stated  that  no  perpe- 
tuity can  be  established  by  limitation  of  a  use.  from  which  it  would  seem  that  Lord  Coke 
Kffarded  the  rule  against  perpetuity  as  applicable  to  remainders.    Moreover,  the  derision  in 

;  ?ii  r  2™^  ^*"  ^•*^)'  ^'  ^'^'  •^»  **"  '*•«"  **"«^  ^^^  Magna  Charta  of  Perpetuities  see 
1  Ui.  OB  Fin.  dSS. 

(n)  And  see  the  ease  put  by  Lord  Brongliam,  4  H.  L.  Ca.  at  p.  54. 
(o)  See  the  limitations  held  to  be  valm  in  D.  P.,  Gadell  v.  Palmer,  ante,  p.  S14:  see  alM 
•ate,  p.  S46.  f      -^  r 

ip)  See  Mr.  Vaizey's  article  referred  to  tapra. 
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As  a  gift  for  life  to  an  unborn  person  is  valid,  so  it  is  clear  is  a 
remainder  expectant  on  such  gift,  provided  it  be  made  to  take  effect 
As  to  gifts  ia  in  f avor  of  persons  who  are  competent  objects  of  gift  (g) ; 
exMctant  on  though  here  also  a  fallacy  prevails ;  for  it  is  not  uncom- 
osute  for  life     mon  to  find  it  stated  in  unqualified  terms,  that,  though 

TOrlons™  yo^  ™*y  fi^^^  ^  ^®  interest  to  an  unborn  person,  every 
geneniir.  ulterior  gift  Is  necessarilj  and  absolutely  void ;  and  some 
countenance  to  this  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  the  judgment^  as  re- 
ported, of  an  able  Judge  (r),  though  the  adjudication  itself,  rightly 
considered,  lends  no  support  to  any  such  doctrine,  as  the  ulterior  gift 
which  was  there  pronounced  to  be  void  was  nothing  more  than  a 
declaration  that  the  property  should  go  according  to  iiie  Statute  of 
Distribution ;  so  that  the  claim  of  the  next  of  kin,  who  was  held  to 
be  entitled,  was  perfectly  consistent  with  the  will,  unless,  indeed,  it 
applied  to  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the  unborn  legatee  for  life, 
which  would  have  been  clearly  void,  as  embracing  persons  who  would 
not  have  been  ascertainable  until  more  than  twenty-one  years  after  a 
life  in  being ;  but  for  this  construction  there  seems  to  have  been  no 
ground. 

But  the  absolute  interest,  however  parcelled  out,  must  be  so  limited 
as  necessarily  to  vest  (if  at  all)  within  the  legal  period.  Thus,  if  a 
An  interest  devise  be  made  to  an  unborn  person  for  life,  and  in  case 
not'vest*^  he  should  die  without  issue  living  at  his  death,  or  under 
within  the         the  age  of  twenty-two  years,  then  to  B.,  this  remainder 

ffoughdlen?  ^®  ^^^^>  *"^®^  ^*  depends  on  the  termination  of  a  particu- 
abie.  lar  estate  by  an  event  which  may  not  happen  within  a 

life  in  being  and  twenty-one  years.    And  it  makes  no  difference  that 

an  interest  to  arise  on  such  an  event  is  in  an  ascertained  per- 
[*252]  son*    This  was  established  *  in  a  recent  case  («),  where  there 

was  a  gift  to  two  sisters  and  their  respective  children  respec- 
tively for  life,  with  power  for  the  longest  liver  to  appoint  by  will  or 
deed ;  the  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  the  power  was  void  for  remote- 
ness, and  that  there  was  an  intestacy  after  the  death  of  the  last  sur- 
viving child. 

The  rule  against  perpetuity  has  always  in  terms  required  the  ves^ 
ifig  of  estates  within  the  prescribed  limit,  The  first  instance  of  an 
executory  gift  void  for  remoteness  given  by  Mr.  Feame  (f),  is  a  devise 
to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  if  A.  die  without  heir,  then  to  B. ;  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  suggestion,  would  now  be  good.  The  rule  as  it  affected 
equitable  interests,  whether  in  real  or  personal  estate,  was  in  corre- 

Routledffe  «.  Dorril,  S  Ves.  Jr.  8M;  Etus  v.  Walker,  8  Ch.  D  211. 
See  Cooke  v.  Bowler,  9  Kee.  59. 
,  ,  Re  Han?reaTes.  ICidffelv  9.  Tktier,  48  Ch.  D.  401.    See  also  Be  Hanre^r,  Peek  •• 
Savorv,  89  Ch.  D.  897.    The  ^eciMon  of  Staart,  V.-C.,  eontni,  in  Avem  v.  Lloyd,  L  B.,  h 
Eq.  8^.  is  overruled.    See  also,  as  to  deeds,  London  and  5U>tith  Western  Rafl.  Co.  v.  Gomm. 
90  Ch.  D.  563  (unrestricted  power  to  repurchase);  Dunn  v.  Flood,  S5  Ch.  D.  6S9  (unrestrictM 
power  of  re-cntrv). 
(0  C.  B.  p.  4l5. 
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sponding  terms;  yet  these  were  always  alienable.  It  is  submitted 
that  the  statute  referred  to  has  not  made  any  change  in  the  rule,  and 
that  the  law  is  as  laid  down  by  Sir  B.  Malins^  V.-C.,  in  a  case  (u) 
where  a  testator  having  under  his  antenuptial  settlement  an  exclu- 
sive power  of  appointing  land  to  his  issue,  appointed  it  by  his  will  to 
his  son  A.  in  fee,  but  if  the  son  should  have  no  child  who  should  at- 
tain twenty-one,  then  to  the  testator's  grandson  B.  in  fee.  The  V.-C. 
held  that  the  gift  over  was  void  for  remoteness. 

That  the  old  rule  is  unchanged  also  as  regards  remainders  is  shown 
by  the  dictum  already  cited  of  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  who  long  after  the 
passing  of  the  statute  said  that  '<  a  contingent  remainder  cannot  be 
limited  as  depending  on  the  termination  of  a  particular  estate  whose 
determination  will  not  necessarily  take  place  within  the  period  al- 
lowed by  law  "  (v). 

That  the  right  of  alienation  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  exclude  the 
rule  is  further  shown  by  Curtb  v.  Lukin  {x),  where  certain  property 
was  beqoeathed  in  trust  to  accumulate  the  income  for  q^^^^^  ,, 
sixty  years,  and  to  apply  part  of  the  fund  so  formed  for  LaWn. 
the  benefit  of  class  A.  and  pay  the  rest  to  class  B. ;  both  classes  would 
be  ascertained  within  lawful  limits,  but  the  proportions  in  which  the 
fund  would  be  devisable  between  them  depended  on  contingencies 
which  could  not  be  ascertained  until  the  end  of  the  term  of 
sixty  years.    It  was  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  the  *  ben-  [*253] 
eficiaries  as  soon  as  ascertained  had  full  power  to  dispose  of 
the  fund  and  stop  further  accumulation,  the  case  was  not  obnoxious 
to  the  rule  against  perpetuity  j  but  Lord  Langdale  held  that,  although 
among  themselves  they  might  make  a  title  to  the  fund,  yet  each  of 
them  would  be  uncertain  as  to  the  amount  of  his  share,  and  therefore 
that  the  trust  could  not  be  sustained.    And  it  was  not  suggested  that 
the  power  which  each  undoubtedly  possessed  to  alien  his  contingent 
share  protected  the  case  from  the  rule. 

VX  —  Bfleot  of  the  Role  on  Liniitations  subsequent  to  remote  De- 
vise. —  Where  a  devise  is  void  for  remoteness,  all  limitations  ulterior 
to  or  expectant  on  such  remote  devise  are  also  void, 
though  the  object  of  the  prior  devise  should  never  come  niterior^toa 
into  existence.    Thus,  in  the  often-cited  case  of  Proctor  '•^o^  deviae, 
V,  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Wells  (y),  where  there  was  a  de-  ^  ' 
vise  to  the  first  or  other  son  of  T.  P.  that  should  be  bred  a  clergyman 
and  be  in  holy  orders,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns ;  but  if  the  said 
T.  P.  should  have  no  such  son^  then  to  T.  M.,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

(•)  Re  Brown  v,  Sibley,  8  Gh.  D.  166;  see  also  obMmtions  bj  tbe  same  Judge  (L.  R.,  7 
Eq.  869)  on  Avern  v,  Lloyd,  sap.,  and  on  Ashley  «.  Ashley,  6  Sim.  858,  where  Uie  qaestion 
efremotenees  was  not  mooted. 

Brown,  11  Hare,  874. 


Sv)  Cattlin  v,  Bro 
9)  5  Beav.  U7. 
y)  aH.Bl.858; 


see  also  Palmer  v.  Holford,  ante,  p.  S16. 
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T.  p.  died  without  ever  having  had  any  8on«  As  by  the  canons  of 
the  Church  no  person  can  be  admitted  into  deacon's  orders  before  the 
age  of  twenty-three,  or  be  ordained  priest  before  twenty*four,  it  was 
clear  that  this  qualification  postponed  the  devisee's  interest  until  he 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-three  at  the  least.  The  Court  of  C.  P., 
therefore,  held  the  first  devise  to  be  void  for  remoteness,  and  that 
the  devise  over,  as  it  depended  on  the  same  contingency,  was  also 
void ;  observing,  that  there  was  no  instance  of  a  limitation  after  a 
prior  devise,  which  was  void  for  the  contingency's  being  too  remote, 
being  let  in  to  take  effect. 

So,  in  Robinson  v,  Hardcastle  (js),  where,  on  the  marriage  of  James 
Dunn  with  Dorothy  Wright,  lands  were  limited  to  himself  for  life. 
Ulterior  re-  remainder  to  such  of  the  children  of  the  marriage  and 
mainder  not  in  such  proportions  as  he  should  appoint,  remainder  to 
Accelerated.       ^^^  g^g^  ^^^  other  SOUS  in  tail,  with  remainders  over. 

James  Dunn,  by  will,  appointed  the  estate  to  the  eldest  son  of 
the  marriage  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,  remainder  to  his  (the  son's)  first  and  other  sons  in  tail, 
remainder  to  the  daughters  in  tail,  as  tenants  in  common,  remainder 
as  to  part,  to  testator's  daughter  in  fee ;  and  as  to  other  part,  to  the 
use  of  another  daughter  in  fee.  The  appointment  to  the  chil- 
[*264]  dren  *  of  the  testator's  son  being  clearly  too  remote  (the  son 
being  unborn  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  creating 
the  power),  it  was  contended,  that  the  effect  was  the  same  as  if  it  had 
never  been  inserted  in  the  will,  and  that  the  remainder  in  fee  was 
accelerated ;  but  Buller,  J.,  observed,  that  if  a  subsequent  limitation 
depended  upon  a  prior  estate  which  was  void,  the  subsequent  one 
must  fall  with  it;  to  support  the  opposite  argument,  the  testator 
must  be  considered  as  intending  that  if  the  first  use  was  bad,  the  sub- 
sequent limitation  should  take  place,  which  would  be  extraordinary 
indeed.  THe  Court  accordingly  certified  (it  being  a  case  from  Chan- 
cery) that  the  devise  over  was  void. 

The  same  principle  was  followed  in  Cambridge  v,  Bous  (a),  where 
personal  property  was  bequeathed  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  her  children,  when  they  should  aMain  the  age  of  ttoenty-seven,  and 
in  the  event  of  her  having  no  sv^h  children,  over ;  and  Sir  W.  Grant, 
M.  R.,  held  the  trust  for  the  children  to  be  too  remote,  and  that  the 
limitation  over,  therefore,  was  also  void. 

Again,  in  Beard  v.  Westcott  (6),  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his 
grandson,  J.  J.  B.,  for  99  years,  determinable  with  his  life,  remain- 
Beard  v.  der  to  his  first  son  (unborn)  for  99  years)  determinable 
Westcott.  with  his  life,  remainder  (in  effect)  to  his  first  son  for  a 
like  term,  and  so  on ;  and  in  case  there  should  be  no  issue  male  of^ 


(6)6 


8  B.  C.  C.  38,  9  T.  R.  841,  880,  781. 

8  Ves.  18.    The  case  »  here  stated  without  the  altematiTs  beqiMiU 
Taunt.  893,  6  B.  &  Aid.  801,  T.  &  &  85. 
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the  said  J.  J.  B.^  nor  issue  of  such  issue  male  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
or  in  case  there  should  be  issue  male  at  that  time,  and  they  should 
all  die  before  they  should  respectively  attain  twenty-one  without  law- 
ful issue  male,  then  there  were  similar  limitations  over  to  X.  and  his 
issue.  On  a  case  from  Chancery  the  Court  of  C.  P.  held  that  the 
several  gifts  after  the  gift  to  the  unborn  son  of  J.  J.  B.  were  void. 
They  also  held,  that  if  the  event  mentioned  (c)  arose,  the  gift  over 
would  take  efEect,  the  event  in  question  being  (as  it  clearly  was) 
within  the  legal  limits  of  perpetuity.  The  decision  on  the  latter 
point  was  not  acquiesced  in,  and  a  case  was  sent  to  the  Court  of  XL 
B.,  who  held  that  the  gift  over  was  void,  and  Lord  Eldon  affirmed 
that  decision.  <'  Kot,"  said  Lord  St.  Leonards  (d),  <'  because 
it  was  not  within  the  line  of  *  perpetuity,  but  expressly  on  [♦255] 
the  ground  that  the  limitation  over  was  never  intended  by 
the  testator  to  take  effect,  unless  the  persons  whom  he  intended  to 
take  under  the  previous  limitations  would,  if  they  had  been  alive, 
have  been  capable  of  enjoying  the  estate,  and  that  he  did  not  intend 
that  the  estate  should  wait  for  persons  to  take  in  a  given  event,  where 
the  person  to  take  (that  is,  to  take  in  the  interim)  was  actually  in  ex- 
istence, but  could  not  take.  This  shows,"  he  continued,  **  that  where 
there  are  gifts  over  which  are  void  for  perpetuity,  and  there  is  a  sub- 
sequent and  independent  clause  on  a  gift  over  which  is  within  the 
line  of  perpetuities,  effect  cannot  be  given  to  such  a  clause  unless  it 
will  dovetail  in  and  accord  with  previous  limitations  which  are 
vaUd." 

vn. — AltamatiTe  Limitationa. — But  care  should  be  taken  to  dis- 
tinguish between  cases  such  as  the  preceding,  and  those  in  which  the 
gift  over  is  to  arise  on  an  altemcUive  event,  one  branch   Distinction 
of  which  is  within,  and  the  other  is  not  within,  the  pre-   '^^«™  *^«  s^f* 

oTor  18  to  ftinso 

scribed  limits ;  so  that  the  gift  over  will  be  valid,  or  not,   on  a  doiMe 
according  to   the  event   (e).^     Thus,  in  Longhead  v.   «>°*>°«*"«y- 
Phelps  (/),  where  trusts  were  declared  of  a  term,  in  case  of  the 

(e)  That  is,  the  second  event  mentioned  in  the  proriso.  There  could  be  no  question  as  to 
the  valid itv  of  the  first  erent;  that  was  clearly  good  within  all  the  authorities  next  stated, 
and  J.  J.  fi.  being  still  alive  at  the  time,  it  had  not  become  impossible,  but  the  Court  of  K. 
B.  seems  to  have  altogether  ignored  it. 

(d)  In  fifonypennv  v.  Derin^,  2  D.  M.  &  G.  182.    And  see  Sug.  Gil.  Uses,  270. 

(e)  See  same  principle  applied  to  a  different  species  of  case,  Tregonwell  v.  Sydenham,  3 
Dow,  194  ;  ante  p.  239,  n.  (/).  But  in  order  to  bring  the  case  within  this  principle  the 
Court  must  be  satisfied  on  the  construction  of  the  will  that  the  gift  is  really  in  tbe  alternative 
on  the  happening  of  one  or  two  distinct  events,  and  not  merelv  a  single  gift  on  one  event  in- 
volving two  things,  Re  Harvey,  Peek  v.  Savory,  89  Ch.  D.  2S9  ;  Re  Bence,  Smith  o.  Bence, 
W.  N.  1891,  p.  118. 

(/)  2  W.  Bl.  704,  Crompe  v, Barrow,  4  Ves.  681,  is  commonlv  cited  to  the  same  point.  But 
in  that  case  there  was  no  question  of  remoteness,  the  appointer's  son,  C  B.,  being  tne  child  of 

1  But  if  the  part  not  obnoxious  to  the  rule  Benedict  v.  Webb,  98  N.  T.  460  (citing  Savage 

cannot  be  separated  from  the  part  that  is,  «.  Bum  ham,  17  N.  T.  662;  Knoz  «.  Jones, 

without  materially  interfering  witb  the  testa-  47  N.  T.  890). 
tor's  intention,  the  whole  must  be  held  void. 
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death  of  A.  without  leaving  issue  male,  or  in  case  such  issue  male 
should  die  without  issue,  the  Court  held  it  clear  that,  the  first  con- 
tingency having  happened,  the  trusts  of  the  term  were  yalid  without 
reference  to  the  other  contingency. 

In  Leake  v,  Robinson  (^),  too,  certain  stock  and  moneys  were  be« 
Other  insuuoei  ^ueathed  to  W.  R.  R.  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to 
u'mVSs  ^  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  W.  R.  R.  who,  being  a 
(^ood  or  Dot  Bon  or  SOUS,  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five^  or  be- 
M  eveiK.  iQg  n  daughter  or  daughters,  should  attain  that  age  or 

be  married  with  consent ;  and  in  case  the  said  W.  R.  R.  should  hap* 
pen  to  die  wUhotU  leaving  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his 
[*256]  decease^  or,  leaving  such,  they  *  should  aXl  die  before  any  of 
them  should  attain  twenty-five  if  sons,  and  if  daughters,  before 
they  should  attain  such  age  or  be  married  as  aforesaid,  then  to  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  W.  R.  R.  on  their  attaining  twenty-five  if  a 
brother  or  brotiiers,  and  if  a  sister  or  sisters,  on  such  age  or  marriage 
as  aforesaid.  W.  R.  R.  died  without  leaving  issue,  and  it  was  not 
contended,  that,  in  the  circumstances  which  had  happened,  the  bequest 
over  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  was  void,  in  reference  to  the  event  on 
which  it  was  limited ;  though  it  was  held,  that  as  the  bequest  to  the 
brothers  and  sisters  included  all  who  were  living  at  the  death  of 
W.  R.  R.  (A),  it  was  clearly  void  from  the  remoteness  of  the  bequest 
itself.  .  Had  W.  R.  R.  left  any  issue,  the  event  also  would  have  been 
too  remote. 

In  Goring  v.  Howard  (t),  there  was  a  bequest  of  personal  property 
upon  trust  for  the  testator's  grandson  G.  G.,  and  his  brothers  and 
Bisters  equally  for  their  lives,  and  after  the  decease  of  any  of  the 
grandchildren  to  pay  his  or  her  share  to  his  or  her  issue,  if  any^  till 
they  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five,  and  then  to  transfer  to  them 
their  parent's  share  equally ;  and  in  case  any  of  the  grandchildren 
should  die  without  leaving  issue  at  his  or  her  decease  and  without 
having  obtained  a  vested  interest,  then  the  share  of  the  grandchild  so 
dying  to  go  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  and  to  be  payable  and  trans* 
ferable  as  before  mentioned ;  G.  G.  died  a  bachelor,  and  his  brothers 
and  sisters  were  held  entitled  to  his  share  of  income  for  their  lives,  in 
the  alternative  that  had  happened  of  no  child  of  G.  G.  being  alive  at 
his  decease,  though  the  gift  to  such  a  child,  had  there  been  one,  would 
have  been  too  remote. 

So  in  Monypenny  v.  Dering  (k),  where  there  was  a  devise  in  trust  for 

a  former  marriage,  i,  6.  bom  before  the  creation  of  the  power.    If  otherwiee,  the  alternative 
eift  over,  if  C  B.  ihoald  die  and  leare  no  child  snrriving  him  (which  was  held  good),  woold 
In  fact  hare  been  too  remote  ;  for  the  vesting  would  have  been  etispended  until  the  death  of 
an  unborn  person.   It  is  probable  that  a  similar  explanation  may  be  given  of  Re  Lord  Sondes' 
Will.  9  Sm.  &  Oif .  890,  se.  that  Charlotte  Palmer  was  living  at* the  creation  of  the  powers. 
(a)  2  Her.  868. 
(A)  Vide  ante«  p.  288. 
•)  16  Sim.  895 ;  and  see  Minter  v.  Wraith,  18  id.  52. 

2  D.  M.  &  G.  145.    See  also  Cambridge  v,  Bous,  25  Beav.  400  {  Hodgion  t .  HoUoidt 
~  959. 


\k)  2D. 
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P.  M.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  in  trust  for  his  first  son  for  life, 
and  after  the  decease  of  such  first  son,  "  upon  trust  for  the  first  son 
of  the  body  of  such  first  son  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  in 
default  of  such  issue  upon  trust  for  all  and  eveiy  other  the  son  and  sons 
of  the  body  of  the  said  P.  M.,  severally  and  successively  according  to 
seniority  of  age,  for  the  like  interests  and  limitations  as  I  have  before 
directed  respecting  the  first  son  and  his  issue,  and  in  default  of  issue 
of  the  body  of  P.  if.,  or  in  ease  of  his  not  leaving  any  at  his 
decease  *  upon  trust  for  T.  M.  for  life,"  with  remainders  over.  [*257] 
Lord  St.  Leonards  held  that  the  limitation  to  the  unborn  sou 
of  an  unborn  son  of  P.  M.,  being  itself  void,  invalidated  the 
remainders  depending  upon  it ;  but  that  the  remainder  to  T.  M.,  and 
the  subsequent  remainders,  were  good  in  the  alternative  event  which 
had  happened  of  P.  M.  not  leaving  any  issue  at  his  decease. 

And  where  the  alternative  limitations  are  distinct  and  separate  in 
their  nature,  it  makes  no  difference  that  they  are  not  each  separately 
expressed  in  different  clauses,  but  involved  in  words  Alternative 
which  apply  equally  to,  and  include  within  them,  both  **"j{^®"^ 
limitations.  This  point  was  decided  in  Doe  v.  Ghallis  (Q,  separately 
where  J.  D.  devised  four  houses  in  trust  for  his  «9^««^- 
daughter  Elizabeth  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  such  of  her 
children  as  being  sons  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-three  years, 
or  being  daughters  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  equally 
as  tenants  in  common  in  fee ;  and  in  case  all  the  children  of  Eliza- 
beth should  die,  if  a  son  or  sons,  under  the  age  of  twenty-three  years, 
or,  if  a  daughter  or  daughters,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  if  she 
should  have  none,  then  he  devised  the  property  in  trust  for  his  son 
John  and  his  daughters  Sarah  and  Anne  equally  for  their  respective 
lives,  and  at  their  respective  deaths  he  devised  the  share  of  the  one 
dying  to  his  or  her  children  who  being  sons  should  attain  twenty-three, 
or  being  daughters  should  attain  twenty-one,  as  tenants  in  common  in 
fee ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  his  son  or  either  of  his  daughters  ttnth- 
out  leaving  a  ehild  who  being  a  son  should  attain  twenty-three,  or  being  a 
daughter  should  attain  twenty-one,  he  devised  the  third  share  of  the  one 
so  dying  to  the  children  of  the  others  in  the  same  manner  as  before. 
Elizabeth  died  in  1838  without  ever  having  had  a  child,  and  in  1847 
Anne  died  without  ever  having  had  a  child.  Two  questions  were  raised: 
first,  whether  the  gift  over  on  the  death  of  Elizabeth  was  good ;  and, 
secondly,  whether  the  gift  over  on  the  death  of  Anne  was  good.  The 
Court  of  Q.  B.  decided  both  questions  in  the  affirmative.  As  to  the 
first,  they  held  (in  accordance  with  the  authorities  before  stated), 
that  if  Elizabeth  had  had  a  child,  although  he  did  not  attain  the  pre- 
scribed age,  the  gift  over  would  have  been  void  for  remoteness,  but 
that  in  the  event  which  happened  of  her  never  having  had  a  child 

(t)  18  Q.  B.  S24,  931. 
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the  gift  took  effect  as  an  alternative  contingent  remainder.  As  to 
the  second,  the  Court  decided  that  here  also  the  gift  over  took 
[*258]  •  effect,  although  the  event  of  her  never  having  had  any  chil- 
dren was  not  actually  expressed,  being  of  opinion,  upon  the 
authority  of  Jones  v.  Westcomb  (m)  and  similar  cases,  that  wherever 
there  was  a  gift  over  on  a  class  dying  within  a  particular  age,  it  took 
effect  if  that  class  never  came  into  existence.  In  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  the  decision  on  the  second  point  was  reversed,  the  Court, 
without  denying  the  authority  of  Jones  v.  Westcomb,  applying  the 
same  principle  to  the  splitting  of  one  set  of  words  into  two  contin- 
gencies, that  Sir  W.  Grant,  in  Leake  v.  Bobinson,  applied  to  the 
splitting  of  a  class.  Alderson,  B.,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  said,  ''  The  true  meaning  of  the  devise  is,  in  every  event 
which  can  happen  in  which  Anne  dies  leaving  no  children  if  male 
who  attain  twenty-three,  or  if  female  who  attain  twenty-one,  I  give 
the  estate  over.  That  is  what  he  says,  and  that  is  what  he  means. 
He  includes  all  those  events  in  one  clause.  Some  are  legal,  some  are 
illegal.  How  is  the  Court  to  sever  these  events,  which  the  testator 
has  expressly  joined  together,  without  making  a  new  will?  The 
principle  seems,  therefore,  to  be  against  splitting  such  a  devise  when 
we  are  considering  the  question  whether  it  is  a  legal  one.  Now  this 
question,  it  is  conceded,  must  be  determined  as  on  reading  the  will  at 
the  instant  of  the  testator's  death.  Do  the  cases  cited  affect  this 
principle  ?  On  looking  over  them  we  find  in  all  of  them  that  the 
devise  in  any  event  was  legal,  and  that  it  was  competent  for  the  tes- 
tator to  make  it.'' 

Apart  from  the  question  of  perpetuity,  it  was  admitted  that  Jones 
V.  Westcomb  was  full  and  sufficient  authority  for  construing  the  will 
as  was  done  in  the  Court  of  Q.  B. ;  so  that  the  sound  rule  which  re- 
quires a  will  to  be  construed  without  reference  to  the  consequences 
as  regards  remoteness  was  actually  transgressed  in  order  to  defeat 
the  intention.  On  appeal  to  D.  P.,  the  case  of  Leake  v.  Robinson 
was  declared  to  be  inapplicable,  and  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  was  reversed  (»).  Wightman,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of 
himself  and  several  of  his  brother  judges,  who  were  summoned  to 
advise  the  House  of  Lords,  said,  "No  case  or  authority  has  been  cited 
to  show  that  where  a  devise  over  includes  two  contingencies, 
[♦259]  which  are  in  their  nature  *  divisible,  and  one  of  which  can 
operate  as  a  remainder,  they  may  not  be  divided,  though  in- 
cluded in  one  expression;  and  our  opinion  does  not  at  all  conflict 
with  the  authority  of  Jee  v,  Audley,  and  Proctor  v.  Bishop  of  Bath 

(m)  En.  Ca.  Abr.  245.    See  Ch.  L.  ^.    _   _^ 

(n)  Norn.  Evere  v.  Challis,  7  H.  L,  Cn.  581.  See  alflo  Watson  v.  Toun^,  28  Ch.  D.  43fl, 
where  the  Mime  reasoning  was  applied,  to  one  of  two  alti^matives  taking  effect  as  an  execu- 
tory gift  of  personaltv.  Re  Thatcher^  Trusts,  26  Beav.  865,  appears  to  be  contrary;  but  it 
was  before  the  decision  of  D.  P.  in  Doe  o.  Challia,  and  was  decided  on  the  aathoritj  of 
Beard  v.  Westcott 
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andr  Wells,  in  neither  of  which:  cases  was  it  possible  for  the  limitation 
over  to  operate  as  a  remainder/' 

VIUL — Powen  of  Appointment.—  As  the  law  does  not  permit  to 
be  done  indirectly  what  cannot  be  effected  in  a  direct  manner,  the 
role  which  forbids  the  giving  of  an  estate  to  the  issne  of   ^, 
an  nnbom  person,  in  remainder  on  the  life  of  his  parent,   powering 
eqnally  invalidates  a  clause  in  a  settlement  or  will,  con-  trustees  to 
taining  limitations  to  existing  persons   for  life,  with   tote  owner- 
remainder  to  their  issue  in  tail,  empowering  trustees,  on   '^^^  ^®***' 
the  birth  of  each  tenant  in  tail,  to  revoke  the  uses,  and  limit  an 
estate  for  life  to  such  infant,  vnth  remainder  to  his  issue  (o).  ^ 

It  has  already  been  observed,  that,  in  the  case  of  appointments, 
testamentary  or  otherwise,  under  powers  of  selection  or  distribution 
in  favor  of  defined  classes  of  objects,  the  appointees   Appointee 
must  be  persons  competent  to  have  taken  directly  under  under  a  ^pedaj 
the  deed  or  will  creating  the  power  (p).*    The  test,   K  OTmpetent 
therefore,  by  which  the  validity  of  every  such  gift  must  ?>  ^^^,  ^J[«n 
be  tried  is,  to  read  it  as  inserted  in  the  deed  or  will  ^m  the   ^ 
creating  the  power,  in  the  place  of  the  power.    Attention  do'^o'f- 
is  often  called  to  this  doctrine  in  practice,  where  a  power  having 
been  reserved  by  an  antenuptial  settlement,  to  one  or  both  of  the 
marrying  parties,  to  appoint  an  estate  or  fund  among  the  issue  gener- 
ally of  the  marriage,  the  donee  wishes  to  exercise  it  by  making  a 
settlement  of  the  property  on  the  children  of  the  marriage  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  their  children  or  issue ;  this,  it  is  obvious,  caunot 
be  done;   for,  as  the  grandchildren  of  the  marrying  persons  could 
not  have  been   made  objects  of  gift  immediately  under  the  limita- 
tions of  the  settlement,  since  they  do  not  (like  children)  necessarily 
come  in  esse  during  the  lives  of  either  of  the  parties  then  in  being, 
they  cannot  take  under  the  appointment  founded  on  such  settle- 

(o)  Duke  of  Marlboron^  v.  Earl  Godolpbin,  1  Ed.  404.  The  author  of  this  futile  device 
lor  evading  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  was  no  other  than  the  great  John  Churchill,  the 
first  Duke  of  Siarlborough.  Lord  Northington's  judgment  in  this  case  well  deserves  the 
reader* A  perusal. 

(p)  Robinson  «.  Hardcastle,  2  T.  R.  241,  8S0,  781.  Similarly  where  a  post-nuptial  settle- 
ment is  made  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  on  marriage,  the  date  of  the  agreement,  not  of 
the  settlement,  must  be  considered  on  the  question  of  perpetuity,  Cooke  o.  Cooke,  38  Ch.  D. 
202* 


1  See  Fonda  «.  Penaeld,  56  Barb.  &03; 
Bamum  «.  Bamum,  26  Md.  119.  It  makes 
no  difference  in  the  applications  of  the  rule 
•jgainst  perpetuities  whether  the  estate  is 
limited  by  way  of  legal  settlement  or  under 
cover  of  a  trust.  Goldsborough  v.  Martin,  41 
Md.  488,  601;  Deford  v.  Deford,  86  Md.  168. 
But  a  power  to  change  trustees  does  not  come 
within  the  principle.  Clark  e.  Piatt,  30  Conn. 
282.  Every  power  the  direct  object  of  which 
to  tocreate  a  perpetuity  is  void.  The  only  ez- 
eeptions  to  this  rule  arise  out  of  the  distinction 
between  general  and  limited  or  special  powen. 


But  in  every  case  the  exeaUitm  of  the  power 
being  distinct  from  the  power  itself,  must 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  rule  against 
perpetuities.  And  when  a  power  is  itself 
valid,  the  donee  in  executing  it  may  in  cer- 
tain eases  go  beyond  the  proper  boundary, 
the  excess  alone  being  void.  But  this  is  only 
where  the  excess  is  definite  and  ascertaineo, 
or  can  be  rendered  so,  so  as  to  permit  a  sep- 
aration. Bamum  e.  Barnum,  26  Md.  119, 
172. 

<  Fonda  v.Penfield,  56  Barb.  608;  Bamom 
V.  Bamnm,  26  Md.  119. 
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[*260]  ment  (^).  In  order  to  bring  *  the  appointment  within  the  pre- 
scribed limit,  it  must  be  confined  to  such  issue  as  shall  be  bom 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  marrying  parties,  or  one  of  them,  or  of  some 
other  person  living  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  and 
during  the  period  (as  the  case  of  Cadell  v.  Palmer  allows  us  to  say)  of 
twenty-one  years  afterwards,  unless  the  vesting  is  postponed  (as  it 
commonly  is)  to  majority,  which  would  absorb  the  twenty-one  years ; 
and  even  in  regard  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  the  vesting  of  the 
shares  must  not  be  postponed  beyond  the  decease  of  the  surviving 
parent,  and  the  attainment  of  majority,  or  beyond  the  period  of 
twenty-one  years  from  the  decease  of  the  surviving  parent 

So  too,  although  a  power  does  in  terms  authorize  an  appointment 
to  issue  only  who  are  born  within  due  limits,  yet  an  appointment  to 

a  more  extensive  range  of  issue  would  be  totally  void  if 
pow«r  and  a|>-  made  to  the  whole  as  a  class  to  take  as  tenants  in  com- 
i»*"*?f "*»  ^^     mon,  for  the  shares  of  the  issue  who  are  within  the  line 

one  of  thein, 

embracing  too    could  not  be  ascertained  (r).    But  in  the  converse  case, 
of  objects?*^      viz.  that  of  the  power  embracing  issue  generally,  and  the 

appointment  being  duly  restricted  to  issue  within  the 
prescribed  boundary,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  appoint- 
[*261]  ment  would  be  good  («).  If  the  power  and  appointment  both  em- 
brace too  wide  *a  range  of  objects,  and  the  appointment  is  made 
to  the  children  or  issue  as  a  class,  it  will,  according  to  the  general  prin- 
ciple before  adverted  to,  be  void  in  toto ;  as  well  as  to  members  of  the 
class  who  are  within,  as  to  those  who  are  not  within,  the  line  (t). 

(a)  Bristow  o.  Warde,  2  Yes.  Jr.  886;  see  also  Bobinson  v.  Hardcastle,  2  T.  B.  241,  880, 
78i ;  Be  Brown  &  Sibley,  3  Ch.  D.  166.  It  frequently  happens,  that  a  parent,  having  a 
power  of  appointment,  is  desirous  on  the  marriage  of  a  child,  one  of  the  objects  of  the  power, 
to  make  a  settlement  in  favor  of  such  child,  and  also  of  the  intended  husband  or  wife,  and 
the  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  purpose  may  be  accomplished,  if  the  child  is  of  a^  and  the 
power  authorizes  an  appointment  by  deed,* by  making  an  absolute  appointment  m  favor  of 
the  child ;  who  then,  by  the  same  (or  more  usually  by  a  separate)  deed,  settles  the  appointed 
property  upon  the  several  objects  of  the  intended  marriage ;  and  in  such  case  it  is  conceived, 
that,  even  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the  appointment  was  made  with  the  express  previous  un- 
derstanding that  it  should  be  followed  by  such  a  settlement,  the  validitv  of  the  appointment 
would  not  be  afiPected;  thou^  equity  certainly  is  very  jealous  of  all  such  transactions,  and  if 
there  is  any  previous  contract  for  benefiting  the  donee  himself,  even  though  only  extending 
to  a  loan  of  the  appointed  sum.  the  appointment  would  clearly  be  bad.  Of  course  it  is  desir- 
able, even  in  making  such  a  settlement  as  is  above  suggested,  to  avoid  showing  that  it  was 
the  result  of  a  previous  arrangement  between  the  appointor  and  appointee.  If  tne  marrving 
child  is  a  minor,  the  appointment  might  be  matle  in  favor  of  any  other  child,  being  adult, 
who  would  then  make  the  intended  settlement.  Where  the  power  in  question  is  exercisable 
by  will  only,  the  donee's  desire  to  embrace  the  issue  of  the  appointee,  or  any  other  persons 
who  are  not  objects  of  the  power,  of  course  cannot  be  attained  ov  any  such  means;  and  the 
nearest  approach  which  can  be  made  to  the  scheme  is,  in  the  first  instance,  to  appoint  the 
property  to  the  child  abeolutelv,  and  then,  to  enjoin  him  to  execute  the  desired  settlement 
of  the  appointed  property;  ana.  as  an  inducement  to  his  doing  so,  to  make  it  the  condition 
of  some  other  benefit  which  he  Is  to  derive  under  the  will. 

(r)  Where  there  is  no  question  of  remoteness,  and  the  shares  of  objects  can  be  ascertained, 
the  appointment  is  good  pro  tanto,  see  Sugd.  Pow.  607, 8th  ed.;  Be  Famoombe's  Trusts,  9 
Ch.  D.  652. 

{$)  Attenborougfa  v,  Attenborongh,  t  K.  &  J.  296.  It  has  been  aoeordinffly  held  by  Pear- 
son, J.,  that  an  appointment  to  an  object  of  a  power  for  life  vrith  remainder  to  his  next  of 
kin  will  take  effect  if,  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  next  of  kin  happen  to  be  withia 
the  power,  Be  Coulman,  Munby  v.  Boas,  80  Ch.  D.  186. 

(0  BouUedge  v.  Dorril,  2  Yes.  Jr.  867  ;  Thomas  v.  Thomas.  14  Sim.  284. 
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Again,  although  under  a  special  power  a  life  estate  may  (as  we 
have  seen)  be  limited  to  a  child  unborn  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of 
the  power,  the  limitation  to  such  child  of  a  power  to  . 

appoint  by  will  would  be  void,  since  it  would  tie  up  the   givmg^testa- 
property  until  the  death  of  the  unborn  child  (w).    But  a  ™*^*^  ^ 
power  so  limited  to  appoint  by  deed  or  will  would  be   unborn  child 
Talid,  since  it  confers  an  absolute  and  immediate  power  ^  ^^^ 
of  disposition  (v). 

The  test  above  alluded  to  is  not  applicable  to  appointments  under 
general  powers,  because  such  powers  are  in  point  of   alienation 
equivalent  to  absolute  ownership :  the  donee  can  dispose   under  general 
of  the  property  as  he  pleases.    And  accordingly  the   powers  time  is 
period  for  the  commencement  of  limitations  under  such   n^m^uie  ap- 
appointments  in  point  of  perpetuity  is  the  time  of  the   R**?*"*.?^ 
execution  of  the  power,  and  not  of  the  creation  of  it.   power  it  tent*- 
And  it  has  been  held  that  the  same  principle  applies  "Mutary  only, 
where  the  power,  though  general  in  its  objects,  is  to  be  exercised  by 
will  only,  in  which  case  the  rule  will  run  from  the  testator's  death  (x). 


:.  —  Powers  of  Sale,  Sto.  —  At  one  period  it  was  much  doubted, 
whether  a  power  of  sale  introduced  into  a  deed  or  will  containing 
limitations  in  strict  settlement,  and  which  was  not  in  ab  to  validity 
terms  restricted  in  its  exercise  to  the  period  allowed  by   of  indefinite 
law,  was  valid.    The  affirmative  has  now  been  decided   P^^*"     "••• 
in  several  instances  (y)  ;  and  in  Boyce  v.  Hanning  (z),  the  same  rule 
was  applied  where  the  indefinite  power  occurred  in  a  settlement  con- 
taining limitations  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder,  subject  to  a  jointure 
rentcharge,  to  the  children  of  A«  in  fee,  with  a  cross  execu- 
tory *  limitation,  in  case  of  any  of  the  children  dying  under  [♦262] 
age  and  without  issue.    These  cases  seem  to  have  dispelled 
the  alarm  which  was  created  by  Lord  Eldon^s  remarks  in  Ware  v^ 
Polhill  (a) ;  and  it  is  observable,  that  in  several  of  the  cases  referred 
to,  the  validity  of  the  power  was  considered  to  be  so  clear,  that  a 
title  derived  under  it  was  forced  upon  the  acceptance  of  a  purchaser.  > 

(«)  WoolUwton  V.  King,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  165;  Morgan  «.  Gronow,  L.  R.,  16  Eg.  1.  Apart  from 
remoteneea,  each  a  limitation  would  be  within  the  original  power,  Slark  v.  Dakvns.  L.  R.  10 
Ch.  36.  -     »  I 

(v)  Re  Meredith's  Trusts,  8  Ch.  D.  750. 

(x)  Bt  Chittis  J.,  in  Rous  v.  Jackson,  39  Ch.  D.  621,  followed  bv  North,  J.,  in  Edmundii  r. 
Edmands,  W.  N.  1885,  p.  206;  Re  Poweir»  Trust,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  188,*  contra,  seems  to  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  coarse  of  anthoritr  on  the  sobject,  see  Bntler's  note  to  Feame,  C.  R.  6 ;  Suffd. 
Pow.  8th  ed.  pp.  894,  396.  -i  »       « 

(y)  Riddle  v,  Perkins,  4  Sim.  136;  Powis  v,  Capron,  id.  138,  n.;  Wallis  r.  Freestone,  10  id. 
326;  Waring  9.  CoTenti7,  1  Mr.  &  K.  249;  and  see  1  Hayes's  Introd.  6th  ed.  497;  Cole  t>. 
Sewell,  4  D.  &  War.  82;  Lantsberrr  r.  Collier,  2  K.  &  J.  t09.  A  power  of  sale  would,  how- 
erer,  be  bad  if  it  is  not  to  arise  within  the  limits  of  penetnitr,  see  Goodier  o.  Johnson,  18 
Ch.  D.  at  p.  446.  i-- r       j> 

(«)  2  Cr.  &  J.  884;  aee  ako  Wood  if.  White,  4  My.  &  Cr.  482 ;  Nelson  v,  CaUow,  15  Sim. 

<«)  11  Yas.  257;  « to  whfch,  see  some  ohrorvBtions,  1  Jarm.  Pow.  248,  a. 
TOL.  I.  19 
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In  practice  it  often  occurs  that  a  sale  is  made  under  a  will,  wliich 
empowers  the  testator^s  trustees  and  the  survivor  and  the  heirs  of 
the  survivor  to  sell  his  real  estate  (most  commonly  his  copyholds,  in 
order  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  the  trustees  being  admitted  previously 
to  a  sale),  without  any  restriction  in  point  of  time.  In  the  early  case 
of  Holder  v.  Preston  (6),  the  Court  of  K.  B.  granted  a  mandamus  to 
compel  the  lord  of  a  manor  to  admit  the  purchaser  of  copyholds, 
claiming  under  the  bargain  and  sale  of  trustees  of  a  will,  whose 
power  was  wholly  unrestricted,  and  the  validity  of  which  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  called  in  question. 

In  fact,  such  a  power  does  not  prevent  alienation,  but  facilitates  it ; 
and  when,  by  the  coming  of  age  of  a  tenant  in  fee  or  in  tail,  it  is  no 
longer  needed,  it  naturally  ceases  (c).  The  principle 
agfdnst  per-  that  the  rule  against  perpetuities  does  not  apply  where 
^^*h^M  ^V*  ^®  reason  of  the  rule  is  wanting  is  further  exemplified 
the  grounds  of  by  Christ's  Hospital  v.  Grainger  (d),^  where  money  was 
not  ippiy^        ^^  ^^"^^  bequeathed  to  the  corporation  of  Beading,  to  be 

by  them  invested  in  land,  the  rents  of  which  were  to  be 
applied  to  certain  charitable  purposes,  and  in  case  of  default  in  duly 
applying  the  rents,  there  was  a  limitation  over  for  the  benefit  of 
Christ's  Hospital ;  the  limitation  over  was  in  1848,  after  a  lapse  of 
more  than  200  years,  held  to  take  effect ;  the  property  having  been 
originally  well  devoted  to  charitable  purposes,  and  having  thus  be- 
come alienable,  the  gift  over  created  no  restriction  on  alienation, 
and  did  not  come  within  the  reason  of  the  rule  against  perpe- 
tuities (e).* 

(b)  2  Wils.  400.  The  pnident  draughtsman,  however,  will  not  allow  his  confidence  in  the 
validity  of  indefinite  powers  of  sale  to  induce  him  to  omit  an  express  restriction,  confining 
the  power  to  the  period  pre«cribed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 

(c)  ^uch  is  generallv  the  apparent  intention.  See  per  Hall,  V.-G.,  in  Peters  v.  Lewes  & 
East  Grinstead  Rail  Co.,  16  Ch.  D.  709,  710.  But  the  context  of  the  will  may  show  that 
the  power  was  intended  to  continue  in  force  notwithstandins:  the  absolute  vesting  in  the  ten- 
ant m  fee  or  in  tail.  If  so  the  power  will  not  be  valid  unless  limited  in  its  exercise  to  the 
prescribed  period.  Re  Cotton's  'nustees,  and  the  School  Board  for  London,  19  Ch.  D.  624. 

(<0  16  Sim.  83,  1  M.  &  Gord.  460.    See  Ke  Tyler,  Tyler  r.  T^ler,  W.  N.  1891,  p.  142. 

(e)  The  onlv  perpetuities  which  an  individual  is  permitted  to  create,  are  chantable  tmsts. 
Came  v.  Long,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  75;  Att.-Gen.  «.  Webster,  L.  R.,  20  Eq.  483:  Re  Dutton,  4  Ex. 
D.  54;  Re  Sherston's  Trusts  W.  N.  1884,  p.  174;  Goodman  v.  Mayor  of  Saltash,  7  App.  Ca. 
at  pp.  650,  662;  and  non-<^haritable  trusts  m  favor  of  freemen  as  individuals  in  certain  cases, 
under  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  1885  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76),  sect.  2,  see  Presiney  v. 
Mavpr  of  Colchester,  21  Ch.  D.  Ill,  119. 


15  How. 


I  See  McDonogh  «.  Murdock, 

367. 

3  The  common  statement  (see  «.  g.  Santa 
Clara  Academy  v.  Sullivan,  116  Hi.  375; 
Holmes  v.  Mead,  52  N.  Y.  832,  340;  Ould  v. 
Washington  Hospital,  95  U.  S.  303)  that  the 
law  against  perpetuities  does  not  apply  to 
public  charities  appears  to  be  fully  true  onlj 
when  the  word  perpetuity  is  used  in  what  is 
called  its  natural  (as  opposed  to  its  le«il)  senw, 
to  wit,  as  relating  to  an  inalienable  esute. 
But  it  is  generally  held  that  a  contingent  gift 
to  a  charity  should  not  be  postponed  beyond 


the  time  permitted  by  the  rule  against  remote- 
ness (t.  e.  the  rule  against  perpetuities  in  the 
legal  sense);  Ould  v.  Washington  Hospital, 
supra;  Burrill  r.  Boardman,  43  N.  Y.  254; 
Leonard  v.  Burr,  18  N.  Y.  96,  107;  Smith  «. 
Townsend  32  Penn.  St.  484 ;  Dodger  v.  Wil- 
liams, 46  Wis.  70;  In  re  Johnson's  Trusts, 
L.  R.,  2  Eq.  716 ;  unless  the  gift  over  is  from 
one  charity  to  another,  Joceiyn  «.  Nott,  44 
Conn.  55;  'Storrs  Agricultural  School  r.  Whit- 
nev,  54  Conn.  342  ;  Merritt  v,  Bucknnm,  77 
Maine,  253  ;  $.  e,  78  Maine,  504 ;  Chnst'a 
Hospital  V.  Grainger,  16  Sim.  83;  «.  e.  1  Macn. 


CH.  IX.]  POWERS  OP  8ALB,  ETC.  291 

*  It  is,  of  coarse,  no  objection  to  the  yalidity  of  a  devise,  [*263] 
that  it  postpones  the  possession  beyond  the  limits  prescribed 
for  the  vesting  of  estates;  for,  in  such  a  case,  the  doctrine  under 
consideration  has  no  other  effect  than  to  vacate  the  post-   -^  ^  ^ 

.       ,      ^1  Effect  of  po^ 

ponement,  and  thereby  acC'Clerate  the  possession.*    Thus  session  ooij 
where  (/)  lands  were  devised  to  trustees  and  their  Jj^^^^®^ 
heirs,  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  remainder  in  trust  for  B. 
for  life,  remainder  unto  and  among  all  and  every  the  issue,  child  and 
children  of  B.  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the 
survivors  of  A.  and  B.,  to  be  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  when 
and  as  they  should  respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four  years, 
and  to  their  respective  heirs,  &c,  and  if  only  one,  then  the  whole  to 
such  only  or  surviving  child  in  fee  upon  attaining  the  said  age ;  it 
was  contended  that  the  gift  to  the  children  was  too  remote ;  but  the 
Court  of  C.  P.,  on  a  case  from  Chancery,  certified,  that  the  children 
living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  took ''  equitable  estates  in  fee  "(the 
Court,  it  should  seem  by  the  terms  of  the  certificate,  having  lost 
sight  of  its  incapacity  as  a  Court  of  law  to  recognize  equitable 
interests). 

It  is  often,  however,  a  matter  of  no  inconsiderable  difficulty,  from 
the  ambiguity  of  the  testator's  language,  to  determine  whether  the 
postponement  applies  to  the  vesting  or  only  to  the  en-   Question 
joyment ;  and  if  the  original  gift  is  followed  by  a  clause   whether 
disposing  of  the  shares  of  objects  dying  under  the  sped-  if^e  ped^ 
fied  age,  a  further  and  still  more  perplexing  question  ^\^y^^i^ 
arises;  namely,  whether  the  vesting  is  originally  de-  coming abso- 
f  erred  until  the  prescribed  age,  or  the  shares  are  imme-  ^^^' 

if)  Farmer  9.  Francis,  9  J.  B.  Moo.  810,  2  Bing.  151;  see  also  Murray  v.  Addenbrook,  4 
Boss.  407:  Jackson  v.  Maioribanks,  12  Sim.  93;  Milroy  v.  Milror,  14  id.  88;  Greet  v.  Greet, 

5  Bear.  123;  Harrison  «.  Grimwood,  12  id.  192;  Gosling  v.  Gosling,  Johns.  265. 

6  G.  460;  OdelU.  Odell,  10  Aflen.  1 ;  Jones  law.  Companr  of  Pewterers  v.  Christ's  Hos- 
V.  K^>ersham,  107  U.  S.  174.  And  even  this  pital,  1  Vem.  I61  ;  Commissioners  of  Dona- 
qnalifi^tion  has  been  doubted.  Gray,  Perpet-    tion  v.  De  Clifford,  1  Dra.  &  W.  254.    So  in 

dI'  fu     'i  M^        X       JL.  .     u  <^®«  <>'  fi^^  ^^  •"  annuity  to  A.  and  his 

BBt  there  is  fireqnentconfasion  between  per-  heirs,  or  of  personal  property  To  A.  and  the 

petuity  m  the  sense  of  inalienabiUty  and  in  heirs  of  his  body,  and  then  over  to  a  charity. 

Its  proper  sense  of  remoteness.    Thus,  it  is  the  gifts  over  have  sometimes  been  held  void 

said  that  if  the  power  of  alienation  be  bus-  as  too  remote.     Att.-Gen.  v.  Gill,  2  P.  Wms. 

pended  beyond  Uie  period  allowed  by  law,  869  ;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hall,  W.  Kel.  13.    80  the 

the  limitation  is  obnoxious  to  the  rule  against  foregoing  cases  are  put  in  Odell  9.  Odell.  10 

Srpetuities.     Goldsborough   v.  Martin,    41  Allen,  1, 7. 

d.  888,  601;    Wells  ».  Heath,  10   Gray,  Charitable  gifto  appear  not  to  be  supported 

26.     And   it   has  even   been   said   that  if  in  Maryland  if  within  the  perpetuity  law,  un- 

the  51ft  IS  made  in  the  first  instance  to  an  less  there  is  a  donee  or  trustee  capable  of  tak- 

indmdual  and  then  over,  upon  a  contingency  ing  the  gift  in  succession.    Dashiell  «.  Att.- 

that  may  not  happen  within  the  prescribed  Gen.,  6  Har.  &  J.  392;  $.  e.  6  Har.  &  J.  1. 

limit,  to  a  chanty,  the  gift  to  the  charity  is  See  Needles  v.  Martin,  33  Md.  609;  Metho- 


the  first  taker,  by  making  the  estate  inalien-    Penn.  St.  96.    The  rule  regards  the  title,  not 
able  by  him  beyond  the  period  allowed  by    the  possession.    Loring  v.  Blake,  raprm. 


292  BULB  AGAINST  PERPETOITIEa  [CH.  IZ. 

diately  Tested,  with  a  liability  to  be  divested;  In  other  words, 
whether  the  specified  age  is  the  period  of  vesting  or  the  period  of 
the  shares  becoming  absolute,  in  case  of  the  objects  dying  before 
such  age.  This  question,  which  is  fully  discussed  in  a  future 
[*264]  chapter  (g)  is  most  important  in  *  reference  to  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  for  if  the  shares  are 
immediately  vested,  and  the  remoteness  affects  only  the  clauses  of 
accruer,  or  other  the  gifts  engrafted  on  or  limited  in  derogation  of 
the  original  gift,  the  effect  of  the  rule  is,  not  to  invalidate  such  orig^ 
inal  gift,  but  to  render  it  absolute,  by  relieving  it  from  the  clauses 
which  qualified  or  divested  the  interests  of  its  objects. 

X. — Bxoeptionft  to  the  Role.  ^- The  rule  against  perpetuities  does 
not  apply  to  trusts  whereby  a  fund  is  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of 

incumbrances  affecting  the  estate  (A),  for  then  they  only 
perpetuities  prescribe  a  particular  mode  of  paying  the  incumbrances, 
toaccumufiJ^^  which,  in  case  of  a  mortgage,  the  incumbrancer  himself 
tions  for  pav-  might  adopt  by  entering  into  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
ment  of  debtt.  p^fits,  and  may  at  any  time  be  put  an  end  to,  either  by 
the  owner  paying  the  incumbrance,  or  the  incumbrancer  enforcing  his 
claim  against  the  corpus  of  the  property ;  thus  there  is  no  restraint 
on  alienation.  As  the  payment  of  all  the  debts  of  a  testator  can  now 
be  enforced  out  of  his  real  as  well  as  his  personal  estate,  there  seems^ 
on  the  principle  above  noticed,  no  reason  at  the  present  day  to  doubt 
the  validity  of  a  trust  for  the  accumulation  for  any  period,  however 
long,  of  the  income  of  all  or  any  part  of  a  testator's  property,  whethw 
real  or  personal,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  his  debts  (i). 

Though  the  Courts  will  not  violate  the  established  rules  of  con- 
struction for  the  sake  of  bringing  a  gift  within  legal  limits  (k) ;  yet 
Oiaoses  i)ie-  ^^1  anxiety  to  prevent  a  testator's  dispositive  scheme 
g^\y  modi-  from  proving  abortive,  on  account  of  its  remoteness,  is 
absolute  gifts  plainly  discoverable  throughout  the  cases  (t).  To  this 
rejected.  anxiety  we  may  ascribe  the  rule,  which  recent  cases 

(p)  As  these  cases  are  dealt  with  on  the  ordinary  and  general  principles  of  interpretation^ 
which  a'e  nnsparingly  applied  without  regard  to  consequences,  and  the  fact  of  any  proposea 
oonstraction  rendering  the  intended  gift  void  for  remoteness  is  not  allowed  to  exert  anv 
influence,  it  Is  obvious  that  the  ca^es  referred  to  in  the  text  have  nopecaliar  connection  with 
tiie  subject  of  the  present  section,  but  belong  rather  to  Chapter  aXV.  which  treats  of  tba 
Testing  of  estates,  where,  accordingly,  they  will  be  found.  Vide  Doe  d.  Boake  v.  Nowell,  X 
M.  &  Sel.  S27,  5  Dow.  202;  and  other  cases,  post:  al^o  Vawdrv  v.  Geddes,  1  R.  &  My.  2M; 
Blease  v.  Burgh,  2  Beav.  291;  Rtnj;  v  Hardwick,  2  Benv.  352/ 

(A)  Lord  Southampton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford,  2  V.  &  B.  64,  see  p.  66;  Bateman  v.  Hotcli- 
kin,  10  Beav.  426;  Briggs  v.  Earl  of  Oxford,  1  D.  M.  &  Q.  363,  and  see  Bscon  v.  Proctor, 
T.  &  R.  40.  In  the  two  flrst  cited  cases  there  was  a  preceding  term,  so  that  it  is  absolutelr 
necessary  to  refer  them  to  this  special  ground.  See  also  Gilbertson  «.  Richards,  6  H.  &  N.  4&L 
The  ratio  decidendi  in  this  case  was  wrong,  but  the  decision  may  be  supported  on  the  princl-i 

Ele  for  which  it  is  here  cited,  see  the  observations  of  Kay,  J.,  and  Jessel,  M.  R.,  thereon  in 
ondon  &  South  Western  Rail.  Co.  v.  Comm,  20  Ch.  D.'at  pp.  673|  677,  citing  Sugd.  Pow. 
6th  Ed.,  p.  10. 
(t)  Tewart  o.  Lawson,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  490. 
(Jb)  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  283,  11  Hare,  876,  876. 

(I)  E.  g.  post,  Ch.  aL.  s.  1.  And  as  to  cases  of  amhimnt^^  when  ooa  eoastrnctioii  will 
product  vcmofeaneia  and  the  other  not,  see  L.  R.,  6  H.  L.  648. 
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sedm  to  establishi  that  where  a  testator  has  by  Ids  will  made  aA* 
absolute  bequest  in  favor  of  unborn  persons,  and  haa  after- 
wards by  a  codicil  revoked  suck  *  bequest^  and  in  lieu  thereof  [*266] 
given  to  the  same  legatees  life  interests  only  with  remainder 
to  their  children  (which  substituted  bequest  of  course  would  be  void 
as  to  the  children),  the  codicil  may  be  rejected,  and  the  legatees  take 
the  interests  originally  given  them  by  the  will  (m). 

And  this  rejection  of  qualifying  clauses,  ineffectually  attempted  to 
be  engrafted  on  a  previous  absolute  gift,  equally  obtains  where  the 
whole  is  contained  in  the  same  testamentary  paper,  and  in  spite,  too, 
of  the  principle  hereafter  discussed,  which  prefers  the  posterior  of 
two  inconsistent  clauses;  it  being  considered  (for  this  is  the  ground 
upon  which  alone  the  construction  can  be  defended),  that  the  testator 
intends  the  prior  absolute  gift  to  prevail,  except  so  far  only  as  it  is 
effectually  superseded  by  the  subsequent  qualified  one  (n).  As  in 
Carver  v.  Bowles  (o),  where  a  testatrix,  having  under  her  marriage 
Settlement  a  power  of  selection  in  v;Eavor  of  her  children,  appointed 
the  settled  fund  to  her  five  children,  two  sons  and  three  daughters, 
absolutely  in  equal  shares ;  and  then  proceeded  to  declare  that  the 
one^fifth  so  appointed  to  each  of  her  daughters,  she  did  thereby,  so 
far  as  she  lawfully  might  or  could,  order  and  appoint  should  be  held 
upon  trusts,  for  the  daughter  for  her  separate  and  inalienable  use  for 
life ;  and  after  her  decease  for  her  children,  and  in  default  of  children, 
subject  to  her  general  power  of  appointment,  and  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, for  her  next  of  kin.  Sir  J^  Leach,  M.  B.,  held,  that  the 
words  of  the  appointment  were  sufficient  to  vest  the  shares  absolutely 
in  the  daughters ;  that  the  attempt  to  restrict  their  interest  by  limi'> 
tations  to  their  issue,  being  inoperative,  did  not  cut  down  the  absolute 
appointment ;  but  that  it  was  competent  to  the  donee  of  the  power  to 
limit  the  interests  which  he  appointed  to  his  daughters  to  their 
separate  use,  and  to  restrain  them  from  anticipation  or  alienation  (p). 

So,  in  Kampf  v.  Jones  (g),  where  a  testatrix  having  under  a 
*  settlement  a  power  of  selection  over  a  fund  in  favor  of  her  [*266] 
children  or  more  remote  issue,  by  her  will  appointed  it  to  her 
five  children  in  equal  shares ;  and  directed  that  the  share  of  one  of 
those  children,  a  daughter,  should  be  considered  a  vested  interest  in 
her  upon  attaining  twenty-one  or  marrying  with  consent;  but  she 

Cm)  Arnold  o.  Gongreve,  1  R.  &  Hy.  209. 

(m)  On  the  qnestion  whether  the  prior  gift  \t  absolnte  of  not  Me  WUttel  v*  Dndin,  8  J.  ft 
W.  279,  and  other  eatee  cited  poet,  Ch.  XXTI.  And  see  and  consider  Doe  d.  Blomfield  v. 
Eyre,  5  0.  B.  713,  cited  in  that  Ch. 

(o)  3  R.  &  My.  SOS;  see  also  Chureh  «.  K«mble,  5  dim.  985. 

yp)  The  M.  R*  therefore  thoaofat  that  this  restriction  took  effect ;  bat  it  is  now  settled  that 
it  is  void  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity  and  will  be  rejected,  Fry  «.  Capper,  Kay,  163;  Armita^^ 
0.  Coates,  35  Bear.  1;  Be  Teague^s  Settlement,  L.  R.,  10  £q.  564;  Re  Cunynghame*s  Settle- 
ment, L.  R.,  11  Eq.  334.  In  Ite  Ridley,  Buckley  v.  Hay,  11  Ch.  D.  645,  Jessel,  M.  R..  reluc- 
tantly followed  the  later  authorities.  But  where  the  appointment  (or  gift)  is  to  seyerat  whose 
interests  are  separable  (as  in  Wilson  9.  Wilson,  p.  834),  the  restraint  may  be  good  as  to  some, 
though  bad  as  to  othen,  Herbert  v.  Webster,  15  Ch.  D.  610;  Otoper*.  Laroohe,  17  Ch.  D.  368. 

(2)  a  Kee.  756. 
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directed  that  the  share  should  be  vested  in  trustees  upon  trust  for 
the  daughter  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  for  her  issue.  Lord  Lang- 
dale,  M.  B.,  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  last  casei  that  the  absolute 
gift  ought  to  have  effect,  subject  to  the  limitations  which  were  within 
the  power,  and  free  from  the  others. 

It  is  to  be  presumed  (though  the  fact  is  not  distinctly  stated),  that 
the  daughter  to  whom  a  life  interest  was  appointed  was  not  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  on  which 
ground  the  appointment  to  her  issue  would  have  been  too  remote. 

Again,  in  Bing  v.  Hardwick  (r),  where  a  testator  gave  his  residuary 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  wife 
during  widowhood,  and  after  her  death  or  second  marriage,  upon 
trust  to  make  a  division  of  all  his  said  personal  estate  between  his 
four  children,  namely,  his  two  sons  A.  and  B.,  and  his  two  daughters 

C.  and  D.,  with  directions  concerning  the  accumulation 
notwithstiuid-  o^  ^^s  income,  in  augmentation  of  the  principal.  The 
ing  «*^«v^  testator  then  proceeded  to  settle  the  shares  of  each  of 
mg  clause.  his  said  two  daughters  upon  trust  to  permit  her  to  re- 
ceive the  income  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease, 
upon  trusts  children  or  child  of  each  daughter,  to  become  vested  in 
auch  children  or  chUd  respectively  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years;  and 
if  the  daughter  should  die  without  leaving  any  child  who  should  live 
to  attain  twenty-five,  then  over.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  was  of 
opinion  that  the  gift  to  the  children  of  G.  was  void  for  remoteness ; 
he  thought,  however,  that  the  prior  words  of  division  among  the  tes- 
tator's children  amounted  to  an  absolute  gift  to  the  daughters  in  the 
first  instance,  and  that  such  absolute  gift  being  followed  by  restric- 
tions which  were  void,  the  absolute  gift  remained  in  force. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  there  is  always  a  disinclination  in  the 
Courts  to  apply  those  liberal  rules  of  construction,  which,  in 
[*267]  *  favor  of  the  apparent  intention,  as  collected  from  the  con- 
text, operate  to  raise  devises  by  implication,  in  the  absence 
of  words  of  positive  gift,  where  the  effect  of  such  implication  would 

As 

estates 
would  1 

remote.  restricts  the  period  of  vesting  («}. 


to  implying  be  to  impute  to  the  testator  a  scheme  of  disposition  at 
S?  be  too      variance  with  the  principle  of  law  which  regulates  and 


ZI. — Doctrine  of  oy-prte.  —  The  most  striking  illustration,  how- 
ever, of  the  anxiety  of  the  Courts  to  prevent  the  total  disappointment 
of  the  testator's  intention  by  the  operation  of  the  rule 
Doctrine  of       against  perpetuities,  is  afforded  by  the  doctrine  of  cy-prfes 
cy-prts.  ^^  approximation  (as  it  is  called).    This  doctrine  applies 

(r)  S  Bear.  363;  see  also  Blacket  v.  Lamb,  14  Bear.  482;  Hanrej  v.  Stracej,  1  Drew.  73; 
Fry  tf.  Capper,  Kav,  163;  Stephens  v.  Gadsden,  90  Beav.  468;  Gerrard  «.  Butleis  id.  641; 
Courtier  v.  Oram,  31  Beav.  91 ;  Re  Urd  Sondes'  Will,  3  Sm.  &  Gil.  416. 

U)  Chapman  «.  Brown,  8  Borr.  1636,  poet,  note  («). 
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where  lands  are  limited  to  a&  unborn  person  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail,  in  which  case,  as  such 
limitations  are  clearly  incapable  of  taking  effect  in  the  manner  in- 
tended (the  remainder  to  the  issue  being,  as  we  have  seen,  absolutely 
void),  the  doctrine  in  question  gives  to  the  parent  the  estate  tail  that 
was  designed  for  the  issue ;  ^  which  estate  tail  (unless  barred  by  the 
parent  or  his  issue  being  tenant  in  tail  for  the  time  being)  will  com- 
prise, in  its  devolution  by  descent,  all  the  persons  intended  to  have 
been  made  tenants  in  tail  by  purchase.    The  intention  that  the  testa- 
tor^s  bounty  shall  flow  to  the  issue,  is  considered  as  the  main  and 
paramount  design,  to  which  the  mere  mode  of  their  taking  is  subor- 
dinate, and  the  latter  is  therefore  sacrificed  (t).    The  first 
clear  (tt)  authority  *  for  the  doctrine  is  Nicholl  v.  NichoU  (x),  [•268] 
where  the  devise  was  **  to  the  second  son  of  W.  Nicholl  (who 
at  the  death  of  the  testator  had  no  son)  far  his  lifty  and  after  his 
death,  or  in  case  he  should  inherit  the  paternal  estate  by  Unborn  tenant 
the  death  of  his  elder  brother,  to  his  second  son  lawfully   J«»"  ^^J.^ffj 
to  be  begotten  and  his  heirs  maU,  remainder  to  the  third  under  the 
and  other  sons  of  W.  Nicholl  successively,  according  to  JJJJ^^ 
priority  of  birth,  in  tail  male,  remainder  over."    The  G. 
P.,  on  a  case  sent  from  Chancery,  certified  that  the  estate  would  vest 
in  the  second  son  (when  born)  of  W.  KichoU  by  executory  devise ; 
and  that  in  order  to  effectuate  the  general  intention  of  the  testator, 
he  would  take  an  estate  in  tail  mdle^  determinable  on  the  accession  of 
the  paternal  estate. 

So,  in  Bobinson  v.  Hardcastle  (y),  where,  on  the  marriage  of  A. 
and  B.,  lands  were  limited  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  such  of  the  chil- 
li) See  aoc  per  Jeatel,  M.  B.,  Hampton  o.  Holman,  6  Ch.  D.  190. 

(«)  The  case  of  Hnmbertson  v.  HambertsoHf  1  F.  W.  332,  has  usually  been  considered  as  a 
leading  authority  for  the  doctrine.  A  testator  directed  trustees  to  convey  lands  to  M.  H.  for 
life,  and  then  to  his  first  son  for  life,  and  so  to  the  first  son  of  that  first  son  for  life,  &c.  This 
trust  was  executed  by  a  strict  settlement,  making  the  sons  bom  before  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor tenants  for  life,  and  those  bom  afterwards,  tenants  in  tail.  The  trust,  however,  being 
executory,  the  Court  was  authorized  to  mould  the  limitations  so  as  to  bring  them  within  the 
established  limits,  independentlv  of  the  doctrine  in  question.  See  Mortimer  v.  West,  2  Sim. 
282.  So  in  Lyddon  «.  Ellison,  19  Beav.  666.  where  the  property  was  personal,  and  the  cv-prte 
doctrine  therefore  inapplicable.  Chapman  d.  Oliver  r.  Brown,  3  Burr.  1626, 8  B.  P.  C.  I'oml. 
969,  cited  Bull.  Fea.  C.  B.  207,  n.,  is  also  distinguishable  (though  the  doctrine  was  much  dis- 
cussed), as  there  was  an  express  devise  in  tail  to  the  unborn  son.  and  the  only  question  was, 
whether  words  ought  not  to  be  supplied  which  would  have  given  the  estate  tail  to  the  son  of 
such  son,  and  thereby  rendered  the  devise  void.  This  was  refused,  and,  consequentlv,  the  de- 
vise was  held  to  be  g<K>d.  In  Mortimer  ©.  West,  sup.,  the  first  takers  (who  were  born  in  testa- 
tor's lifetime)  were  held  entitled  to  estates  tail  bv  force  of  the  gift  over  on  failure  of  their  issue 


I 


brook,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  99. 

ix)  2  W.  Bl.  1169.    See  post,  p.  269,  n.  (s). 

(jf)  2  T.  R.  241,  380, 781.    See  also  Parfitt  r.  Hember,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  443. 

1  See  Allvn  «.  Mather,  9  Conn.  114;  Mai-    Neely,  11  Ohio  St  131.    But  see  St.  Amonr 
oolm  0.  Malcolm,  8  Cnsh.  472 ;  Gibson  o.  Mo-    v.  Rivard,  2  Mich.  294. 
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dren  of  the  marriage  as  A.  should  appoint,  and,  in  defaolti  over.  A. 
by  will  appointed  to  his  son  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other 
sons  of  such  son  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  his 
daughters  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail.  Buller,  J.,  expressed  an 
opinion  that  the  son,  by  the  application  of  the  cy-prte  doctrine,  took 
an  estate  tail ;  but  the  Court  was  not  called  upon  to  decide  the  point 

The  case,  however,  which  has  carried  this  doctrine  farther  than 
any  other  is  Pitt  v.  Jackson  (z),  where,  by  a  settlement  on  the  mai^ 
riage  of  P.  W.,  certain  moneys  were  directed  to  be  laid 
ntto.  Jackson,  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  use  of 
P.  W.  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  intended  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
children  of  the  marriage,  subject  to  such  powers,  limitations,  and 
provisos  as  P.  W.  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint,  with  remainders 
over.    By  will  P.  W.  appointed  trust  moneys  to  be  laid  out  in  real 
estate,  to  be  conveyed  in  trust  for  his  daughter  M.,  during  her  life, 
for  her  separate  use,  remainder  to  trustees  to  support  contingent  re- 
mainders, remainder  to  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  his  said 
daughter^  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with  remainders  over.    Sir 
Lord  Kenyon,  M.  B.,  declared  the  appointment  to  be  invalid, 
[*269]    *  and  that  the  whole  of  the  share  appointed  to  the  daughter 
for  her  separate  use  was  to  effectuate  the  testator's  general 
intention,  to  be  considered  to  vest  in  her  an  estate  tail. 

In  this  case,  the  nature  of  the  estate  appointed  to  the  children 
differed  widely  from  the  mode  of  its  devolution  under  an  estate  tail, 
Aemmrkfl  on  which  this  doctrine  gave  to  their  parent.  In  all  the  pre* 
Pitt  V,  Jackson.  (»eding  cases,  the  first  and  other  sons  were  to  take  suc- 
cessively ;  here,  all  the  children,  female  as  well  as  male,  were  to  take 
concurrently.  The  authority  of  Pitt  v.  Jackson  has  been  often 
doubted;  even  the  eminent  Judge  who  decided  it,  on  a  subsequent 
d  occasion,  admitted  that  it  went  to  the  outside  of  the 

rules  of  construction,  adding  however,  that  still  he  did 
not  think  it  was  wrong  (a).  Lord  Eldon,  in  quoting  this  observation  (6), 
intimated  that  it  was  not  proper  to  go  one  step  further ;  for  those 
—but  coor  cases,  in  order  to  serve  the  general  intent  and  the  par- 
firmed,  ticular  intent,  destroyed  both.  However,  Pitt  v,  Jack- 
son was  approved  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  (c),  and  was  followed  by  Sir 
J.  Wigram,  V.-C.,  under  precisely  similar  circumstances  in  Vander- 
plank  V,  King  (d). 


(s)  i  B.  C.  C.  M,  cited  2  Yes.  Jr.  849;  see  also  Smith  v.  Lord  Caroelfonl,.8  Ves.  Jr.  S98; 
and  Stackpoole  v,  Stackpoole,  4  D.  &  War.  390,  where  (as  in  Pitt  v.  Jackson)  the  doctrine  was 
held  applicable  to  a  testamentary  appointment. 

(a)  1  East,  451. 

(h)  7  Ves.  890. 

\e)  4  D.  &  War.  820, 2  D.  M.  &  6. 178. 

<4)  8  Hare,  1. 
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But  although  the  mode  and  form  of  the  proviBion  intended  by  the 
will  may  be  altered  by  the  application  of  this  rule  of  oonstaruction,  no 
X)erson  or  line  of  persons  may  be  introduced  for  whom  no   j^^  ^^^^^  ^^ 
provision  whatever  was  intended.     Therefore,  in  Mony-  F®^."*^**?*^ 
penny  v.  Dering,  already  stated  (e),  it  was  held  by  Iiord  but^no"new' 
St.  Leonards  that  the  first  son  of  P.  M.  could  not  be  held  P?J«'"*  P^ 
to  take  an  estate  tail,  because  such  an  estate  would  in  ^ 
regular  succession,  and  after  failure  of  the  eldest  son  and  his  issue, 
descend  to  the  second  and  other  sons  of  such  first  son,  for  whom  the 
will  made  no  provision. 

In  Vanderplank    v.  King  (/),  the  question  arose,  whether  the 
cy-prfes  doctrine  could  be  applied  to  some  of  a  class  and  not  to  others. 
The  testator  devised  lands  to  his  daughter  (who  was  living  at  his 
decease)  for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  all  her  children  (as 
it  was  decided)  as  tenants  in  common  for  their  lives,  *  with  [•270] 
remainder  to  the  grandchildren  per  stirpes  in  tail,  with  cross 
remainders  between  the  grandchildren  of  each  stock,  and  also  (as  it 
was  held)  between  each  stock  of  grandchildren.    The   Thecj-pr^ 
testator's  daughter  had  several  children  living  at  his  ^^'"j^^'J*^ 
death,  to  whom  alone  estates  for  life  with  remainder  to   Mine  only  of 
their  issue  could  be  legally  limited;  one  child  named  •cUbb. 
Matilda  was  born  after  the  testator's  decease,  the  remainder  to  whose 
issue  was  void  for  remoteness,  and  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C,  decided  tliat 
the  cy-pr^s  doctrine  was  to  be  applied  to  the  share  of  Matilda,  and 
that  she  took  an  estate  tail,  but  that  it  was  not  necessary  similarly  to 
modify  the  estates  limited  in  the  shares  of  the  other  children ;  Matilda 
in  fact  was  made  to  stand  in  the  same  position  as  a  single  child  of 
hers  would  have  done,  under  the  will  and  apart  from  the  perpetuity 
rule,  she  being  dead. 

The  doctrine  in  question  is  not  confined  to  the  first  set  of  limita- 
tions requiring  modification,  but  is  extended  to  all  that  follow ;  thus, 
in  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins  (g),  a  testator  devised  lands  in   i>octrine  of 
trust  for  I.  H.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  S.  H.,  son  of  ^"^^'P** 
I.  H.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons   Dnt  Mt  of 
of  S.  H.  successively  in  tail  male,  and  for  want  of  such  iJn»»t»^on». 
issue,  in  case  L  H.  should  have  any  other  son  or  sons,  then  in  trust 
for  all  and  every  of  such,  other  son  and  sons  respectively  and  succes- 
sively for  their  respective  lives,  with  like  remainders  to  their  several 
sons  successively  and  respectively  as  were  thereinbefore  limited  to 
the  issue  male  of  the  said  S.  H.  with  remainders  over.     S.  H.  died  in 

(0)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  145.  and  in  Ex.  16  M.  &  W.  418;  ante,  p.  256.  In  Kicholl  v.  Nicboll, 
finte,  p.  268,  the  will  included  none  of  the  descendants  of  the  second  son  of  W.  N.,  except  the 
second  son  of  that  second  son  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body;  whereas  the  decision  included 
them  all,  and  amoni^  them  of  course  the  first  son  of  the  second  son  of  W.  N.,  whose  exclusion 
from  the  will  appears  to  hare  been  designed.  The  case  is  therefore  overruled  so  far  at  least 
as  it  favors  a  doctrine  contrary  to  Monvpenny  v,  Dering. 

( /)  8  Hare,  1.    See  also  Pej'ton  v.  t^ambert,  8  Ir.  Com.  Law  Bep.  485. 

(£)  Co.  Lit  272,  a,  Butler's  note  1,  vii.  2, 1  Atk.  581. 
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the  testator's  lifetime  without  issue,  and  I.  H.  never  had  any  other 
son,  so  that  it  was  necessary  to  apply  the  cy-pr^s  doctrine  to  the 
limitations  to  his  other  sons  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  issue, 
the  remainder  to  such  issue  being  too  remote ;  and  as  the  remainders 
over  were  held  good,  it  is  clear  that  it  was  considered  that  not  only 
the  second,  but  the  third  and  every  other  son  of  I.  H.  would,  under 
the  doctrine  in  question,  have  taken  an  estate  tail. 

It  has  been  decided  in  relation  to  the  doctrine  in  question,  first, 
That  it  does  not  apply  to  limitations  of  personal  estate  (A),  nor  of  a 

mixed  fund  (i) ;  secondly,  That  it  is  inapplicable  where  an 
[*271]  attempt  is  simply  made  to  limit  a  succession  of  life  *  estates 

to  the  issue  of  an.  unborn  person^  either  for  a  definite  or  inde- 
finite series  of  generations  (j) ;  and,  thirdly.  That  the  doctrine  is  not 
.  applicable  where  the  limitation  to  the  children  of  the 

posed  on  the  unbom  persons  gives  them  an  estate  in  fee^imple.  The 
doctrine.  jj^^  point  was  decided  in  Bristow  v.  Warde  {k),  where 

money  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land  was,  by  the  trusts  of  certain 
articles,  and  a  settlement  executed  in  pursuance  of  those  articles,  made 
subject  to  a  power  of  appointment  by  the  husband,  in  favor  of  the 
children  of  the  marriage ;  and  he  appointed  portions  of  the  fund  to 
certain  of  the  children  for  life,  and  after  their  decease,  among  their 
children,  as  they  should  appoint ;  it  was  held  to  be  real  estate,  and 
that  the  husband's  appointment  (which,  if  valid,  would  have  the  effect 
of  vesting  absolute  interests  in  the  grandchildren  equally,  in  default 
of  appointment  by  the  children,)  was  void  as  to  the  grandchildren, 
and  could  not,  as  Lord  Loughborough  was  of  opinion,  be  executed 
cy-pris  (I). 

(A)  Routledge  v.  Dorril,  S  Yes.  Jr.  865.  Bnt  see  Mackworth  v.  Hinzman,  S  Kee.  658,  where 
the  general  intent  was  to  limit  personalty  so  that  it  should  go  along  with  an  honor,  the  suo- 
cessive  life  estates  being  only  the  mode:  and  see  Re  Johnson's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  S  Eq.  716; 
MontaffQ  9.  Lord  Inchiquin,  2S  W.  R.  592. 

(t)  Boughton  V,  James.  1  Coll.  44,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  406. 

0;  Seaward  v.  Willock,  5  East,  198;  see  also  Somerville  v.  Lethbridge,  6  T.  R.  SI 8,  and 
Beard  v.  Westcott,  5  Taunt.  893,  5  B.  &  Aid.  801,  T.  &  R.  25.  But  in  the  two  last  named 
cases  the  devises  were  not  of  successive  life  estates,  but  of  successive  terms  of  years  deter- 
minable on  the  deaths  of  the  devisees.  See  however  per  Rolt.  L.  J.,  Forsbrook  v,  Forsbrook, 
L.  R.«  3  Ch.  99,  where  his  lordship  seemn  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  doctrine  of  cy>prte 
would  apply  to  a  perpetual  succession  of  life  estates. 

(k)  2  Ves.  Jr.  336:  and  see  Hale  r.  Pew,  25  Beav.  335 ;  and  it  is  not  admitted  in  oon- 
Btrning  a  deed,  Brudenell  v,  Elwes,  7  Ves.  390. 

(0  See  further,  as  to  the  doctrine  of  cy-pr^  Sugd.  Pow.;  Feame,  C.  R.,  by  ButL 
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L — The  TheUnsBon  Aot.* — Formerly  the  rule  that  old  rule  fixing 
fixed  the  period  for  which  the  vesting  of  property  might  extent  of 
be  suspended,  regulated  also  the  power  of  deferring  its  JJ^uS^utfon 
enjoyment;  it  being  then  permitted  to  a  settlor  or  testa-  <»'  income, 
tor  to  create  an  accumulating  trust  absorbing  the  entire  in- 
come during  the  full  period  for  which  the  vesting  *  might  be  [*272] 
postponed,  and  whether  it  was  or  was  not  so  postponed.'    And 


1  The  Revised  Statute  of  New  York  (1828) 
led  off  in  this  country  in  legislation  touching 
accumulations^  and  statutes  very  similar  in 
their  ^neral  features,  though  differing  some- 
what m  details,  have  followed  in  California, 
Indiana,  Michigan.  Minnesota,  and  WiMCon- 
sin.  The  text  of  tne  New  York  le^slation  is 
given  in  full  in  Gray,  Perpetuities,  §  747, 
note;  and  the  differences  in  tne  other  states, 
with  references  to  the  cases,  are  stated  in  the 
context.  In  Pennsylvania  also  there  has 
been  lej^slation  on  the  subject.  Gray,  §  716, 
note^giving  the  text  of  the  statute. 

*  This  rule  prevails  in  Massachusetts. 
Odell  9.  Odell,  10  Allen,  1.  See  also  Fosdick 
V.  Fosdick,  6  Allen,  43;  Hooper  v.  Hooper, 

9  Gush.  122;  Lovering  v,  Worthington,  106 
Mass.  86,  89;  Thomdike  v.  Lovering,  16 
GrAv,  391;  Craig  v.  Craig,  3  Barb.  Ch.  76; 
Killam  9.  Allen,  52  Barb.  605;  Dutch  Be- 
form  Church  v.  Brandow,  52  Barb.  228;  White 
f.  Howard,  52  Barb.  294;   Hillvard  v.  Miller, 

10  Fenn.  St.  826;  Kimball  v.  Crocker,  53 
Maine,  263.  As  to  the  Mew  Tork  mie,  see 
Manice  v.  Manice,  43  N.  Y.  303,  376;  Haxtun 
«.  Corse,  2  Barb.  Ch.  518;  Kilpatrick  v.  John- 
son, 15  N.  Y.  322. 

In  Kimball  v.  Crocker,  58  Maine,  263,  a 
provision  directing  an  accumulation  of  int«>r- 
est  for  twenty-five  vears  was  held  to  be  in- 
valid. Ai)pleton,  C.  J.,  said  that  where  the 
accumulation  was  for  a  grons  number  of 
years,  the  rule  against  perpetuities  prohibited 
more  than  twenty-one  years.  "Wherever 
lives  in  being  do  not  form  part  of  the  time  in 
suspension  or  postponment,  the  only  period 
under  the  rule  against  perpetuities  is  twenty- 
one  years  absolute."  But  the  learned  judge 
added  that  a  void  trust  for  the  accumulation 


of  income  does  not  invalidate  a  bequest,  A 
will  might  be  void  in  part  and  valid  as  to  the 
residue.  '*  In  the  present  case,  the  direction 
to  accumulate  is  void.  The  will  is  not  de- 
feated so  far  as  relates  to  the  trusts  arising 
under  the  will,  or  as  to  the  legacy  "  therein 
given.  See  Williams  v.  Williams,  4  Selden, 
526,  539 ;  Hawley  v.  James.  5  Paige,  318. 

It  was  held  in  Odell  v.  Odell,  10  Allen,  1, 
that  a  bequest  of  an  annual  sum,  out  of  the 
income  from  real  estate,  for  fifty  years  to 
trustees,  to  be  invested  by  them  and  accumu- 
lated duriuff  this  time,  and  then  applied  to 
establish  a  charity ,  is  a  valid  bequest,  even  if 
the  accumulation  cannot  be  allowed  for  so 
long  a  period.  In  this  case  the  will  contained 
the  following  bequest:  I  give  to  the  trustees 
of  the  Salem  Savings  Bank  in  trust  one  hun- 
dred dollars  annually  for  fifty  years,  to  be 
paid  to  them  bv  my  executors,  to  be  safely 
mvested  bv  said  trustees,  the  interest  to  M 
added  to  the  principal  by  them  semi-annu- 
ally. At  the  expiration  of  fifty  years,  the 
sum  which  shall  be  accumulated  shall  be  ap- 
propriated by  a  society  of  ladies  from  all  the 
r'rotestant  religious  societies  in  Salem  to  pro- 
vide and  sustain  a  home  for  respectable, 
destitute,  aged,  native-bom  American  men 
and  women.  The  above  annual  payment 
shall  be  made  from  the  income  of  my  real  es* 
tate,  which  real  estate  shall  be  held  in  trust 
by  mv  executors  until  the  last  payment  shall 
have  oeen  made  to  the  trustees  oi  the  Salem 
Savings  Bank,  then  my  real  estate  shall.be 
divided  equally  among  the  grandchildren'of 
my  late  brother  James.  And  it  was  held  that 
this  was  a  valid  bequest.  The  authoritiea 
upon  the  point  were  cited  and  reviewed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Gn^,  but  no  conclusion  was  ar- 
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no  inconyenience  appears  to  have  been  felt  in  allowing  so  wide  a 
range  of  accumulation,  few  persons  having  availed  themselves  of 
the  permission  to  a  mischievous  extent,  until  Mr.  Thellusson  made 
the  eztraordinaiy  and  well-known  disposition  of  his  immense  prop- 
erty (m),  by  the  operation  of  which,  every  child  and  more  remote 
descendant  born  or  rather  procreated  in  his  lifetime  were  excluded 
from  enjoyment,  for  the  purpose  of  swelling  the  fortune  of  some 
remote  and  nnasoertained  scions  of  the  stock.  The  necessity  then 
became  apparent  of  preventing  by  legislation  the  repetition  of  a 
scheme  fraught  with  so  much  mischief  and  hardship.  This  led  to 
Stat.  39  &  40  the  Stat.  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  which,  after  reciting  that 
Geo.  3,  c.  98.  it  was  expedient  that  all  dispositions  of  real  or  personal 
estate,  whereby  the  profits  and  produce  thereof  were  directed  to  be 
accumulated,  and  the  beneficial  enjoyment  thereof  was  postponed, 
Aocumuiation    should  be  made  subject  to  the  restrictions  thereinafter 

contained,  proceeded  to  enact,  "thaJt  no  person  or  per* 
sons  shall,  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  by  any  deed  or 
deeds,  surrender  or  surrenders,  will,  codicil,  or  otherwise 
soever,  settle  or  dispose  of  any  real  or  personal  property^ 
so  and  in  such  manner,  that  the  rents,  issues,  profits,  or 
produce  thereof  shall  be  wholly  or  partially  accumulated,  for  any 
longer  term  than  the  life  or  lives  of  any  such  grantor  or  grantors, 
settlor  or  settlors,  or  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of 
any  such  grantor,  settlor,  devisor,  or  testator,  or  during  the  minority 
or  respective  minorities  of  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  living 
or  en  ventre  sa  m^re  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  such  grantor,  devisor, 
or  testator,  or  during  the  minority  or  respective  minorities  only  of 
any  person  or  persons  who,  under  the  uses  or  trusts  of  the  deed,  sur- 
render, will,  02:  other  assurances  directing  such  accumulations,  would 
for  the  time  being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  unto  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits,  or  the  interest,  dividends,  or  annual  produce  so  directed 
to  be  accumulated ;  and  in  every  case,  where  any  accumulation  shall 
be  directed  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid,  such  direction  shall  be  null 
and  void,  and  the  rents,  issues,  profits,  and  produce  of  such  property, 
so  directed  to  be  accumulated,  shall,  so  long  as  the  same  shall  be 
directed  to  be  accumulated  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  go 

(m)  4  Tes.  997. 


restrained, 
unless  for  life 
of  settlor,  or 
for  twenty* 
one  yearsj  or 
durinff  mino- 
rity, £c. 


riyed  at  in  regard  to  what  would  be  the  legal 
limit  of  accumulation  for  a  charity.  Odellv. 
Odell,  10  Alien,  9-13. 

But  in  Hillvard  v.  Miller,  10  Penn.  St.  326, 
it  was  held  t£at  trnnts  created  hjr  a  devise  for 
accumulation  beyond  the  period  attained  for 
the  yesting  of  an  executory  limitation  are 
alwolutely  void,  although  the  fund  thus  to  be 
created  is  directed  to  be  ultimately  applied  to 
the  foundation  and  support  of  a  charity.  The 
laws  of  Pennsylvania  allow  accumulations  in 
two  cases  only,  or  rather  in  favor  of  one  claai 


of  persons  possessed  of  two  qualifications.  1. 
They  must  be  minors.  S.  Tney  must  be  such 
persons  as,  if  not  minors  when  the  deed  or 
will  goes  into  effect,  will  be  entitled  to  take 
the  rents  and  profits  from  which  the  accumu- 
lations are  to  arise.  Washington's  Estate, 
75  Penn .  St  102.  Any  attempt  to  direct  such 
accumulations  into  other  channels  renders  tha 
deed  or  will  void  pro  tanto,  and  the  rents  or 
profits  so  appropriated  pass  to  those  who 
would  have  been  entitled  thereto  if  such  ao" 
cumulation  bad  not  been  directed*    Id. 
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to  and  be  reoelTed  by  such  person  or  persons  as  would  have  been 
entitled  thereto,  if  snch  accumulation  had  not  been  directed.'' 
Sect.  2  *  provides, ''  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  [^27S] 
extend  to  any  provision  for  payment  of  debts  of  any  grantor, 
settlor,  or  devisor,  or  other  person  or  persons,  or  to  any    .  • 

provision  for  raising  portions  for  any  child  or  children   extend  to 
of  any  grantor,  settlor,  or  devisor,  or  any  child  or  chil-  provisions  for 

J  £  X  u-  •    I         1.        J  1.     debts,  or  por- 

dren  of  any  person  taking  any  interest  under  any  such  Uons  for 
conveyance,  settlement,  or  devise,  or  to  any  direction  ^'^dre*'? 
touching  the  produce  of  timber  or  wood,  upon  any  lands  or  tenements, 
but  that  all  such  provisions  and  directions  shall  and  may  be  made 
and  given  as  if  this  act  had  not  passed."   By  sect.  3,  since  repealed  (n), 
the  act  is  not  to  extend  to  heritable  property  in  Scot- 
land (o),  nor,  by  sect  4,  to  wills  made  before  the  act,   Und-'^r^*" 
unless  the  testator  should  be  living  and  of  sound  mind   prior  wiib,  un- 
for  twelve  calendar  months  from  its  passing.  ^^ 

This  statute,  having  been  passed  just  before  the  Irish   —  nor  to  Ire- 
Act  of  Union  came  into  operation,  does  not  extend  to 
Ireland  (p). 

The  period  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  testator's  death  is  to'  be 
calculated  exclusively  of  the  day  of  his  death  (g),  and  must  be  a  period 
immediately  following  his  death.    Thus,  if  the  accumulsr  ^^^  ^he 
tion  be  fixed  to  commence  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the.  period  of 
testator's  death,  it  will  necessarily  cease  when  twenty-  j!^*b^to^tM 
one  years  from  his  death  have  elapsed,  though  it  may  calculated; 
have  been  in  operation  only  one  or  two  years  (r).    And  a  testator  or 
settlor  is  at  liberty  to  take  any  one,  but  not  more  than  _  one  of  the 
one  of  the  several  periods  of  accumulation  mentioned  in  periods  only 
the  statute ;  for  instance,  he  cannot  direct  an  accumula-  *^  ^  ^^^^' 
tion  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  his  decease,  and  also  during 
the  minority  of  a  person  entitled  under  the  limitations  («). 

n.  —  Aoownvlatioii    duxliig    Minority.  —  The    clause  a-#«-.^-^ 

which  would  seem  to  afford  the  widest  range  of  accu-  lation  during 

mulation  is  that  which  authorizes  it  during  the  minority  J|f\S^IJIJ^"oi 

of  any  person,  who  would,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled,  un-  person  entitled 

der  the  trusts,  to  the  income ;  and  who,  it  will  be  remem-  ^^.^ 
bered,  might,  under  the  rule  of  law  discussed  in  the  last 

(«)  11  &  IS  Tict.  e.  86,  s.  41. 

(o>  But  a  direction  to  invest  aooinnalations  in  lands  in  Scotland  did  not  bring  the  oaae 
within  s.  3^  Bfacpherson  v.  Stewart,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  177. 


p.  9. 

(q)  Gorst  v.  Lowndes,  11  Sim.  484;  Lester  v.  Garland.  16  Ves.  S48. 

(r)  Shaw  v,  Rhodes,  1  Mv.  &  Gr.  154 ;  Webb  v.  Webb,  2  Bear.  498;  Att.-Gen^  v.  Ponlden, 
8  Hare,  555;  Nettleton  t,  Stephenson.  8  De  G.  &  S.  3M. 

(«)  Wilson  V.  Wilson,  1  8inb  N.  S.  288;  Rosslyn's  Tmst,  16  Sim.  891;  Ellis  v.  BiaxweU, 
8  Beav.  595;  Jagger  v.  Jaggery  25  Ch.  D.  7S9. 
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[*274]  Bectdoiiy  be  any  person  coming  into  existence  during  a  *  life 
in  being  at  the  testator's  decease.    It  has  been  thought,  how- 
ever, that  this  seemingly  important  clause  is  rendered  inoperative  by 
Haley  v.  the  Construction  put  upon  it  in  Haley  v.  Bannister  (t)y 

BannUter.  where  the  testator  had  directed  certain  sums  of  stock  in 
the  public  funds  to  be  purchased  by  his  executors,  and  the  dividends 
accumulated  until  one  of  the  children  of  his  daughter,  bom,  or  to  be 
born,  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  when  the  whole  was  to  be 
transferred  to  such  child,  and  any  other  child  or  children  who  might 
be  then  living ;  the  will  contained  a  residuary  clause.  Sir  J.  Leach, 
V.-C.,  said,  "  The  statute  prevents  an  accumulation  of  interest  during 
the  minority  of  an  unborn  child ;  but  as  to  the  principal  the  law  re- 
mains as  before  the  statute.  The  excess  of  accumulation  prohibited 
by  the  statute  would  form  part  of  the  residue." 

By  the  words  "  during  the  minority  of  an  unborn  child,"  the  V.-C. 

must,  it  is  conceived,  have  meant  ^'  until  an  unborn  child  should  come 

.  of  age,"  which  was  the  case  before  him :  his  decision  in  this  view 

could  only  be  that  the  whole  of  such  period  could  not  be  taken,  not 

that  the  part  commencing  with  the  birth  of  the  child  could  not  be 

taken  alone.  However,  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  in  Ellis  v. 
of  Lord*Lang-  Maxwell  (u)  observed,  "  If  the  accumulation  is  permitted 
^BmT  ^^^    ^^^^  during  the  minority  of  a  person  entitled  under  the 

uses  of  the  will,  and  no  time  is  allowed  either  before  the 
minority  commences  or  after  it  has  ceased,  it  does  not  seem  that  any- 
thing is  added  to  the  permission  to  accumulate  during  the  minority 
of  a  person  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  But  taking  the  words 
as  they  are,  they  do  not  appear  to  permit  accumulation  during  a 
minority  and  a  time  to  elapse  between  the  death  of  the  testator  and 
the  commencement  of  the  minority ; "  and  after  noticing  Longdon  v. 
Simson,  and  Haley  v.  Bannister,  he  continued:  "These  cases  prevent 
me  from  considering,  that  upon  the  construction  of  the  act  the  accu- 
mulation would  be  lawful  during  the  minority  of  any  grandchild  bom 
after  the  death  of  the  testator."  The  case,  like  Longdon  v,  Simson, 
and  Haley  v.  Bannister,  involved  an  accumulation  not  only  during  the 
ObservatioM  minority  of  an  unborn  person,  but  also  until  he  should 
of  Sir  J.  be  born;  and  though  it  has  been  said  (a;)  that  in  Haley 

^™^"^-  V.  Bannister,  Sir  J.  Leach  held,  that  the  statute  referred 

only  to  the  minority  or  successive  minorities  of  persons  in  existence 
'  at  the  time  the  will  came  into  effect,  and  that  the  same  point 
[*275]  was  aflS.rmed  and  extended  in  *  Ellis  v.  Maxwell,  yet  it  is  clear 
that  the  point  was  not  touched  by  the  actual  decision  in 
either  of  those  cases,  which  fell  under  the  ordinary  rule  that  only 
one  of  the  periods  allowed  by  the  statute  can  be  taken.    The  con- 

(0  4  Mfid.  276. 

(«)  a  Bear.  596. 

(«)  Biyan  v.  Collins,  16  Beay.  17* 
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struction  put  upon  the  statute  by  the  dicta  cited  above   its  effect 
virtually  strikes  out  of  the  act  the  clause  in  question,   utod  trusts 
and  seems  to  pl^ce  in  some  peril  the  accumulating  trusts   providing;  for 
ordinarily  introduced  into  provisions  for  the  maintenance   I[}JectT«5tt^' 
during  minority  of  persons  unborn  at  the  testator's  de-  muUtion  of 
cease,  which  direct  the  unapplied  surplus  income  from  JJ^e!**  "^' 
time  to  time  to  be  added  to  the  principal.    Such  trusts, 
however,  are  distinguishable  from  the  bequest  in  Haley  v.  Bannister 
in  this,  that  they  extend  only  to  the  unapplied  surplus,  and  not  to  the 
entire  income  (y),  and,  therefore,  approach  more  closely  to  the  principle 
of  the  rule  of  law,  which  accumulates  the  income  of  minors  after  pro- 
viding for  maintenance ;  though  they  differ  from  that  rule  in  regard 
to  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  accumulated  fund,  which  the  law 
gives  to  the  minor  himself,  but  which  the  express  trust  commonly 
attaches  to  the  principal  fund ;  though  even  this  difference  is  consid- 
erably narrowed,  where  the  trustees  possess  (as  they  commonly  do, 
and  always  ought  to  do)  a  power  of  applying  the  accumulated  fund 
at  any  subsequent  period  of  minority,  which  clause  would  certainly 
afford  a  strong  argument  for  taking  the  trusts  in  question  out  of  the 
principle  of  Haley  v.  Bannister,  if  the  doctrine  sometimes  deduced 
from  that  case  can  be  supported.    Indeed,  considering  the  extreme  in- 
convenience of  holding  the  ordinary  accumulating  maintenance  trusts 
in  favor  of  unborn  persons  to  be  invalid,  the  Courts  would  no  doubt 
struggle  to  avoid  such  a  conclusion. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  a  trust  for  accumulation  exceeding  the  stat- 
utory limit  is  good  pro  tanto.     Thus,  where  a  testator  directed  that 
the  profits  of  certain  canal  shares  should  be  invested,  the   Trasts  em- 
interest  arising  to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  the   '>»:*cing  too 
children  of  A.  and  B.  (who  had  no  child  at  the  death  of  molation  good 
the  testator),  and  on  their  attaining  twenty-one  to  be   P'*o**>^to. 
divided  among  them ;  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  B.,  held,  that  the  accumula- 
tion was  good  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator, 
though  void  for  the  subsequent  period  (z). 

But  a  trust  for  accumulation  which  not  only  exceeds  the 
•  statutory  limits,  but  also  the  period  allowed  by  the  rule  [•276] 
against  perpetuities,  is,  like  any  other  such  limitation,  void  in 
totOy  even  though  it  be  for  a  purpose  excepted  from  the   T^g  ^^^  ^^^ 
operation  of  the  act ;  for  the  act  does  not  by  the  excep-  not  impliedly 
tions  contained  in  it  impliedly  make  valid  what  was  pre-  trasts  for  ac- 
viously  invalid  (a).     But,  as  before  noticed  (5),  accumula-   cnmuiation 
tion  for  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator  does  not   bad. 

(y)  But  the  act  expresslr  includes  partial  accnmulations. 

(g)  Longdoa  v.  Simson,  *12  Ves.  89o;  see  also  Griffiths  «.  Yere,  9  Yes.  127;  Palmer  «.  Hol- 
ford,  4  Rass.  403:  Re  Rosslyn's  Trust,  16  Sim.  891,  and  cases  in  this  section,  pasitim. 

(a)  Lord  Sonthamnton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford,  2  Y.  &  B.  54;  Marshall  v.  Holloway,  2 
Sw.  432;  Browne  v.  dtonghton,  14  Sim.  869;  (as  to  which  cases  see  ante,  p.  238);  Scarisbrick 
V.  Skelmersdale,  17  Sim.  187;  Bougfaton  v.  James,  1  Ck>U.  26,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  406;  Torvm  v, 
Newcome,  8  K.  &  J.  16. 

(i)  Ante,  p.  264. 
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contravene  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  and  is  therefore  good,  though 
its  duration  be  unlimited  {e).  And  a  direction  to  accumulate  until 
A  lAti  ^  certain  sum  be  reached,  though  not  in  terms  lim- 
for  payment  itcd  in  duration,  and  though  the  accumulations  may  not 
debto  vaSd*  amount  to  the  stated  sum  within  the  necessary  limits  of 
though  to  '  time,  is  nevertheless  good  if  the  total  amount  to  be  raised 
San^nfe*^  is  SO  disposed  of  as  necessarily  to  vest  absolutely  in 
■nd  twen^-  some  person  or  persons  within  those  limits,  since  those 
one  yeani ,  persons  might  at  any  moment  after  the  vesting  stop  the 
accumulations  and  dispose  of  the  fund  (d).  But  an  accumulation  for 
—but  if  for  *^®  payment  of  debts  of  a  stranger  does  not  come  within 
pa2rment  of  the  reason  of  the  rule  which  protects  a  similar  provision 
uooTe^'^od  ^®'  payment  of  the  testator's  own  debts,  and  is  therefore 
only  if  within  valid  by  the  common  law  only  for  the  period  of  a  life  in 
**  being  and  twenty-one  years  after.  The  act  leaves  this 
rule  untouched,  sect  2  excepting  from  the  operation  of  the  first  sec- 
— role  not  ^^^  "  ^^  provisions  for  payment  of  debts  of  any  grantor, 
affected  by  settlor,  or  devisor,  or  other  person  or  persons  "  («).  And 
^^  *^  this  has  been  held  to  include  not  only  debts  due  at  the 

testator's  death,  but  future  debts  accruing  within  the  period  last 
mentioned  (/).  But  the  accumulation  must  be  designed  and  intended 
bona  fide  as  a  provision  for  payment  of  debts.  Where  a  testator 
directed  the  income  of  residue  or  a  sufficient  part  of  it  to  be  applied 
for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  and  the  surplus  to  be  accumulated  and 
added  to  capital,  and  after  the  son's  death  the  whole  to  be  divided 
among  the  son's  children ;  but  if  the  son  should  die  without  issue, 
the  testator  bequeathed  a  moiety  of  the  fund  to  B. ;  B.  afterwards 
became  indebted  to  the  testator,  who  then  by  codicil  declared  that  B. 

should  not  be  obliged  to  pay  the -debt  unless  and  until  he 
[*277]  became  possessed  of  the  moiety,  which,  ♦  in  that  case,  was  to 

be  set  off  against  the  debt.  B.  eventually  became  entitled  to 
the  moiety,  but  it  was  held  that  the  testator  was  not  thinking  of  the 
debt  when  he  directed  the  accumulation,  and  that  it  was  not  protected 
by  sect  1  (g).  And  if  creditors  avail  themselves  of  their  legal  rights, 
and  get  their  debts  paid  in  a  different  way,  as  by  resorting  to  the 
corpus,  the  accumulation  cannot,  even  if  the  will  so  direct,  be  con- 
tinued beyond  the  period  allowed  by  sect.  1  of  the  act,  in  order  to 
recoup  the  persons  to  whom,  subject  to  the  trust  for  accumulation, 
the  estate  is  devised  (A). 

(e)  Lord  Southampton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertford,  2  V.  &  B.  54,  see  at  p.  66;  Baoon  «.  Proc- 
tor, T.  &  R.  40;  Bateman  tJ,  Hoichkin,  10  Beav.  496.  .  „    •    ^ 

(d)  Oddie  v.  Brown,  4  De  6.  &  J.  179.     And  aee  WilliimB  «.  Lewia,  6  H.  L.  Ga. 

1013. 

(e)  Barrineton  v,  Liddell,  2  D.  If.  &  6.  498. 
if)  Varlo  V.  Faden,  27  BenT.  265.  1  D.  F.  &  J.  211. 


(o)  Mathews  v,  KeUe,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  691. 
(t)  Tewart  v.  Lawson,  L.  R.,  18  £q.  490. 
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UL  —  Aootunnlmtioii  for  Portions.  —  The  exception  in  the  act  re- 
specting accumulations  for  the  purpose  "of  raising  por-  conBtroction 
tions  for  any  child  or  children  (t)  of  any  grantor,  settlor,  of  the  ezoep- 
or  devisor,  or  any  child  or  children  of  any  person  taking  ^uSfuUtion 
any  interest  under  such  conreyance,  settlement,  or  de-  for  children's 
vise,"  has  created  great  difficulty.  And  first,  what  is  a  P®'^'*"** 
portion  within  this  exception  ? 

In  Beech  v.  Lord  St.  Vincent  (k),  lands  were  devised  to  A.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  remainders 
over,  and  2,000Z.  per  annum  was  directed  to  be  accumulated  for 
twenty-one  years  during  the  life  of  A.,  and  so  much  longer  as  A.  had 
any  younger  children ;  the  accumulations  to  be  held  on  certain  trusts 
for  such  younger  children.  It  was  twice  held  that  this  was  an  ac- 
cumulation for  raising  portions  within  the  exception  in  the  statute. 
And  in  Barrington  v.  Liddell  (/),  where  lands  had  been  Barrington  v. 
settled  on  the  marriage  of  A  in  the  usual  way,  with  a  l-iddeii. 
term  of  years  for  securing  (in  the  events  that  happened)  the  sum  of 
40,000/.  for  younger  children's  portions ;  and  afterwards  a  testator  be- 
queathed a  sum  of  15,000L  in  trust  to  be  accumulated  during  the  life 
of  A.,  until  it  reached  the  sum  of  40,000/.,  and  then  to  be  applied 
in  satisfaction  of  the  portions ;  and  he  gave  another  sum  for  building 
a  mansion  house  on  the  settled  estate ;  Lord  St.  Leonards  held,  that 
this  was  clearly  within  the  exception,  and  that  the  accumulation 
might  continue  after  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  years,  computed 
from  the  testator's  death.  A  provision  for  raising  or  satisfying  por- 
tions charged  or  created  by  a  previous  instrument  is,  therefore,  within 
the  exception  in  the  statute  (m). 

*  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  decided  that  an  accumula-  [*278] 
tion  of  the  whole  of  a  testator's  estate  (n),  or  of  the  residue, 
comprising  the  bulk  of  it  (o),  and  a  gift  of  the  augmented  fund,  com- 
prising both  capital  and  accumulations,  is  not  protected  by  the  excep- 
tion.   "A  direction  to  accumulate  all  a  person*s  prop- 
erty,"  said  Lord  Cranworth  (p),  "to  be  handed  over  to   estate a^"* 
some  child  or  children  when  they  attain  twenty-one,  can  JJ;*°5^|^- 
never  be  said  to  be  a  direction  for  raising  portions  for  »  not  a 
the  child  or  children :  it  is  not  raising  a  portion  at  all ;   ^^^^' 
it  is  giving  everything.     'Portion'  ordinarily  means  a  part  or  share, 
and  though  I  do  not  know  that  a  gift  of  the  whole  might  not  in  some 
circumstances  come  under  the  term  of  a  gift  of  a  portion,  yet  I  do 


This  means  legitimate  children,  Shaw  v,  Rhodes,  1 H.  &  Cr.  189. 
De  G.  &  S.  678,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  762. 


(l)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  480. 

(m)  But  (as  appears  bv  Beech  v.  Lord  St.  Vincent  and  other  cases,  and  notwithstanding 
Halford  v.  Stains,  16  Sim.  496)  not  exclnsiyely  so. 

(n)  Wildes  v,  Davies,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  475. 

(o)  Eyre  V.  Marnden,  2  Kee.  673:  Boame  v.  Backton,  S  Sim.  N.  S.  91;  Edwards  v.  Tuck, 
S  D.  M.  &  G.  40 ;  Mathews  v.  Keble,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  691. 

Cp)  Edwards  «.  Tuck,  3  D.  M.  &  G.  68. 

TOL.  I.  20 
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not  think  it  comes  within  the  meaning  of  a  portion  in  this  clause  of 
the  act,  which  points  to  the  raising  of  something  out  of  something 
else  for  the  benefit  of  some  children  or  class  of  childreiL  ....  If 
eveiy  direction  for  accumulation  for  a  child  was  a  portion,  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature;  which  was  to  prevent  .accumulations;  such  ac- 
cumulations being  most  frequently  directed  for  the  benefit  of  chil* 
dren,  would  be  entirely  defeated.'' 

Again;  in  Burt  v.  Sturt  (^);  where  legacies  were  given  to  all  the  tes- 
tator's children;  and  the  residue  was  directed  to  be  accumulated 
during  the  lives  of  the  children  and  of  the  survivor  of  them,  and  after 
the  decease  of  the  survfvor  the  whole  was  to  be  divided  between  the 
grandchildren  of  the  testator  then  living,  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C.,  said 
it  was  simply  a  scheme  of  the  testator  for  the  purpose  of  accumu* 
lating  his  property  into  one  masS;  and  handing  it  over  in  that  mass 
at  the  remote  period  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  a  number  of  per- 
sons whom  he  had  mentioned;  not  to  any  given  child  or  children,  but 
to  two  or  three  or  possibly  one  favored  individual ;  it  did  not  seem 
to  him  that  in  any  sense  or  upon  any  rational  construction  he  could 
call  that  the  raising  of  a  portion  for  children :  in  truth  it  was  only 
the  Thellusson  scheme  arranged  in  a  somewhat  less  complicated  and 
less  extensive  shape. 

In  Jones  v.  Maggs  (r),  where  a  legacy  of  200Z.  was  directed  to.be 
accumulated  until  the  child  of  A.  (who  then  had  one  child) 
[*279]  *  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  on  that  event  to  be  divided, 
with  its  accumulations,  among  the  children  of  A.  who  should 
be  then  living,  and  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  was  given  to 
Whether  same  *^®  parent.  Sir  G.  Turner,  V.-C.,  held  that  the  legacy 
rale  applies  was  not  a  portion,  though  in  a  certain  sense  it  was  rais- 
leg«^§o*^  8-^1©  out  of  the  property  of  the  parent ;  otherwise  every 
augmented.  legacy  given  to  a  child  of  a  residuary  legatee  must  be  so 
construed,  and  the  act  would  be  wholly  defeated.  This  decision  was 
much  influenced  by  the  V.-C.'s  opinion,  now  exploded,  that  to  bring 
Jones  V.  the  case  within  the  exception,  the  parent  must  take  an 

Maggs.  interest  in  the  very  fund  directed  to  be  accumulated; 

and  no  distinction  was  noticed  between  the  accumulation  of  the  en- 
tirety or  bulk  of  an  estate  and  of  a  mere  pecuniary  legacy.  The 
effect  upon  the  act  of  a  contrary  decision  was  certainly  overstated. 

On  the  other  hand.  Sir  J.  Stuart,  V.-C,  distinguished  between  a 
gift  of  the  whole  of  a  testator's  estate,  augmented  by  accumulation! 
and  a  gift  of  a  pecuniary  legacy  so  augmented  («).  And  in  Middle- 
Middietonv.  ton  v.  Losh  (t),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  60,000Z.  to 
Losh.  trustees, upon  trust  to  invest,  and  apply  a  competent 

(q)  10  Hare,  415.    See  also  Drewett  v.  Pollard,  27  Bear.  196. 
(r)  9  Hare,  605. 

<«)  Wildes  V  Daries,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  476. 

(0  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  61.    See  slra  St.  Paul  v.  Heath,  13  L.  T.,  N.  a  270;  and  the  obsenraaoot 
on  Middleton  v.  Losh,  in  10  Hare,  426. 
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part  of  the  inoome  towards  the  maintenance  and  sapport  of  her  ^on 
W.,  and  to  aocumulate  the  remainder,  and  after  his  decease  upon 
trust  to  divide  the  capital  and  accumulations  between  the  children  of 
W.,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  W.  without  issue  the  capital  and 
accumulations  to  sink  into  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate ;  he  de- 
cided that  the  accumulation  was  valid  as  a  provision  for  portions, 
relying  mainly  on  ''the  just  principles  of  construction''  adopted  by 
Lord  St  Leonards  in  Barrington  v,  LiddelL 

The  question  chiefly  discussed  in  that  case  was  not  what  is  a  por- 
tion, but  what  interest  must  be  given  to  the  parent  (u).  And  although 
the  subject  of  gift  was,  as  in  Middleton  v.  Losh,  a  pecuniary  legacy 
augmented  by  accumulation,  and  although  it  must  be  admitted  that 
whether  the  testator  has  or  has  not  directed  the  legacy  to  be  taken 
in  satisfaction  of  portions  already  charged  on  the  estate  of  another 
person,  the  result  quoad  the  testator's  own  estate  is  the  same,  yet  the 
presence  of  such  a  direction  brings  the  case  literally  within  the 
words  of  the  act,  and  distinguishes  it  too  widely  from  Middleton  v. 
Losh  to  permit  its  being  regarded  as  an  authority  for  the 
decision  in  the  latter  case.  A  *  similar  direction  would  [*280] 
equally  bring  within  the  letter  of  the  act  a  case  where  (as  in 
Edwards  r.  Tuck)  the  subject  of  gift  was  not  a  pecuniary  legacy  only 
but  the  bulk  of  the  testator's  estate.  But  there  is  no  actual  decision 
to  that  effect. 

A  trust  to  aocumulate  a  legacy  during  a  stated  period,  and  at  the 
expiration  of  it  to  pay  the  income  to  A.  for  life,  and 
afterwards  to  divide  the  capital  among  the  children  of  zSm^t^iu^' 
A.,  is  plainly  not  a  provision  for  raising  portions  for   trust  for  one 
children,  but  only  a  legacy  in  trust  for  a  parent  for  life,   f^temrdsfor 
and  after  his  death  for  Ms  children  {x).    And  it  cannot  w»  chUdreD, 
be  material  to  the  construction  of  the  statute  that  the  ^ 

testator  has  or  has  not  called  the  children's  shares  of  an  accumulated 
fund  their  "  portions  "  (y). 

It  will  have  been  seen  that,  in  Middleton  u  Losh,  the  aggregate 
fund  was  not  necessarily  to  go  to  the  children  of  W.,  but  if  all  his  issue 
died  in  his  lifetime  it  was  to  fall  into  the  residue,  so  that 
it  was  not  in  all  events  a  fund  for  portions.    But  the  ^^iX^SSt''' 
validity  of  the  accumulation  may  well  depend  on  the  according  to 
event :  as  in  B.e  Clulow's  Trusts  («),  where  a  fund  was   wheretTJIT 
directed  to  be  accumulated,  and  was  given  to  the  chil-  ^^.  *^J« 
dren  of  the  testator's  son  (who  took  an  interest  under   *^^  *** 
the  devise) ;    but  if  there  should  be  no  children,  to  such  persons 
as  the  parent  should  by  will  appoint :   Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  said 
that  if  there  had  been  children,  this  might  have  been  upheld  as  a 

(«)  See  this  insiited  on,  S  Dr.  &  Sm.  61. 

IxS  Watt  &  Wood,  S  Dr.  &  Sm.  56. 

(y)  See  per  KinderBlej,  ¥.4/.,  Bourne  v.  Bnoktoo,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  96. 

(«)1J.£m.  6». 
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provision  for  their  portions ;  but  as  there  were  and  coold  be  none, 
and  the  testamentary  power  of  appointment  was  clearly  no  '^  portion  " 
for  the  parent,  the  Y.-C.  held  that  the  direction  to  accumulate  was 
within  sect.  1  of  the  act,  and  invalid  after  the  lapse  of  twenty-one 
years  from  the  testator's  death. 

The  next  question  is,  what  is  the  interest  which  a  parent,  not  being 
the  grantor,  settlor,  or  devisor,  must  take  under  the  conveyance,  set- 
What  interest  tlement,  or  devise,  in  order  to  render  valid  an  accumula- 
the  parent        tion  for  portions  for  his  children  ?    May  it  be  an  interest 

iDust  take  v  • 

under  the  of  any  kind,  or  must  it  be  an  interest  in  the  identical 

devise.  property  from  which  the  income  directed  to  be  accumu- 

lated arises  ?  and  must  it  be  a  substantial  interest,  or  will  a  merely 
nominal  interest  suffice  ?     In  Barrington  v,  Liddell  (a),  Lord   St 

Leonards  read  the  word  ''devise"  in  the  act  as  meaning 
[*281]  "  will,"  and  held,  •  that  the  interest  need  not  be  one  in  the 

very  fund  to  be  accumulated,  and  that  the  legacy  for  building 
a  mansion  house  on  the  estate  of  which  the  parent  was  tenant  for 
life,  gave  him  a  sufficient  interest  within  the  act.  And  as  to  this 
quantum,  the  L.  C.  cited,  with  apparent  approbation,  the  opinion 
expressed  by  Lords  Lyndhurst  and  Brougham  (ft),  and  approved  by 
Lord  Cranworth  (c),  that  any  interest,  however  minute,  was  suffi- 
cient. But,  according  to  Lord  Langdale  (d),  it  would  seem  that, 
where  accumulation  is  directed  for  the  benefit  of  children  of  several 
parents,  if  any  one  parent  takes  no  interest,  the  whole  direction 
fails. 

rv.  —  Destination  of  released  Income.  —  The  destination  of  the 
income  which  the  statute  releases  from  accumulation  has  occasioned 
Destination       much  debate.    The  law  on  this  point,  however,  may  now 

rellwed  frSS  **  ^s  conceived  be  stated  as  follows :  — 
accumulation.  1.  Where  there  is  a  present  gift  in  possession,  and  the 
direction  to  accumulate  is  engrafted  upon  that  gift,  the  statute,  by 
discharging  the  property  from  the  superadded  trust,  has  the  effect  of 
entitling  the  donee  or  successive  donees  to  the  immediate  income,  as 
if  the  prior  gift  had  stood  alone  (e).* 

(a)  a  D.  M.  &  6.  480,  stated  above.  Morgan  «.  Morgan,  15  Jur.  819^  SO  L.  J.  Cb.  109, 
appears  to  decide  that  a  specific  legacy  to  the  parent  will  not  render  valid  an  accnmulatlon 
or  a  general  legacy  to  the  child.    But 'the  case  is  obscure. 

(6)  Erans  v.  Hellier,  6  CI.  &  Fin.  126. 

(e)  Edwards  r.  Tuck,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  40.  Wood,  V.-C.,  appears  to  hare  been  of  the  same 
opinion.  Burt  v.  Sturt,  10  Hare,  423. 

(d)  Evre  «.  Marwlen,  2  Kee.  573.  ,   .  « 

(e)  Tfickev  v.  Trickey,  3  My.  &  K.  660;  Combe  9.  Hughes,  84  Bear.  127,  2  D.  J.  &  S. 
657.  An  absolute  donee'  may,  at  majoritr,  stop  accumulation  directed  for  his  sole  benefit  and 
fequire  immediate  pajrment,  Gosling  v.  Gosling,  Johns.  265.    Secus,  if  any  other  penon  may 

1  See  Haxtun  v.  Corse,  2  Barb.  Ch.  506 ;  Seld.  625 ;  Kilpatrick  v.  Johnson,  16  N.  T. 
Craig  V.  Craig,  3  Barb.  Ch.  76;  Hawler  v.  822;  Phelps  «.  Pond,23N.T.  69;  Philadel- 
James,  5  Paige,  818;  WUliams  v.  Williains,  4    phia  «.  Girard,  46  Penn.  St  1. 
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2.  Where  the  yesting  of  a  contingent  interest  (/),  or  the  posses- 
sion of  a  vested  interest  (g)  is  postponed  till  the  expiration  of  the 
period  of  acctunalation,  the  statute,  by  stopping  the  accumulation, 
does  not  accelerate  the  vesting  in  the  one  case,  or  the  possession  in 
the  other,  but  where  the  property  is  not  a  residue  carries  the  income 
in  the  case  of  personal  property  to  the  residuary  legatee  (h)  ; 

and  in  the  case  of  real  property,  to  the  residuary  *  devisee,  or  [*282] 
heir,  according  as  the  will  does  or  does  not  come  within  the 
statute  1  Yict.  c.  26  (%).  Where  the  residue  is  not  given  absolutely 
but  only  for  life  or  some  other  limited  interest,  the  income  forms 
part  of  the  capital  of  the  residue,  so  that  the  person  having  such  lim- 
ited interest  is  only  entitled  to  the  income  of  such  income  (k).^ 

Where  it  is  residue  that  is  directed  to  be  accumulated,  the  income 
of  such  residue,  when  the  accumulation  is  stopped,  will,  in  obedience 
to  a  well-settled  principle  (Q,  devolve  in  the  case  of  personal  prop- 
erty to  the  next  of  kin  (m),  in  the  case  of  real  property  to  the 
heir  (n),  and  in  the  case  of  a  mixed  fund  to  the  next  of  kin  and  heir 
respectively  (o). 

3.  The  income  of  the  accumulations  follows  the  same  rule ;  there- 
fore if  the  accumulations  arise  from  personal  property  not  being  a 
residue,  the  income  falls  into  the  capital  of  the  residue  (^),  so  that  a 

br  possibility  be  interested,  Gott  v.  Nairne,  8  Ch.  D.  278  (trust  to  buy  advowson);  Harbin  v. 
MastermaOy'L.  R.,  12  Eq.  559  f bequest  to  charity).  A  legatee  of  a  f>md  the  income  of  which, 
subject  to  payment  thereout  of  an  annuity,  is  to  be  accumulated,  cannot,  during  the  life  of 
the  annuitant,  stop  the  accumulation,  and  require  payment  of  the  fund,  subject  to  provision 
being  made  for  the  annuity,  Talbot  v.  Jevers,  L.  R.,  20  Ea.  255;  Weatherall  v.  Thornbui^h,  8 
Ch.  D.  281.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  a  residue,  though  there  is  no  express  trust  to 
aocumul^e,  Re  Hiscoe,  Hiscoe  v.  Waite,  48  L.  T.  510. 

(f)  Jones  9.  Maggs,  10  Hare,  605. 

{g)  Macdonald  v.  Bryce,  2  Kee.  276;  Eyre  v.  Marsden,  id.  674;  Ellis  «.  Maxwell,  8  Beav. 
597;  Nettleton  v.  Stephenson,  3  De  6.  &  S.  866;  I^rd  Barrington  v.  Liddell,  10  Hare,  429; 
Weatherall  v.  Thomburgh,  8  Oh.  D.  261.  Where  accumulation  is  directed  for  a  stated  period, 
"  or  so  much  of  it  as  the  law  will  allow,"  and  the  gift  is  to  take  effect  at  the  expiration  of  the 
stated  period  (without  more),  acceleration  is  excluded  by  the  will  itself,  Talbot  v.  Jevers.  L. 
R.,  20  Eq.  255. 

(A)  ElTis  V.  Maxwell,  3  Bear.  587;  ▲tt.-Glen.  «.  Poulden,  3  Hare,  555:  Jones  v.  Maggs, 
9  id.  605.  -«-TO-» 

0  Nettleton  v.  Stephenson,  8  De  G.  &  8.  366;  Smith  v.  Lomas,  33  L.  J.,  Ch.  578:  Green 
V.  Gascojrne,  4  D.  J.  &  S.  565.  See  also  Re  C^ulow's  Trust,  1  J.  &  H.  689,  where  the  accumu- 
lation being  in  the  nature  of  a  charge  on  real  estate  sank  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  Cf. 
Simmons  v.  Pitt,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  978,  where  a  previously  exUting  charge  was  directed  by  the 
owner  of  it  to  be  accumulated  and  bis  next  of  kin  took  the  excess. 

(A)  Crawley  v,  Crawley,  7  Sim,  427;  Morgan  «.  Morgan,  4  De  G.  &  S.  175, 176.  20  L.  J, 
Ch.  441. 

(I)  Skrymsher  v.  Northcote,  1  Sw.  566. 

(f»)  Macdonald  9.  Bryce,  2  Kee.  276;  Pride  v.  Fooks,  2  Beav.  437;  Elborne  v.  Goods,  14 
Sim.  165;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  288;  Bourne  v.  Buckton,  2  id.  91;  Oddte  v.  Brown, 
De  G.  &  J.  179;  Weatherall  v.  Thomburgh,  8  Ch.  D.  261  (crown  entitled  in  default  of  next 
of  kin). 

(n)  Halford  v.  Stains,  16  Sim.  488:  Wildes  v.  Davies,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  475;  Weatherall  v. 
Thomburgh,  sup.  (crown  in  default  ot  heir). 

(o)  Eyre  v.  Marsden,  2  Kee.  564,  4  My.  &  O.  431;  Edwards  v.  Tuck,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  40; 
Burt  0.  Start,  10  Hare,  415. 

(p)  Crawley  v.  Crawley,  7  Sun.  427;  CNeil  v.  Lucas,  2  Kee.  316;  Morgan  v.  Morgan.  4 
De  G.  &  S.  175,  20  L.  J.  Cfh.  441 ;  Re  Parry,  Powell  v.  Parry,  60  L.  T.  489. 

1  HuU  V.  Hall,  24  N.  T.  6^. 
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tenant  for  life  would  only  be  entitled  to  the  income  of  such  income ; 
and  where  residuary  personalty  is  directed  to  be  accumulated^  the  in- 
come of  the  accumulations,  of  course,  goes  to  the  next  of  kin.  Where 
the  accumulations  arise  from  residuary  real  estate,  the  accumulations 
of  rents  and  profits  seem  to  preserve  their  character  of  realty,  so  that 
the  heir  is  entitled  to  the  income  of  such  accumulations  (q) ;  and  it 
would,  of  course,  follow,  that  where  the  accumulations  arose  from 
real  estate  other  than  residuary,  the  residuary  devisee  would,  under 
the  present  law,  be  entitled.  In  Ellis  v.  Maxwell  (r),  where  the 
rents  of  the  testator's  real  estate  were  directed  to  form  part  of  his 
personal  estate,  and  the  personal  estate  was  directed  to  be 
[*283]  accumulated,  it  was  held  *  that  the  income  of  the  accumula- 
tions went  to  the  residuary  legatees.  The  case  turned  on  the 
special  words  of  the  will. 

The  interest  which,  by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  results  to  the 
Nature  of  the  heir,  will  be  either  a  chattel  interest,  and  pass  on  his 
d°eydvL'to'tife  ^^^^^  ^  ^^  executors  or  administrators  (*),  or  an  estate 
heir.  of  freehold ;  in  the  latter  case  it  will  now  devolve  upon 

his  personal  representatives  (t), 

V,  —  Implied  Tmat  for  Acoumulation.  —  In  applying  the  statutory 
provision  against  accumulation,  regard  is  had  to  the  substance  and 
Trusts  whose  ®ff®<5*>  ^^^  i^ot  to  the  form  and  mere  language  of  an  in- 
effect  is  to  strument ;  for,  if  property  be  disposed  of  in  such  manner 
mulation*heid  ^  either  in  all  events,  or  on  a  contingency  which  hap- 
to  be  within       pens  (u)  to  produce  an  accumulation  of  income,  for  a 

period  exceeding  what  the  statute  authorizes,  it  will  not 
avail  that  there  is  an  absence  of  any  trust  expressly  and  in  terms 
directed  to  this  object. 

An  obvious  case  of  this  nature  is  that  of  a  bequest  of  a  general 
residue  to  a  class  of  persons  (some  of  them  unborn  at  the  testator's 

decease)^  whose  shares  are  not  to  vest  until  the  age  of 
muiation"'  twenty-one  years;  for  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  as  a 
J^dcraresl-  residuary  bequesl^  to  take  effect  in  future,  carries  not 
is^orof  only  the  bulk  or  corpus  of  the  property,  but  also  the 
unborn  iwrsoM  intermediate  income,  it  follows  that  the  statute  is  in- 

K  DUtionty. 

fringed  whenever  the  vesting,  or  even  the  distribution,  is 
postponed  until  a  period  or  event  which  occurs  more  than  twenty- 
one  years  after  the  testator^s  decease,  without  any  express  applica- 
tion of  the  income  accruing  in  the  interval.    Sir  L.  Shadwell  was 

iq)  Eyre  v.  Marsden.  3  Kee.  577;  this  appears  still  mora  plainly  from  Fitch  v.  Weber,  6 
Hare,  l45,  and  other  similar  cases  noticed  post,  which  show  that  the  next  of  kia  tan  take 
fiothinc:  but  what  is  personalty  at  the  time  of  ike  teUator*a  death, 

ir)  12  Beav.  104. 

( s)  Sewell  V,  Denny,  10  Beav.  315. 

h)  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  6. 

(»)  Mathewa  «.  Keble,  L.  B.,  8  Ch.  601. 
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indeed  of  opinion  that  the  statute  did  not  affect  accnmnlation  which 
arose  from  the  nature  of  the  gift,  but  operated  merely  to  strike  out  of 
the  will  so  much  of  a  direction  to  accumulate  as  exceeded  the  pre* 
scribed  limits  (x) ;  his  opinion,  howeyer,  is  clearly  opposed  to  the 
other  authorities  upon  this  question,  including  one  of  the  highest 
court  of  appeal  (y).  There  is  a  plain  distinction  between  such  a  case 
and  the  cases  where  the  property  being  vested  in  an  infant  the  accu- 
mulation is  to  be  assumed  to  be  the  act  of  the  Court  (z). 

*  Where  there  is  a  contingent  legacy  to  A.  to  vest  upon  a  [*284] 
certain  event,  and  an  accumulation  is  directed  in  the  mean 
time,  and  if  the  event  does  not  happen  the  legacy  and  accumulations 
are  given  over  to  B.,  and  at  the  end  of  a  period  greater  than  twenty- 
one  years  (say  thirty  years)  from  the  testator's  death,  the  happening 
of  the  event  is  first  ascertained  to  be  impossible,  so  that  the  gift  to  B., 
then  takes  effect  in  possession,  it  has  been  held  by  Sir  J.  K.  Bruce, 
y.-G.  (a),  that  B.  is  to  have  all  the  intermediate  income  of  the  original 
and  accumulated  fund  between  the  end  of  the  twenty^>ne  years  and 
the  happening  of  the  event;  Sir  J.  Eomilly,  however,  in  a  similar 
case  (6),  intending  to  follow  this  decision,  decided  that  B.  is  to  have 
simple  interest  on  the  amount  of  that  fund  during  the  same  period. 

A  direction  in  a  will  that,  after  providing  for  an  annuity,  the  sur- 
plus income  shall,  during  the  life  of  the  annuitant,  be  laid  out  in 
improvements  and  repairs  of  land  and  houses,  is  not  a  trust  for  accu- 
mulation within  the  meaning  of  the  Thellusson  Act,  and  is  accord- 
ingly valid  (c). 

VL. — Life  Assurance.  —  In  Bassil  v.  Lister  (d)  Sir  O.  Turner, 
y.-G.,  decided  that  a  direction  in  a  will  to  apply  a  sufficient  part  of 
the  income  of  the  testator's  property  in  keeping  up  cer-  . 

tain  policies  which  he  had  effected  on  the  lives  of  his   lonmc^'^oa* 
children  in  their  names,  and  which  in  case  of  their  mar-  ^*^^®  '*^""  * 
riage  he  directed  to  be  settled  on  their  wives  and  chil-  cumulation 
dren,  was  not  a  trust  for  accumulation  within  the  statute,   ^**^  ^^  ^^ 
and  was  therefore  valid  beyond  the  period  of  twenty-one  years  from 
his  death.    He  observes,  ^'  It  was  said  in  argument  that  the  payment 
of  the  income  to  the  Insurance  Gompany  was  itself  an  accumulation ; 

{x\  Elborne  v.  Qoode,  14  Sim.  166;  Corporation  of  Bridfniorth  v.  Collins,  15  id.  538. 

{y)  Evans  v.  Hellier,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  114;  «.  c.nom.  Shaw  v.  Rhodes,  1  Mt.  &  Cr.  135; 
Hacdonald  r.  Brvce,  2  Kee.  276;  Morgan  v,  Morgan,  20  L.  J.,  Ch.  Ill,  16  Jur.  819;  Tench 
V.  Cheese,  6  D.  M.  &  O.  641 ;  Macpherson  v.  Stewart,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  177 ;  and  see  Bective  v, 
Hodgson,  10  H.  L.  Ca.  664.  668. 

(z)  See  per  Wood,  L.  J.,  Mathews  v.  Keble,  L.  B.,  3  Ch.  696:  per  Lord  Cnmworth.  Y.-C.. 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  297.  r~  i  i 

(a)  Morgan  «.  Morgan,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  Ill,  441, 16  Jor.  819. 

(6)  Bryan  v.  Collins,  16  Beav.  14. 

(c)  Vine  9.  Raleigh  (1891),  2  Ch.  13. 

Id)  9  Hare,  177.  And  see  Meller  v.  Stanlej.  2  D.  J.  &  S.  188.  The  decision  in  Bassil 
V.  Lister  was  followed  by  Chitty,  J.,  in  Re  Vanghan,  Halfoid  «.  Close,  W.  N.  1888, 
f.89. 
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that  the  Company  were  recipients  of  the  income  for  the  purpose  of 
accumulation ;  that  what  was  done  was  the  same  thing  as  if  the  rents 
were  paid  to  an  individual,  to  accumulate  in  his  hands,  and  to  be  paid 
over  at  the  death  of  the  life  insured ;  and  the  case  was  presented  to 
the  Court  in  many  similar  points  of  view ;  but  I  do  not  see  how  the 
payment  of  the  premiums  to  the  Insurance  Company  out  of  the 
income  is  an  accumulation  of  the  income.     The  premiums,  when  paid 

to  the  Insurance  Company,  become  part  of  their  general  funds, 
[*28B]    subject  to  all  their  expenses ;  and  although  it  is  true  that  *the 

funds  in  the  hands  of  the  companies  do  generally  produce 
accumulations,  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  accumulations  arise  from 
any  particular  premium.  It  was  said  that  it  was  an  accumulation  as 
to  the  estate,  because  the  estate  receives  back  a  certain  sum  upon  the 
death  of  the  party  whose  life  was  insured ;  but  what  the  estate  receives 
back  is  not  the  accumulation  of  the  income,  but  a  sum  payable  by  the 
office  by  contract  with  the  testator ;  and  is  this  an  accumulation  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute  ?  The  history  of  the  statute  goes  far 
to  show  that  it  is  not,  and  I  think  the  language  of  the  enactment  con- 
firms that  view.  The  enactment  is,  that  no  person  shall  settle  or  dis- 
pose of  real  or  personal  estate,  so  and  in  such  manner  that  the  rents, 
profits,  income,  or  produce  shall  be  accumulated  beyond  the  prescribed 
periods ;  and  these  are  words  which  admit  of  a  clear,  plain  common 
sense  interpretation,  as  referring  to  the  accumulation  of  rents,  profits, 
and  income,  qu&  rents,  profits,  and  income.  Why  is  the  Court  to  put  a 
strained  construction  upon  them,  and  cut  down  the  undoubted  right 
which  existed  before  the  statute,  beyond  what  the  language  of  the 
statute,  in  its  ordinary  interpretation,  imports  ?  It  i^  said  that  the 
Court  ought  to  do  so,  because  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  statute  was 
to  prevent  accumulations  and  the  suspension  of  the  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment ;  but  this  argument  appears  to  me  to  beg  the  question :  for  it 
assumes  that  what  the  petitioner  here  calls  an  accumulation  suspend- 
ing the  beneficial  enjoyment,  was  an  accumulation  intended  to  be  pre- 
vented by  the  statute.  Much  reliance  was  placed  in  the  argument 
upon  the  mischief  which  might  ensue  from  policies  of  insurance  being 
resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  statute,  if  the  dispositions 
of  this  will  were  upheld,  but  I  entertain  no  apprehension  of  any  such 
mischief ;  I  think  that  settlors  and  testators,  who  contemplate  accumu- 
lations, are  far  too  keen-sighted  to  incur  the  risks  to  which  such  a 
course  of  proceeding  would  be  exposed.  On  the  other  hand  I  see 
enormous  mischiefs  which  would  arise  from  the  construction  for 
which  the  petitioner  contends.  The  case  before  us  is  but  one  in- 
stance of  the  difficulties  to  which  such  a  construction  would  lead.  If 
it  be  supported  what  is  to  become  of  partnership  agreements  for  long 
terms  of  years,  where  certain  sums  are  to  be  drawn  out  annually,  and 
the  remaining  profits  are  to  accumulate  and  be  divided  at  the 
end  of  the  terms  ?    What  is  to  be  done  with  policies  of  insurance 
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on  the  lives  of  debtors  (e)  ?    *And  how  is  the  case  of  a  settle-  [*286] 
ment  of  policies  of  insurance,  with  stock  transferred  in  trust 
to  pay  premiums  out  of  the  dividends,  to  be  dealt  with  ?  '' 

The  y.-C.  seems  here  to  argue  that  because  of  the  mode  of  accumu- 
lation adopted  the  statute  did  not  apply ;  but  the  terms  of  the  statute 
are  general,  that  no  person  shall  "  by  deed  or  deeds,  &c.,  ^^^  . 
or  otherwise  howsoever,  settle  or  dispose  of  his  property  on  BaMil  v. 
so  and  in  such  manner  "  that  the  income  thereof  shall  be  ^^  ^•^^* 
accumulated ;  it  can  scarcely  therefore  be  said  that  the  act  does  not 
apply  because  a  particular  mode  of  accumulation  is  resorted  to  (^). 
To  exclude  the  act,  it  must  be  denied  that  there  is  any  accumulation 
of  income  whatever;  but  it  could  not  be  denied,  nor  did  the  learned 
Judge  attempt  to  deny,  that  effecting  an  insurance  was  one  mode  of 
accumulation.  This  answers  the  objection,  that,  <<  though  the  funds 
of  the  company  might  be  accumulated,  it  would  be  impossible  to  say 
what  part  of  such  funds  arose  from  any  particular  premiums  ; "  an 
objection  which  affects  only  the  mode  of  accumulation.  The  testator^s 
estate  instead  of  getting  back  the  total  amount  of  premiums  with 
compound  interest,  a  sum  varying  in  amount  according  to  the  period 
during  which  the  premiums  have  been  paid,  gets  back  a  sum  certain, 
whatever  that  period  may  be.  This  sum  is  not  less  the  result  of  an 
accumulation  because  it  is  of  certain  amount. 

The  decision  was  also  rested  on  the  ground  that  the  sum  paid  back 
was  in  pursuance  of  a  contraety  and  therefore  not  within  the  statute ; 
this  seems  to  beg  the  question,  since,  if  there  be  an  accumulation,  the 
statute  must  reach  it,  whether  it  arise  under  a  contract  or  by  will : 
for  its  terms  are  general ;  and  a  person  can  no  more  contract  that  his 
income  shall  be  accumulated  beyond  the  prescribed  limits,  than  he 
could  direct  by  will  that  it  should  be  so  accumulated ;  indeed,  if  the 
statute  does  not  extend  to  contracts,  it  does  not  touch  any  accumula- 
tion made  by  marriage  settlement,  for  every  such  settlement  is  a  con- 
tract. The  question  what  would  become  of  partnership  agreements 
for  long  terms  of  years,  by  which  a  certain  sum  is  to  be  drawn  out 
and  accumulated  annually,  may,  perhaps,  be  answered  by  another 
question,  namely,  supposing  such  agreements  not  to  be  affected  by 
the  act  in  question,  what  would  become  of  them  when  considered 
with  respect  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities  ?  an  ordinary 
trust  for  *  accumulation,  extending  over  a  long  term  of  years,  [*287] 
(that  is,  as  the  V.-G.  roust  have  meant,  more  than  twenty-one 
years,)  would  be  void  altogether  as  transgressing  the  rule  against 
perpetuities  (A) ;  one  of  two  things,  therefore,  is  clear,  either  such 
agreements  are  not  valid,  or,  if  they  are  valid,  they  are  governed  by 

(<)  The  statute  expressly  excepts  provisions  for  the  payment  of  debts  of  any  person,  see  S 
D.  H.  &  G.  498. 
(f)  But  see  Re  Yaugfaan,  Halford  v.  Close,  W.  N.  1883,  p.  89. 
(qS  And  see  the  observations  of  Lord  Cranwortb,  6  D.  M.  &  Q.  46S. 
(A)  Palmer  «.  Holford,  ante,  p.  216. 
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rules  which  do  not  hold  good  with  regard  to  ordinary  trusts,  and,  in 
eithe;r  case,  no  argument  can  be  drawn  from  this  souioe  in  support  of 
the  decision  in  Bassil  v.  Lister.  Probably  the  partnership  agree* 
ments  in  question  would  be  held  good  on  the  principle  of  the  decision 
in  Bateman  v,  Hotchkin  (t),  before  noticed,  that  an  accumulation 
which  is  capable  at  any  moment  of  being  put  an  end  to  (^),  can 
infringe  neither  the  statutory  rule  against  accumulation,  nor  the 
common-law  rule  against  perpetuities.  Lastly,  as  to  the  question 
what  would  become  of  settlements  of  policies  of  assurance  with  trusts 
for  keeping  them  on  foot  by  payment  of  the  premiums,  the  answer 
seems  to  be,  that  they  are  either  cases  where  security  is  given  fbr  a 
debt,  or  cases  of  settlement  on  a  marriage,  in  which  one  of  the  settlors 
is  the  person  during  whose  life  the  accumulation  is  to  be  made,  both 
of  which  classes  are  within  the  exceptions  of  the  statute  under  which 
a  direct  trust  for  accumulation  would  be  good ;  and  it  is  conceived 
that  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  any  other  settlement  of 
policies  of  assurance  are  good,  where  a  direct  trust  for  accumulation 
would  not  also  be  good. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  the  remarks  of  the  learned  Judge  are 
irrespective  of  the  fact,  that  the  policies  were  effected  in  the  testa- 
tor's lifetime;  his  decision  was,  that  insurance  is  not  a  mode  of 
accumulation  affected  by  the  statute,  and  it  would,  therefore,  have 
been  the  same,  if  the  policies  had  been  effected  after  the  testator's 
death.  By  giving  small  conditional  legacies,  a  testator  could  easily 
procure  persons,  after  his  death,  to  allow  policies  to  be  effected  on 
their  lives,  in  their  names,  and  to  assign  them  to  the  testator's  trus- 
tees, than  which  an  easier  and  cheaper  mode  of  accumulation  could 
not  be  devised. 


g 


^  Ante,  !>.  264. 

i)  See  uowuB  v.  CoUins,  6  Hue,  41S. 
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FROM  WHAT  PEBIOD  A  WILL  SPEAKS. 


I.  As  to  Wills  before  the  Stat.    1  Vict 

c.  26 388 

n.  As  to  Wills  since  1837  ^  Subject  of 

Gift 290  I 
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m.  As  to  WilU  since  1887  ^  Objects  of 

Gift 302 

lY.  As   to  Testamentary  Capacity,  &c.  805 


Fob  some  purposes  a  will  is  considered  to  speak  from  its  date  or 
execution  (a),  and  for  others  from  the  death  of  the  testator :  the  for- 
mer being  the  period  of  the  inception,  and  the  latter  that  ^^^  ^^^ 
of  the  consummation  of  the  instrument.^    In  determin-  period  a  will 
ing  to  which  of  these  the  language  points,  it  is  necessary  "P**"* 
to  distinguish  between  wills  that  are  subject  to  the  act  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
and  those  which  are  regulated  by  the  pre-existing  law. 

r — As  to  "WiOB  before  the  Btat  1  Vict.  c.  26. — First,  it  may  be 
stated  with  regard  to  wills  made  before  the  act,  as  a  general  rule, 
that  wherever  a  testator  referred  to  an  actually  existing 
state  of  things,  his  language  was  deemed  to  be  ref  eren-  present  time 
tial  to  the  date  of  the  will  and  not  to  his  death,  as  this  JJ^:^^^  ^^ 
is  then  a  prospective  event.'    Such,  it  is  clear,  was  the 
construction  of  the  word  "now,"  or  any  other  expressions  pointing  at 
present  time  (5). 

(a)  In  this  chapter,  and  indeed  thronghont  the  present  work,  the  date  an^l  the  period  of 
execation  are  assumed  to  be  identical;  whichf  it  is  obyious,  may  not  be  the  case,  and  then 
the  question  would  arise  —  which  is  to  predominate  ?  It  is  conceived  that,  for  some  purposes, 
the  date,  and  for  others  the  time  of  execution,  would  do  so.  In  refic<^rd  to  the  will's  capacity 
of  operation  on  real  estate  (supposing,  of  course,  the  will  to  be  subject  to  the  old  law),  the 
period  of  the  actual  execution  would  m  the  material  fact;  but  in  regard  to  points  of  construc- 
tion, the  effect  would  sometimes,  perhaps,  generally,  depend  on  the  date,  or  the  time  of 
apparent  execution:  for  instance,  if  a  testator  dated  his  will  1st  January,  1880,  and  executed 
H  on  the  1st  June  in  the  same  year,  a  bequest  in  such  will  of  ''  all  the  Consols  now  standing 
in  mv  name,'*  possibly  might  oe  held  to  para  the  Consols  only  of  which  he  was  possessed  on 
1st  January,  and  not' what  he  had  acquired  between  the  date  and  execution,  and  which  he 
held  on  1st  June.    See  Kandfield  v.  Randfield,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  225. 

(b)  Crossley  o.  Clare,  Ainb.  897,  8  Sw.  320,  n.  See  also  Att.-6en.  v.  Bury,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab. 
sol,  pi.  la,  8' Yin.  Abr.  328,  pi.  2;  Abney  v.  Miller,  2  Atk.  598;  Blundell  «.  Dunn,  cit.  1 
Mad.  438;  see  also,  AU  Souls'  College  v.  Codrington,  1  P.  W.  597;  but  see  Rowland  «. 

1  In  general  a  will  speaks  from  the  death  59  Maine,   825,  332;  Morse  «.  Msson,   11 

of  the  testator,  unless  there  is  indication  of  a  Allen,  36;  Quinn  v.  Hardenbrook,  54  N.  7. 

different  intention.    Canfield  v.  BoHtwick,  21  83 ;  Butler  v.  Butler,  3  Barb.  Ch.  304 ;  Eells 

Conn.  550;  Gold  «.  Judsoo,  id.  613;  Updike  v.  Lrnch,  8  Bosw.  465;  Board  of  Education 

V.  Tomkins,  100  HL  406;  Sharps  v.  Allen,  5  «.  liuld,  36  Ohio  St.  210;  Anshnta  9.  Bfiller, 

Lea,  81.  81  Penn.  St  212. 

*  Gold  9.  Jodson,  japn;  Ererett  «.  Carr, 
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[*289]  *0n  the  same  principle  yerbs  in  the  present  tense  had, 
under  the  old  law^  a  similar  effect  in  restricting  a  devise  or 
bequest  to  the  subjects  or  objects  existing  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
Verbfl  in  pros-  though  in  some  of  the  cases  considerable  reluctance  ap- 
enttenae.  pears  to  have  been  manifested  to  carry  out  this  prin- 

ciple,  where  its  effect  would  be  inconveniently  to  narrow  the  scope 
of  the  willy  by  excluding  any  property  which,  or  any  persons  who 
might  be  presumed  to  be  intended  subjects  or  objects  of  the  testator's 
bounty  (c).^  This  anxiety  to  include  as  wide  a  range  of  objects  as 
possible  had  an  especial  influence  in  cases  of  gifts  to  children  (d). 

Where  a  testator,  in  a  will  regulated  by  the  old  law,  referred  to  a 
specific  subject  of  gift,  he  was  considered  as  pointing  at  the  state  of 
Doctrine  as  to  ^^^  while  he  was  penning  the  instrument,  and  not  at 
specifle  the  time  of  his  decease,  even  though  he  might  not  have 

Deqaests.  ^g^^  ^j^^  word  "  now,"  or  any  other  adverb  emphatically 

denoting  present  time  (e). 

And  a  new  estate  in  leasehold  property,  acquired  by  a  subsequent 
renewal  of  the  lease  or  otherwise,  was  no  less  out  of  the  reach  of  a 
Effect  of  re-  specific  disposition  of  such  property,  as  ordinarily  ex« 
bequest  of°  pressed,  than  an  interest  in  any  other  property  answer- 
leaseholds,  ing  to  the  same  locality;  it  being  considered  that  the 
testator,  when  referring  to  the  property  in  question,  had  in  his  con- 
templation exclusively  the  specific  interest  in  it  of  which  he  was  pos- 
sessed when  he  made  his  wiU,  though  he  had  not  in  terms  referred  to 
such  interest,  but  had  used  expressions  descriptive  of  the  corpus  of 
the  property  (/). 

Gonuch,  9  Cox,  187.  In  the  following  cases  of  a  devise  to  the  heir  male  of  the  bodv  of  A.  now 
livinff,  onder  which  the  heir  apparent  of  A.  living  at  the  date  of  the  will  wouI<f  have  been 
entitled;  the  word  *'heir'*  was  made  to  surrender  its  primary  and  proper  signification,  in 
order  to  give  effect  to  the  word  **  now,*'  with  which  it  stood  associated.  Jnmes  r.  Richard* 
son.  T.  Jon.  99,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  214,  pi.  11,  1  Vent.  834:  2  Lev.  232,  Rarm.  330,  3  Keb.  882, 
Poll.  467 ;  Burchett  v,  Durdant,  on  same  will,  Slcin.  206,  2  Vent.  311,  Garth.  164. 

(c)  Sir  Wilde  v.  Holtzmeyer,  6  Ves.  16;  Bridgman  v.  Dove,  8  Atk.  201;  Bland  9.  Lamb, 
2  J.  &  W.  399;  Ringrose  v.  Bramham,  2  Cox,  384. 

(d)  See  Co.  Litt.  206.    See  also  post,  Ch.  XXX. 

(e)  Cockran  v.  Cockran,  J  4  Sim.  248;  Pattison  v.  Pattison,  1  My.  &  K.  12.  See  also  per 
Wood,  V.-C,  Goodlad  v.  Bamett,  1  £.  &  J.  347. 

(/)  See  Radstone  v.  Anderson,  2  Ves.  418;  Hone  «.  Madcraft,  1 B.  C.  0.  261;  Coppin  v. 
Femyhongh,  2  B.  C.  G.  291. 

1  An  Immediate  gift  to  children  mmplici-  rnle,  however,  will  always  yield  to  the  exprea* 

<er,  without  additional  description,  means  a  sion  of  a  different  intention.  Wood  v.  Bullard, 

gift  to  the  children  in  existence  at  the  death  supra;  Morse  v.  Mason,  11  Allen,  86;  Buz- 

of  the  testator,  if  there  be  any  at  that  time,  by's  Appeal,  supra;  Clarke's  Estate,  82 Penn. 


Shotts  «.  Poe,  47  Md.  613 ;  Benson  v.  Wright,     St.  628.  Thus,  where  it  clearly  appears  that  the 


strued  as  referring  to  thoee  who  are  legally  the  use  of  the  woixl  **  tnen  "  as  introductory 

such,  f . «.  at  the  time  of  the  testattir's  death,  to  the  gift  over  after  the  death  of  the  legatee 

nnlesB  ^  different  intention  is  plainlv  mani-  or  tenant  for  life  prevent  the  general  rule 

fested  by  the  will.  Wood «.  Bui  lard,  lol  Mass.  from  apptving,  unless  it  be  so  used  as  to 

824:  Wiiall  v.  Converse,  146  Mass.  346;  Dove  clearly  incTicate  that  the  next  of  kin  or  heirt 

r.  Torr,  128  Mass.  38;  Minot  v.  Tappui,  122  living  at  the  death  of  the  life  tenant  or  Ieg»- 

Mass.  636;  Abbott  v.  Bradstreet,  8  AJlen,  tee  are  intended.    Wood  v.  Bullard,  anpra; 

587 ;  Bozby's  Appeal,  61  Penn.  St.  111.   The  Dova  v.  Torr,  supra.  Minot  9,  Tappan,  tapra. 
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But  though  the  general  principle  was  settled,  yet  questions  often 
arose  in  consequence  of  the  context  of  the  will  affording  ground  to 
contend,  that  the  testator  intended  any  after-acquired  interest  of 
which  he  might  become  possessed  by  renewal  to  pass  under  the 

bequest  {g). 

*  And  the  same  principle  which  governed  the  construction  of  [♦290] 
expressions  descriptive  of  a  specific  subject  of  disposition  ap- 
plied also  to  the  objects  of  gift.    Inasmuch,  however,  as  questions  of 
this  nature  may  still  arise  in  some  cases  under  the  present  law^  this 
point  will  be  more  conveniently  discussed  later  (A). 

So  also,  under  the  old  law,  where  a  testator  made  a  general  gift  of 
his  real  and  personal  estate,  he  was  considered  as  meaning  to  dispose 
of  these  respective  portions  of  property  to  the  full  ex-  ^^  ^  genend 
tent  of  his  capacity ;  and,  accordingly,  such  a  gift,  in  devises  and 
regard  to  the  real  estate,  was  read  as  a  gift  of  the  prop-  *^'****^* 
erty  belonging  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  his  will 
(he  being  incapable  of  devising  any  other),  and  as  to  the  personalty, 
as  a  disposition  of  what  he  might  happen  to  possess  at  the  period  of 
his  decease.  And  the  reluctance  of  the  courts  to  confine  a  general 
bequest  of  personalty  to  what  the  testator  possessed  at  the  date  of 
the  will  sometimes  (i)  prevailed  against  the  force  of  words  which 
might  seem  so  to  restrict  it.  The  same  principle  also  was  applicable 
to  a  general  bequest  of  any  particular  species  of  personal  property,  as 
of  "my  furniture  and  effects,"  which  accordingly  was  said  to  em- 
brace property  of  this  description  belonging  to  the  testator  at  his 
death  {j). 

The  will  also  was  held  to  speak  from  the  death  of  the  testator  in 
reference  to  gifts  to  classes,  or  fluctuating  bodies  of  persons ;  as  to 
children  or  descendants,  which  applie'd  to  the  persons  Gifts  to 
answering  the  description  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  classes, 
irrespectively  of  those  to  whom  the  description  was  applicable  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  but  who  subsequently  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetime. 

n.  As  to  Bnbjeot  of  Oift  under  the  present  Ziaw.  —  Wills  made  or 
republished  since  the  year  1837,  are  regulated,  with  respect 
to  fche  period  from  which  they  speak,  by  the  act  1  Vict.   ^*^*^r^t 
0.  26,  which  provides  (s.  24),  "  That  every  will  shall  be   i  Vict.  c.  26, 
construed,  with  reference  to  the  real  estate  and  personal   '* 

(g)  See  Carte  9,  Carte,  3  Atk.  174;  James  v.  Dean,  11  Yes.  dS3,  and  15  Yes.  236;  Slatter 
9,  Noton,  16  Yes.  197;  Pooler.  Coates,  2  D.  &  War.  493,  and  1  Con.  &  L.  531;  Churchman 
V.  Ireland,  1  R.  &  My.  250 :  Colfrrave  r.  Manby,  2  Buss.  238.  As  to  renewed  leases  for  lives, 
fee  Marwood  «.  Tnmer,  3  P.  W.  163. 

(h)  See  post,  p.  302. 

ft)  See  canes  cited  ante,  p.  289  note  (c). 

(J)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  200,  pi.  12.  See  also  Banks  v.  Thornton,  11  Hare,  176,  where  a  bequest 
of  ^'  all  the  residue  of  my  property  which  consists  of  stock  "  was  held  to  include  aU  stock 
in  the  testator*s  possession  at  his  death. 
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Will  in  refer-  est<Ue  comprised  in  Uy  to  speak  and  take  effect  as  if  it 
es^eto^peak  ^^^  '^^^  executed  immediately  before  the  death  of  the 
irom  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the 

[*291]  *  This  enactment  must  be  viewed  in  connection  with  sect.  3, 
which  enables  testators  to  dispose  of  all  the  real  and  personal 
estate  to  which  they  may  be  entitled  at  the  time  of  their  death, 
General  deriae  which,  if  not  SO  disposed  of ,  would  devolve  to  their  gen- 
ofreaieet^  ^^sl  real  and  personal  representatives.  Had  the  latter 
to  property  at  clausc  stood  alonc,  it  might  have  been  a  question  whether 
death.  ^^  legislature,  by  merely  enabling  testators  to  dispose 

of  after-acquired  real  estate,  had  so  far  varied  and  enlarged  the  con- 
struction of  a  general  devise,  as  to  make  it  extend  beyond  the  real 
estate  belonging  to  the  testator  when  he  made  his  will,  to  which  the 
established  rules  of  construction,  no  less  than  the  principle  which 
forbade  the  devise  of  after-acquired  real  estate,  previously  restricted 
it.    Any  such  question  is,  of  course,  now  precluded ;  for  by  the  com- 

1  By  legialation  in  moit  of  oar  atates  after-  give  the  statute  a  retroactive  effect.    CuMiini; 

acquired  landa  may  nowiMM  bvwill.    The  v.  Aylwin,  12  Met  169;  Pray  v.  Waterston, 

aaestion  is  one  of  intention,  though  npon  id.  SSB2.  Such  also  is  the  construction  of  the 
lat  point  the  statutes  differ  somewhat;  in  statute  of  New  Hampshire^  Loveren  v,  Lara- 
several  of  the  states,  as  in  Pennsylvania,  the  prey^  2  Foster,  434;  Perkms  r.  George,  45 
law  having  been  so  changed  that  such  lands  N.  H.  463;  Wakefield  v.  Phelps,  87  r^.  H. 
pass  by  the  will  unless  a  contrary  intention  296;  and  of  New  York,  Parker  v.  Bogardus, 
appeara;  in  some  of  the  states,  as  in  New  5  N.  T.  809;  Lrnes  v.  Townf>end,  33  N.  T. 
York,  an  intention  to  pass  future  estates  being  568;  Toungs  v.  Vonngs,  46  N.  T.  264;  Quinn 
declared  to  be  found  (presumptively,  of  course,  v.  Hardenbrook,  54  N.  V.  83;  Green  v.  Djke- 
and  not  conclusively)  in  the  fact  that  the  will  man,  18  Barb.  636;  Ellison  v.  Miller,  11 
purports  to  pass  all  the  testator's  real  estate ;  Barb.  332;  Pond  v.  Bergh,  10  Paige,  140; 
and  in  other  states,  as  in  Massachusetts,  a  De  Peypter  o.  Clendining,  8  Paige,  296; 
clear  and  manifest  intention  being  required  Bishon  v.  Bishop,  4  Hill,  138 ;  and  of  Viigi- 
to  that  end.  The  following  are  some  of  the  nia;  bmith  v.  Edrlngton,  8  Cranch,  ({6. 
authorities  showing  the  differences  in  the  The  statute  of  Maryland  has  been  held  not 
statntes:Pattyv.Goolsbv,  61  Ark.  61;  Dicker-  to  apply  to  wills  made  before  it  took  effect, 
son's  Appeal,'  66  Conn.  ^3 :  Grold  v.  Judson,  though'the  testator  died  afterwards.  Carroll 
21  Conn.  623;  Gibbon  v.  Gibbon,  40  Ga.  662;  v.  Carroll,  16  How.  276.  So  of  the  Pennsylra^ 
Jones  V.  Shewmaker,  86  Ga-  161;  Missionary  nia  statute;  Mullock  v.  Souder,  6  Watts*&  S. 
Soc.  V.  Mead,  131  III.  338;  Williams  v.  John-  198;  and  that  of  Connecticut;  Brewster  v. 
son,  112  III.  61;  Briggs  v,  Briggs,  69  Iowa,  McCall,  16  Conn.  274;  and  of  North  Caro- 


617;    Smith  v.  Hutchinson,  63  Maine,  83;  Una;  Battle  v.  Speight,  9  Ired.  288. 

Meserve  r.  Meserve,  id.  618;  Hill  v.  Bacon,  Under  the  original  of  the  provisions  of  the 

106  Mass.  678;  Hosea  e.  Jacobs,  98  Mass.  Act  of  Massachusetts  above  cited,  the  court  in 

66;    Winchester  v.   Forater,   3    Cn5>h.   366;  Cushing  v.  Aylwin,  supra,  said  that  the  ob» 

Brimmer  o.  Sohier.  1  Cush.  118;  Blaney  v,  ject  of  the  statute  was  to  do  away  with  an 

Blaney.  id.  107;  Brigham  v.  Winchester,  1  inflexible  rule  of  the  old  law,  theretofore  in 


Met.  890;  Wait  «.  fielding,  24  Pick.  136;  force,  which  had  been  found  to  operate  in- 

Morey  e.  Sohier.  63  N.  H.  607;  Gardner  v.  juriously,  often  defeating  the  intention  of  the 

Gardner,  37  N.  J.  £q.  487:  Philtipsburgh  v.  testator  clearly  expressed:  and  it  was  thought 

Bruch,  id.  482;  Byrnes  v.  Baer,  86  N.T.  210;  there  was  no  good  reason  why  the  stntnta 

Edwards  v.  Warren,  90  N.  C.  604;  Common-  should  not  apply  as  well  to  wills  made  before 

wealth  V.  Hackett,  102  Penn.  St.  606;  Church  as  to  those  made  after  the  act,  when  the  will 

9.  Warren  Mannf.  Co.,  14  R.  I.  639;  McGn-  had  not  taken  effect  before  that  time  by  the 

vock  V.  Pugsley,  12  Heisk.  689;  Henderson  death  of  the  testator.    The  court  declared 

V.  Ryan,  27  Texas,  673;  Thomdika  9.  Eej-  that  the  Legislature  had  constitutional  power 

nolds,  22  Gratt  21 .  to  enact  such  a  law,  and  thought  that  the  inten- 

The  statute  of  Massachnsetta  has  been  con-  tion  was  clear.  The  lang^nage  was  general,  and 

■trued  in  several  instances  to  apply  to  a  will  not  restricted  to  wills  made  after  the  statute, 

made  before  the  act  took  effect,  where  the  Wilde,  J.    See  also  Pray  e.  Wateraton,  IS 

death  of  the  testator  oocun  afterwards,  and  Met.  269;  Brimmer  v.  Sohier,  1  Coah.  118. 
this  constmction  ia  there  understood  not  to 
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bined  effect  of  the  3d  and  24th  sections  of  the  statute,  it  is  evident 
that  a  general  devise  of  real  estate  (k\  or  of  the  testator's   ^       ,  ^  _ 

,       *T   .       .  ,  ^  :  V     ,rw       .11  J.      General  deviae 

real  estates  in  a  given  county  or  parish  (/),  will  operate  of  landBin 
on  all  the  property  of  that  description,  to  which  the  tes-  PJ^*^**'" 
tator  may  happen  to  be  entitled  at  his  decease;  and 
though  it  seems  to  have  become  usual  in  practice  to  extend  the 
devise  in  express  terms  to  the  real  estate  belonging  to  the  testator  at 
his  death,  yet  this  must  be  considered  as  a  measure  of  excessive 
caution,  and  not  as  springing  from,  or  sanctioning,  any  serious  doubt 
as  to  the  construction.  Indeed,  to  hold  that  a  general  devise  is  still 
confined  to  real  estate  belonging  to  the  testator  at  the  date  of  his  will 
would  most  inconveniently  narrow,  and  go  far  towards  rendering 
nugatory,  the  enactment  which  declares  the  will  to  speak,  in  regard 
to  the  estate  (real  as  well  as  personal)  comprised  in  it  from  the  death 
of  the  testator.  The  rule  is  thus  stated  by  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  B.,  in 
Chandler  v.  Pocock  (m),  **  When  a  testator  has  given  *  my  personal 
estate '  to  A.,  and  '  my  real  estate '  to  B.,  he  means  under  the  present 
law,  that  that  which  shall  be  personal  estate  at  the  time  of  his  death  is 
to  go  to  A.,  and  that  that  which  shall  be  real  estate  at  the  time  of  his 
death  is  to  go  to  B."  But  a  general  devise  of  lands  in  a  particular 
place  will,  of  course,  not  include  lands  subsequently  purchased,  where 
the  will  expressly  disposes  of  the  latter;  the  contrary  intention 
spoken  of  in  the  act  is  then  clearly  shown  (n). 

The  application  of  the  new  principle  of  construction  to  specific 
bequests,  however,  is  attended  with  more  difficulty.    It  has 
*  given  rise  to  much  litigation,  and  will  probably  give  rise  to  [*292] 
more  before  its  precise  limits  and  effect  are  fully  established. 
The  cases  immediately  in  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature,  pro- 
bably,  were  (1)  that  of  a  specific  bequest  of  a  renewed  . 

leasehold  property  (o),  which,  we  have  seen,  under  the  8.241?  ^"^ 
old  law,  did  not  apply  to  the  new  estate  acquired  by  a  specific  gifts; 
renewal  of  the  lease  subsequently  to  the  will ;  (2)  the  case  of  the 
bequest  of  all  the  testator^s  stock  of  a  given  description,  which 
formerly  would  not  have  included  any  additional  stock  of  the  same 
description  purchased  by  the  testator  after  the  date  of  his  will ;  and 
perhaps  also  (3)  the  case  of  a  bequest  of  a  specific  sum  of  stock  in 
the  funds,  which,  upon  the  same  principle,  did  not  extend  to  substi« 
tuted  stock  subsequently  acquired  by  the  testator,  though  of  precisely 
similar  amount. 

The  applicability  of  the  present  enactment  to  the  first  case  cannot 
be  questioned,  and  its  application  has  been  extended  to  cases  where, 

(h)  O^Toole  «.  Brown,  8  Ell.  &  BI.  572;  Jepson  «.  Key,  S  H.  &  C.  878. 

(/)  Doe  d.  York  «.  Walker,  12  M.  &  Wels.  601. 

(m)  15  Ch.  D.  at  pp.  499,  500. 

in)  Re  Fairer,  8  ir.  Com.  L.  Rep.  870. 

(o)  See  4th  report  of  the  R.  P.  G.  pp.  33,  24,  where  this  is  the  only  case  of  specific  heqnest 
adverted  to  in  connection  with  this  subject;  all  the  otlier  cases  there  contemplated  being  de- 
vises expressed  in  general  terms. 
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to  nnewod  *  after  making  his  will  disposing  of  the  demised  property, 
J®^;  the  lessee  has  bought  the  reversion  in  fee ;   the  newly 

chAMd  rever-  acquired  interest  passes  by  the  will,  notwithstanding  a 
■ion  in  fee;  reference  (commonly  found  in  such  cases)  to  the  term 
for  which  the  property  is  at  the  time  held;  this  being  considered 
only  a  mode  of  describing  the  property,  and  not  as  equivalent  to 
saying,  "I  give  my  present  interest  and  nothing  else"  {p).  The 
latter  mefaning  would  equally  exclude  a  renewed  term  (g). 

It  is  also  clear  that  the  second  case  is  within  the  rule.    Thus,  in 
Groodlad  v.  Burnett  (r),  where  the  testatrix  gave  "her  New  Three- 
and-arquarter  per  Cent.   Annuities"  to  trustees,  upon  the 
[*293]  *  trusts  therein  mentioned ;   and,  after  making  her  will,  pur- 
chased a  considerable  quantity  of  that  stock  in  addition  to 
what  she  possessed  at  the  time  of  making  her  will,  it  was  held  by 

to  specific  "ft  ®^^  ^'  ^'  Wood,  V.-C.,  that  the  whole  was  included  in 
of  stock,  of  the  bequest.  He  thought  the  Wills  Act  must  have  some 
amoimt^         sense  given  to  it  as  regarded  personal  estate;  before 

that  act,  there  was  no  doubt  that,  as  regarded  the  gen- 
eral personal  estate,  the  will  in  most  cases  spoke  from  the  death,  but 
not  in  all ;  and  the  present  was  one  in  which  the  bequest  would  have 
been  confined  to  the  stock  in  the  testatrix's  possession  at  the  time  of 
making  her  will  (s).  It  was  precisely  such  a  case  to  which  the  act 
would  seem  to  have  application ;  the  only  question  was,  did  a  contrary 
intention  appear  by  the  will?  There  was  nothing  to  indicate  such 
an  intention,  except  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  testatrix  having 
described  the  stock  as  ^^my  Three-and-a^uarter  per  Cents.;"  and 
where,  as  here,  the  bequest  was  generic, —  of  that  which  might  be 
increased  or  diminished,  —  that  circumstance  was  insufficient 

The  same  principle  has  been  applied  to  a  devise  of  land.  Thus  in 
Strevens  v.  Bayley  (f),  where  the  testatrix  devised  to  the  plaintiff 
to  a  deyise  of  ^'  the  lands  of  Curramore,^  and  devised  all  the  residue  of 
»M to inc&de  ^®'  ^^  estate  to  the  defendant.  The  townland  of  Cur- 
afteivacquired  ramore  had  originally  been  held  in  undivided  moieties, 
Jands  of  a;       gj^^j  there  had  been  a  partition  under  which  the  testatrix 

(0)  Stnithen  «.  Strntheri,  5  W.  R  809:  Miles  r.  Miles,  L.  R.,  1  Elq.  469;  Cox  v.  Bennett, 
L.  R.,  6  Eq.  433;  Sazton  «.  Saxton,  13  Ch.  D.  359.  Sect.  23  of  the  Act  was  also  relied  on, 
as  to  which  vide  ante,  p.  131,  n.  In  Emuss  «.  Smith.  2  De  G.  &  S  722,  it  was  held  that  a 
devise  of  "all  my  freehold  estate  at  Brickhoose  Lene  which  I  purchased  of  B./'  hy  a  testa- 
tor who  had  before  making  his  will  purchased  of  B.  an  estate  in  that  lane,  partly  freehold 
and  partly  leasehold,  did  not  pass  the  reyen^ion  in  fee  afterwards  purchased  from  C.  of  the 
part  theretofore  leasehold.  Similarly  in  Re  KnighU  Kni|rht  0.  Burizess.  34  Ch.  D.  518,  a  tes- 
tator fcaye  all  the  plate,  &c..  which 'should  be  in  and  abnnt  the  dwelling-house  in  which  he 
should  reside  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  "toother  with  the  lease  of  rach  house*'  to  bis 
wife ;  at  the  date  of  his  will  he  was  residincr  in  a  house  which  he  held  for  a  abort  term  at  a 
rack  rent;  several  years  afterwards  he  oarted  with  tne  lease  of  that  house  and  purchased  a 
freehold  house  in  which  he  resided  at  bis  death:  it  was  held  by  North,  J.,  that  the  wife  was 
not  entitled  to  the  freehold  nouse. 

(q)  See  Wedgwood  o.  Denton.  L.  R.  12  Ea.  290.  295.  296. 

(r)  1  K.  &  J.  841.  See  also  Drake  v.  Martin.  23  Beav.  89;  Trinder  «.  Trinder,  L.  R.,  1 
£q.  697;  and  per  .lessel,  M.  R.,  L  R.,  30  £q.  312. 

U)  Compare  Banks  v.  Thornton,  11  Uara,  176. 

(0  8  Ir.  Uw  Rep.  N.  8.  410. 
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was,  at  the  date  of  her  will,  entitled  to  one  portion  in  severalty ;  and 
after  the  date  of  her  will,  she  purchased  the  other  portion.  It  was 
held  that  the  whole  townland  passed  to  the  plaintiff.  Monahan,  C.  J., 
who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court,  considered  that  the  descrip- 
tion comprised  the  whole  townland,  and,  consequently,  included  all  in 
the  townland  of  which  the  testatrix  was  seised  at  her  death. 

So  in  Castle  t^.  Fox  (u),  where  a  testator,  being  entitled  to  the  man- 
sion-house of  Gleeve  Court  and  lands  adjoining,  devised  '*  his  mansion 
and  estate  called  Cleeve  Court "  to  certain  persons,  and  the  residue 
of  his  property  to  certain  other  persons ;  and  afterwards,  at  different 
times,  bought  other  pieces  of  land,  which  he  added  to  Cleeve 
Court,  and  treated  and  spoke  of  them  as  part  *  thereof ;  Sir  R.  [*294] 
Malins,  V.-G.,  said  he  was  required  by  sect  24  to  ask  the  ques- 
tion what  it  was  the  testator  called  the  Gleeve  Court  Estate  at  the 
time  of  his  death ;  and  finding  upon  the  evidence  that  these  additions 
were  then  regarded  and  treated  by  the  testator  as  part  of  the  estate, 
he  held  that  they  passed  as  such  under  the  specific  devise. 

So  also,  where  a  (x)  testator  bequeathed  all  his  share  and  interest 
in  a  partnership  business  and  in  the  real  and  personal  estate  employed 
or  invested  therein  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  continue  the  business  at 
the  discretion  of  his  wife,  and  to  pay  to  her  a  sum  equal  to  a  share  in 
the  profits  of  the  business ;  the  testator  afterwards  acquired  the  whole 
of  the  business :  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Bacon,  Y.-C,  that  the  whole 
business  passed  and  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the 
income. 

This  rule  of  construction,  however,  would,  according  to  the  general 
terms  in  which  the  enactment  is  framed,  apply  to  many  cases  in  which 
its  effect  would  be  less  decidedly  salutary,  nay,  where  it  ^  ^  ^^^  ^^ 
would,  in  all  probability,  defeat  the  intention;  for  ex-   "my  house  in 
ample,  suppose  that  a  testator,  having  a  house  in  Grosve-  ^*  "q"*™-*' 
nor  square,  bequeaths  it  by  the  description  of  his  messuage  in  that 
square,  and  afterwards  sells  the  property,  and  purchases  another 
house  in  the  same  square,  of  which  he  is  possessed  at  his  decease, 
the  bequest  will  comprise  the  new  acquisition  if  the  enactment  which 
makes  the  will  speak  from  the  death  is  literally  construed.    So  (to 
put  a  stronger  case),  suppose  that  a  testator,  having  a   _     «« 
small  farm  in  the  parish  of  A.,  devises  ^'aU  that  his  estate  in  the 
estate  in  the  parish  of  A.,"  and  that  subsequently  to  the   P*™**  °'  ^" 
will  he  disposes  of  the  farm  in  question,  and  purchases  another  in 
the  same  parish,  but  of  ten  times  the  value,  which  he  continues  to 
hold  until  his  decease,  or  such  larger  farm  may  have  devolved  on  the 

(«)  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  543.  See  Webb  9,  Byng,  1  K.  &  J.  580,  a  very  similar  case,  where  the 
after-acqnired  proper^  was  held  not  to  pass  throngh  insaiBciency  of  eridence  to  prove  that 
It  was  regarded  by  toe  testatrix  as  part  of  the  estate  devised.    Citing  this  case,  R.  P.  S. 

S.  872,  Lord  St.  Leonards  says,  **  Ck>nsider  this  case.'*    As  to  the  admissibility  of  soch  evi- 
ence,  see  t.  e.  and  other  cases  post,  Ch.  XIII. 
(ar)  Be  Rassell,  Russell «.  Chell,  19  Ch.  D.  493. 
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testator  by  descent  or  otherwise  without  any  spontaneous  act  on  his 
part,  or  even  without  his  knowledge,  or  when  incapable  of  altering 
his  will;  in  either  case  the  newly-acquired  estate  must,  it  is  con- 
ceived, if  the  words  of  the  act  are  taken  as  they  are,  be  held  to  pass 
by  the  devise  (y). 

It  may  even  happen  that  by  a  strict  application  to  specific  gifts, 
of  the  principle  which  makes  the  will  speak  from  the  death,  a  gift  of 
this  nature  might  be  invalidated  for  uncertainty.  For  instance, 
[*295]  if  a  testator,  having  a  house  in  the  Strand,  devises  it  *  by  the 
description  of  his  house  in  the  Strand,  and  afterwards  acquires 
another  in  the  same  place,  and  holds  both  houses  at  the  time  of  his 
Effect  where  ^®c®^®>  ^^  ^^  evident  that  the  statutory  provision  would, 
there  is  more  in  such  a  case,  by  bringing  both  the  houses  within  the 
jSct"of  g1ft"iu  *®r"^s  of  the  description,  render  the  devise  void  for  un- 
the  death  of  certainty;  unless  it  could  be  ascertained  by  extrinsic 
testator.  evidence  which  of  them  was  intended  («).     To  avoid 

such  a  consequence,  probably  it  would  be  held  that  the  fact  of  the 
testator's  ownership  of  one  house  only  at  the  date  of  the  will  was  a 
sufficient  indication  of  his  meaning  that  house ;  and  yet  this  is,  pro 
tanto,  a  departure  from  the  principle  of  the  enactment  under  consid- 
eration ;  for  had  the  devise  been  in  terms  of  the  house  in  the  Strand 
which  should  belong  to  the  testator  at  his  decease,  there  would  have 
been  no  ground  for  distinguishing  between  the  house  that  belonged 
to  him  when  he  made  his  will,  and  that  which  he  subsequently  ac- 
quired :  so  that,  if  the  extrinsic  evidence  failed  to  show  which  of  the 
two  houses  was  intended  (if,  indeed,  evidence  is  admissible  in  such  a 
ease  (z),)  the  plurality  would  be  fatal  to  the  devise. 

But  the  courts  have  striven  to  find  a  reasonable  meaning  in  the  act. 
"Suppose,"  said  Sir  J.  K.  Bruce  (a),  "a  man  to  have  a  brown  horse 
Ck>ntraTy  in-  ^^^  bequeath  it,  and  then  to  sell  it  and  buy  another 
tention  indi-  brown  horsc,  and  die,  does  the  horse  of  which  he  was 
mitare  of  a  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  death  pass  ?  "  Or  suppose 
specific  gift  a  man  to  have  a  picture,  say,  of  the  Holy  Family,  by 
some  inferior  artist,  and  to  bequeath  it  as  "  my  Holy  Family,"  then 
to  sell  it,  and  afterwards  to  acquire  a  far  better  one  on  the  same  sub- 
ject painted  by  an  eminent  artist :  Sir  W.  P.  Wood  thought  it  would 
be  a  monstrous  construction  to  hold  that  the  latter  picture  would 
pass ;  and  he  observed  that  where  there  was  a  distinct  reference  to  a 
distinct  and  specific  thing  incapable  of  increase  or  diminution,  and 
not  to  a  genus,  there  was  an  indication  of  a  contrary  intention  suffi- 
cient to  exclude  the  rule  which  makes  the  will  speak  from  the  testa- 

(«)  The  terms  of  gift  here  sapposed  an  more  partieolar  than  those  in  Doe  d.  Ycnrk  v.  Walker, 
IS  M.  &  Wei.  591. 

(z)  As  to  this,  vide  post.  Gh.  XITI. 

(a)  Emuss  tt.  Smith,  3  De  G.  &  8.  722.  Bat  if  a  breeder  of  bones  shoald  bequeath  "hit 
yearlings,'*  and  sarrive  into  the  next  year,  the  vearlings  of  the  latter  year  and  not  those  of 
the  former  (now  two  year  olds)  would  probablj'  be  held  to  pass. 
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tor's  death  (b),  No  such  case  as  that  of  the  house,  the  horse,  or 
the  picture  has  ever  been  brought  into  court.  If  the  question 
should  ever  arise,  it  may  be  expected  that  the  desire  to  avoid  a 
"  monstrous  '^  result  will  exercise  a  preponderating  influence  on  its 
determination  (c). 

*  The  third  case  mentioned  above,  namely,  that  of  a  specific    [*296] 
bequest  of  a  definite  sum  of  stock,  is  somewhat  different ;  for 
though  incapable  of  increase  or  diminution,  i.e,  not  generic,  yet  any 
other  equal  sum  of  the  same  stock  is  practically  iden-  in.     ^    f. 
tical ;  and  the  question  is  whether  the  old  rule,  according   applicable  to 
to  which  such  a  bequest  did  not  extend  to  the  substituted   q^t^ofltock 
stock,  though  of  precisely  equal  amount  {d),  has  been  of  a  definite 
altered  by  the  act.     In  Re  Gibson  («),  where  a  testator,   *™**"°'» 
having  1,000^.  N.  B.  railway  stock  bequeathed  '^  my  one  thousand 
railway  shares,"  and  afterwards  sold  his  1,000^.  stock,  and  at  various 
times  bought  stock  and  shares  of  the  N.  B.  railway  exceeding  the 
amount  bequeathed,  and  was  possessed  of  them  at  his  death ;   it  was 
contended  that  although  the  legacy  was  specific,  and  according  to  the 
old  law  adeemed,  yet  under  sect.  24  of  the  act  the  legatee  was  entitled 
to  have  his  legacy  satisfied  out  of  the  newly-purchased  shares :  but 
Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C.,  said  the  testator  had  distinctly  referred  to  one 
thing  in  his  will  which  was  no  longer  in  existence  at  the  time  of  his 
death :  that  thing  and  that  only  could  be  considered  as  the  subject 
of  the  bequest     The  claim  therefore  failed.    This  in  principle  covers 
a  case  where  the  substituted  stock  is  exactly  equal  to  the  original 
subject  of  bequest 

Again  in  Sidney  v.  Sidney  (/),  where  a  testator  recited,  as  the  fact 
was,  that  his  son  owed  him  1,440^.  or  thereabouts,  secured  by  bills, 
notes,  or  otherwise  (the  precise  amount  was  1,400Z.),  and   ^^^  ^  release 
released  him  from  the  payment  of  interest  up  to  the  time   of  a  specific 
of  the  testator's  death ;  this  debt  was  afterwards  paid  off,   ^^'^^  ^•*'*' 
but  another  of  1,290^.   was  incurred,  which  was  partly  secured  by 
notes  and  partly  unsecured,  and  which  remained  due  at  the  testator's 
death.     "  The  question  is,"   said  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  R.,  "  how  far  the 
provisions  of  s.  24  apply  to  gifts  of  legacies  as  distinguished  from 
gifts  of  residue.      The  first  question  to  be  considered  in  all  these  cases 


stated.  Wood,  V.-C., 
referred  to  Lord  Hardwicke's  doctrine  in  AyeWn  v.  Ward,  1  Tea.  423,  that  the  substitution 
of  one  entire  fund  (not  pnrchased  bit  by  bit)'foi  another  of  equal  amount  was  a  revival  of 
the  bequest.  But  since  1  Vict.  c.  26,  a  bequest  of  personalty  once  adeemed  cannot  be  revived 
by  parol,  and  the  **  continuing  operation  "  of  a  will  under  s.  24  extends  only  to  uninterrupted 

gi'to. 

(e)  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  069.  A  bequest  of  railway  *' shares*'  generally  includes  railway  stock, 
Morrice  v.  Aylmer.  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  717. 

if)  L.  R.,  17  Eq.  65.  A  release  by  will  of  debts  is  clearly  a  gift  of  personal  estate 
within  s.  24,  Everett  v.  Everett,  7  Ch.  D.  428 ;  in  this  case  a  release  of  specified  debts  "  now 
due  and  of  all  other  moneys  due  from  "  the  legatee,  was  held  to  include  after-incurred  debt*. 
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18  what  does  the  instrument  mean  ? ''  And  he  held  that  the 
[*297]  will  meant  to  describe  a  specific  sum  then  existing,  and  *  that 
consequently  it  could  not,  under  s.  24,  be  read  as  speaking  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  so  as  to  include  a  new  subject, 
viz.,  the  interest  on  the  new  debt  The  legacy  was  therefore 
adeemed  (g). 

So  in  Be  Gray,  Dresser  v.  Gray  (A),  where  a  testator  holding  70 
shares  of  1002.  each  in  an  unlimited  banking  company  bequeathed  60 
Gift  of  shares  such  sharcs  to  be  held  upon  certain  trusts ;  the  company 
compaoy^^b-  ^^  Subsequently  registered  as  a  limited  company  under 
sequentiy  oon-  the  same  Style,  with  the  addition  of  the  word  '^  Limited '' ; 
limited""^  *  ^^^^  share  of  100/.  was  converted  into  two  shares  of  the 
company.  nominal  value  of  601.,  and  an  option  was  given  to  share- 

holders to  have  an  increased  number  of  shares  allotted  to  them  to 
make  the  amount  equivalent  in  value  to  their  old  shares ;  the  testa- 
tor having  availed  himself  of  this  option,  140  new  shares  were  allotted 
to  him  which  he  held  at  his  death ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  £.  Kay,  J., 
that  this  was  not  a  specific  but  a  general  bequest,  amounting  in  effect 
to  a  bequest  of  so  much  money  as  at  the  death  of  the  testator  would 
have  been  sufficient  to  buy  50  shares  in  the  original  company,  and  that 
the  bequest  failed,  not  on  the  ground  of  ademption  but  because  it 
had  become  impossible,  by  circumstances  of  which  the  testator  was 
aware,  to  determine  what  amount  of  money  should  be  set  apart  for 
the  persons  entitled  to  the  gift. 

Another  question  is  whether  the  enactment  which  makes  the  will 
speak  from  the  death  has  the  effect  of  carrying  forward  to  that  period 
words  pointing  at  present  time.  For  instance,  supposing 
makes woitis  a  testator  to  bequeath  ''all  that  messuage  in  which  I 
of  present  ,j^,^  reside,"  and  that  after  making  his  will  he  changes 
tMtator*8  his  residence  to  another  house  belonging  to  him,  which 

death.  ^^  continues  to  occupy  until  his  death,  does  the  act 

make  the  word  "now"  apply  to  the  house  occupied  by  the  testator 
at  his  death  ?  It  is  conceived  that  the  principle  will  not  be  carried 
such  a  length,  and  that  this  would  be  considered  as  a  case  in  which 
"  a  contrary  intention  appears  by  the  will : "  for  the  reference  is  to  a 
specific  thing  then  in  existence,  and  the  words  "  in  which  I  now  re- 
side "  are  the  only  distinguishing  terms  of  description. 
[♦298]  *  So  where  the  words  describing  the  subject  of  gift  are  far 
more  general,  yet  if  they  expressly  point  to  the  present  time,' 

(a)  See  also  MaxweH  v.  MaxweH,  L.  R.,  4  H.  L.  506,  as  to  expresrions  sbowtoff  aninten- 
tion  to  refer  only  to  the  state  of  ciicnmstances  existing  at  the  ™« Jj' ™.^"'  ^  '^"**h 
if  specific  under  the  old  law,  is  specific  also  under  the  new.  The  M  ills  Act,  ».  84,  gl^  it 
an  enlareed  operation;  but  the  nature  of  the  bequest  is  not  altered.  ,8ee  Bothamlgir  r.  Bhei^ 
son,  L.  R..  20  Eq.  818.  A  gift  of  property  "to  which  I  am  entitled  under  the  wOl  rf  A.; 
was  held  to  pass  money  afterwards  received  by  the  tertator  under  that  will  and  inyettediii 
his  own  name,  together  with  other  moneys,  it  being  atUl  tr^sMible,  Morgan  •.  Hiomaa,  6  CJh. 
D  176. 

(k)  86  Ch.  D.  805. 
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and  aie  manifestly  used  with  reference  to  the  period  when  the  will 
is  made  (t),  the  operation  of  the  act  is  excluded.  Thus, 
in  Cole  V.  Scott  (J),  where  by  will,  dated  the  29th  of  ^*' ""'  ^""^ 
April,  1843,  the  testator,  after  devising  ''the  house  in  which  I  now 
reside,"  and  also  making  another  devise  of  the  ''  residue  and  remain- 
der of  my  messuages,  &g.,  whereof  I  am  now  seised  or  possessed," 
also  devised  and  bequeathed  "  all  such  manors,  &c,  as  well  freehold 
as  copyhold  and  leasehold,  as  are  now  vested  in  me,  or  as  to  the  said 
leasehold  premises  shall  he  vested  in  me  at  the  time  of  my  death  as 
trustee  or  mortgagee,"  the  question  was  whether  after-purchased 
property  passed  under  the  residuary  devise ;  and  it  was  held  by  Sir 
L.  Shadwell,  V.-C,  and,  on  appeal,  by  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  that  the 
after-purchased  property  did  not  pass.  Both  judges,  especially  the 
former,  relied  on  the  contrasted  use  of  words  importing  a  distinction 
between  the  estates  then  vested  in  the  testator  and  those  he  might 
thereafter  acquire,  and  concluded  that  the  word  "  now  "  must  be  re- 
ferred to  the  date  of  the  will.  If  the  will  had  been  undated,  the 
L.  G.  thought  (for  reasons  not  expressed)  that  ''  now "  must  under 
the  act  be  referred  to  the  time  of  the  death. 

But  whether  the  will  is  dated  or  not.  Cole  v.  Scott  is  not  an 
authority  for  giving  to  the  word  "  now  "  the  effect  of  excluding  after- 
acquired  property  in  every  case  in  which  the  testator  gives  that  of 
which  he  is  "now  seised"  or  "now  possessed."  Thus  in  Wagstaff  v. 
Wagstaff  (A),  a  gift  of  "all  my  ready  money,  shares,  freehold  prop- 
erty, plate,  pictures,  and  any  other  property  that  I  may  now  possess, 
except  the  house  at  P.,"  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Komilly  to  include  all  the 
personal  property  of  the  testator  at  his  death.  He  appears  to  have 
thought  there  was  no  difference  between  the  words  "  I  possess  "  and 
"  I  now  possess."  As  a  matter  of  grammar^  both,  it  is  true,  express 
the  present  time ;  but  upon  the  question  of  indicating  a  contrary  in- 
tention within  the  act,  the  introduction  of  the  word  "  now  "  seems  to 
go  much  further  towards  indicating  an  intention  to  give  only  what 
the  testator  has  at  the  time  (Z).  Something  more  than  this 
single  ♦  word,  however,  will  generally  be  wanted  for  that  pur-  [*299] 
pose:  some  more  pointed  distinction  must  be  drawn  (at least 
in  the  case  of  a  general  gift)  between  what  belongs  to  the  testator  at 
one  time  and  what  belongs  to  him  at  the  other.  And  "  now "  has 
never  been  so  construed  since  the  act  as  to  produce  intestacy  (m). 

Again,  in  Be  Midland  Railway  Company  (n),  where  a  testator  gave 


ft)  See  Sugd.  R.  P.  S.  p.  872. 
\i)  16  Sim.  259, 1  M.  &  ~ 
Xk)  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  229. 


16  Sim.  259, 1  M.  &  Gord.  518.    See  also  Douglas  t;.  Douglas,  Kay,  400. 


(0  See  per  Turner,  L.  J.,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  487.  ConverNly,  a  gift  of  the  leasehold  htrase 
and  premises  '*  in  which  I  now  reside  "  was  held  to  pass  a  part  or  the  house  which  had  since 
the  date  of  the  will  been  entirely  separate  from  the  nouse,  &c.,  and  leased  as  a  shop,  Re  Ed- 
wards, Rowland  v.  Edwards,  68  h.  T.  481. 

(m)  See  especially  Hepburn  v.  Skirving,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  651,  a  strong  decision,  especially  as 
to  the  bank  shares. 

(n)  34  Beav.  525.    That  a  devise  of  a  house  will  generally  carry  the  garden,  see  poet,  Ch. 
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^'  all  that  my  messuage  situate  in  Bordgate  in  Otley,  wherein  my  son 
D.  now  resides,  with  the  stables  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging 
and  therewith  occupied/'  and  afterwards  bought  a  piece  of  land  ad- 
joining the  house,  which  he  attached  to  it  as  a  garden ;  it  was  held 
by  Sir  J.  Bomilly  that  the  garden  passed  with  the  house.  In  his 
opinion  it  was  as  if  the  testator  had  said,  '^I  give  my  farm  White- 
acre,  now  in  the  occupation  of  J.  S. :"  but  he  added  that  if  the 
devise  had  been  of  **  the  messuage  as  it  now  stands,  and  the  lands 
now  held  therewith  by  D.,"  it  would  not  have  included  the  after- 
acquired  garden.  In  the  case  first  put  by  the  M.  E.,  the  reference  to 
occupation  is  not  an  essential  part  of  the  description  (o)  :  in  the  sec- 
ond it  is ;  the  subject  of  gift  cannot  be  identified  without  it,  and  the 
word  ''now"  would  confine  the  gift  to  land  so  occupied  at  the  date  of 
the  will  (p). 

But  it  is  clear  that  words  which  merely  import  but  do  not  emphat- 
ically refer  to  time  present,  as  a  general  devise  or  bequest  of  prop- 
Verb*  in  erty>  or  of  property  of  a  particular  genus,  of  which  "  I 
present tenae.  am  seised"  or  "am  possessed,"  will  generally  include 
all  or  all  of  that  genus  to  which  the  testator  is  entitled  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  though  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  will  (q).  And  the 
effect  of  the  statute  ought  not  to  be  frittered  away  by  catching  at 
doubtful  expressions  for  the  purpose  of  taking  a  case  out  of  its  oper- 
ation (r).  Thus  in  Lilford  v.  Keck  («),  where  a  testator  devised  all 
the  freeholds  "of  which  I  am  seised,"  and  then  devised  to  corres- 
ponding uses  all  the  copyhold  and  leasehold  property  "of 
[*300]  which  I  am  or  at  the  time  of  my  death  shall  be  *  possessed ; " 
it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Bomilly  that  after-purchased  freeholds 
passed  by  the  former  devise.  So  in  He  Ord  {t).  where  a  testator, 
possessed  of  leaseholds  at  C,  part  of  which  was  charged  with  a 
mortgage  and  the  rest  with  an  annuity,  devised  all  his  leasehold 
lands  at  C,  charged  with  the  mortgage  debts  charged  thereon,  "and 
also  with  the  annuity  now  charged  thereon,"  to  his  son ;  and  after- 
wards bought  other  leasehold  lands  at  C. ;  it  was  argued  that  the 
devise  was  confined  to  such  leaseholds  as  were  charged  with  thfe 
mortgage  and  annuity,  a  construction  which  of  course  excluded 
the  after-bought  lands;  but  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
affirming  the  decision  of  Sir  C.  Hall,  V.-C,  that  the  reference  to  the 

XXIV.  In  a  cane  where  a  testator  devised  to  A.  a  cotUge  at  X.  and  premises  thereto  be- 
longing '*  which  I  have  lately  purchased,"  it  was  held  that  the  devise  did  not  include  a  piece 
of  garden  ground  adjoining'  the  cottage,  but  acquired  after  the  date  of  the  will.  Cave  v» 
Harris,  W.  X.  1887,  p.  187.  See  as  to  the  effect  of  a  specific  devise  of  lands  ''  in  their 
present  state,"  Re  Portal  and  Lamb,  30  Ch.  D.  50. 
(o)  See  Chnmberl^in  v.  Turner,  Cro.  Car.  129. 

Jp)  Hutchinson  v.  Barrow,  6  H.  &  N.  583;  Williams  o.  Owen,  9  N.  R.  585. 
q)  Doe  d.  York  «.  Walker,  12  M.  &  Wei.  591 ;  Lady  Langdale  «.  Briggs,  8  Sm.  &  Gif. 
I,  8  D.  M.  &  0.  391. 

(r)  Per  Cotton,  L.  J.,  Everett  v.  Everett,  7  Ch.  D.  428. 
(t)  80  Beav.  300. 
(0  12  Ch.  22,  affirming  the  decision  of  Sir  C.  Hall,  y.-C.,  9  Ch.  D.  667. 
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charges  (which  was  not  quite  accurate)  was  insufficient  to  deprive  the 
words  of  gift  of  their  proper  interpretation  under  the  act 

In  order  to  avoid  all  such  questions,  a  testator  should  add  to  his 
description  of  property  specifically  disposed  of  expressions  incapable 
of  being  applied  or  not  likely  to  apply  to  any  other.  Practical  sug- 
He  should  give  "  the  house  No.  23  in  Grosvenor  Square,"  ge»tion. 
or  '<  his  farm  in  the  parish  of  A.  called  B.,  now  in  the  occupation  of 
G."  (all  which  particulars  could  hardly  coincide  in  two  instances),  or 
^'all  lands  in  the  county  of  C.  to  which  he  is  entitled  at  the  date  of 
his  wilL"  The  last  restriction  seems  in  general  the  best,  as  it  pre- 
cludes the  possibility  of  after-acquired  property  being  let  in. 

It  has  hitherto  been  assumed,  and  the  assumption  pervades  all  the 
cases,  that  the  words  of  the  act  ^^  every  will  shall  be  construed,  with 
reference  to  the  real  and    personal  estate  comprised   us.  24 
therein,  to  speak  and  take  effect  as  if,"  &c.,  are  not  to   *PP"^t**^®  ]^ 
be  taken  in  their  literal  sense  as  meaning  "  real  and  per-  cepted  from 
sonal  estate  then  actually  comprised  therein"  (L  e.,  de-   ^^^^ 
vised  thereby).    It  is  plain  that  this  sense  was  not  intended,  for  the 
context  shows  that  the  enactment  has  reference  to  property  not  then 
actually  comprised  in  the  will  (u).    The  true  meaning  ap- 
pears to  be  "  with  reference  to  ♦  the  question  what  estates  are  [*301] 
comprised  in  any  disposition  in  the  will."     If  this  is  so,  it 
disposes  of  a  point  raised  and  left  unsettled  in  Hughes  v.  Jones  (x), 
namely,  whether  the  enactment  is  applicable  to  exceptions  from 
a  devise  ?     To  hold  that  it  is,  would  (it  was  argued)  be  to  make 
the  will  speak  from  the  death  with  refeience  to  property  excluded 
from  it,  whereas  the  act  makes  it  so  speak  only  with  reference  to 
property  comprised  in  it.    This  argument  proceeds  upon  a  mistake. 
The  whole  question  is,  what  is  comprised  in  the  terms  ?    This  cannot 
be  answered  without  taking  into  consideration  and  construing  all  the 
terms  of  the  description,  as  well  those  which  exclude  as  those  which 
include.    And  if  a  man  devises  all  his  real  estate  except  his  copy* 
holds  or  except  his  estates  in  the  county  of  B.,  or  bequeaths  all  his 
stock  except  consols,  good  sense  requires  that  both  parts  of  the 
description,  being  equally  general  or  generic,  should  be  construed  to 
speak  as  from  the  same  time.    If  the  exception,  or  exclusive  portion, 
refers  to  an  actually  existing  state  of  things,  it  must,  of  course,  be 

(«)  S«e  per  Tamer,  L.  J.,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  486  (where  the  word  **  is  "  is  misplaced,  see  26  L. 
J.,  Ch.  49).  See  also  the  remarks  of  Lindley,  L.  J.,  in  Re  Portal  and  Lamb,  30  Ch.  1).  55. 
The  words  of  the  act  appear  to  have  been  hastily  aaopted  from  the  ''propositions*'  of  the 
4th  R.  P.  Report,  p.  80.  They  require  to  be  read  with  the  report,  which  says  (p.  24)  ''  We 
propose  that  a  will  shall  pass  property  of  anr  description  comprised  m  iU  temu  which  a 
testator  may  be  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  death,  unless  a  contrary  intention  »hall  appear 
by  the  will.  If  this  recommendation  be  adopted,  the  law  respecting 'the  time  from  which  a 
devise  of  freehold  or  copyhold  estate  is  to  he  considered  to  take  effect  will  be  precisely 
similar  to  that  which  is  at  present  in  force  as  to  peritonal  estate.**  And  this  recommendation 
is  referred  to  as  follows  (p.  29) :  —  "If  a*  we  have  propmed  wills  be  made  to  speak  with 
reference  to  the  property  comprised  in  them  as  at  the  tmie  of  the  te8tator*8  death,**  &c. 

(*)  1  H.  &  M.  765; 
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construed  to  speak  as  from  the  date  of  the  will,  just  as  inclusiye 
terms  having  a  similar  bearing  must  be  construed.  If  the  will  goes 
on  to  make  a  distinct  disposition  of  the  excepted  property,  with  the 
result  that  what  is  excluded  from  one  devise  is  included  in  the  pther, 
the  question  (if  question  it  is)  can  hardly  be  said  to  arise  (y), 

A  general  power  of  appointment  created  after  a  willt 
rppolntment  ^^^  ^^  *^®  tcstator^s  lifetime  («),  will  be  executed  by 
created  after  the  will  if  the  will  would  have  operated  to  execute 
are^xercised  the  power  had  it  been  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the 
by  a  residuary  ^ju  (^a) ;  and  consequently,  under  s.  27  of  the  act  1  Vict. 
'  c.  26,  a  general  residuary  devise  or  bequest  will,  unless 

a  contrary  intention  appears  by  the  will  (6),  operate  as  an  execution 
—  but  not  ^^  ^^  general  powers  of  appointment  given  to  the  testator 
powers  of  without  reference  to  the  date  of  their  creation  (c).    But 

revocation.        ^^^  ^£  g^uQj^  powers  of  vevoeation.    Even  where  the 

will  is  made  expressly  in  exercise  of  all  powers  of  appoint- 
[*302]  ment,  a  power  of  ♦  revocation  will  not  be  thereby  executed, 

if  the  words  of  the  will  can  be  otherwise  satisfied.  If  there 
were  no  power  but  one  of  revocation  and  new  appointment  it  would 
be  different  {d), 

A  r  tionof  '^  —  As  to  objeotB  of  Gift  —  It  remains  to  consider 
the  preceding  the  application,  in  the  case  of  wills  made  or  republished 
obtectaofrift    ®^^^®  193/1,  of  the  preceding  doctrines  as  regards  the 

chjects  of  gift. 
It  is  clear  that  if  a  testator,  under  the  old  law,  gave  an  estate  or  a 
sum  of  money  to  his  son  John,  the  gift  took  effect  in  favor  of  his  son 
Construction      ^^  ^^^  name  (if  any)  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  of  him 
of  words  only.    If,  therefore,  such  son  died  in  the  testator's  life- 

existing  indi-  time,  and  he  afterwards  had  another  son  of  the  same 
vidual.  name  who  survived  him,  such  after-bom  son  was  not  an 

object  of  the  gift.    Similarly,  a  gift  to  the  child  with  which  the  tes- 

(v)  See^L^'saght  v.  Edwards,  2  Ch.  D.  521,  522;  Re  Scarth,  10  Gh.  D.  499,  better  reported 


bell 


40  L.  T.  Rep.  184. 

z)  It  need  scarcely  be  observed  that  if  the  power  is  created  by  will  and  the  donee  dies 

^ore  the  donor  the  jwwer  lapses,  Jones  v.  Sonthall,  82  Beav.  31. 

(a)  Sugd.  R.  P.  SUt  879;  and  see  Carte  r.  Carte,  8  Atk.  174;  Stillman  v.  Weedon,  16 
Sim.  26  ;  Coiield  v.  Pollard.  3  Jur.  N.  S.  1203  ;  Patch  v.  Shore,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  589;  Hodsdon 
V,  Dancer,  16  W.  R.  1101,  W.  N.  1868,  p.  222. 

{b)  See  Pettinger  v.  Ambler,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  510;  and  farther  on  this  subject,  post,  Ch.  XX. 

(c)  Boyes  9.  Cook,  14  Ch.  D.  53;  Airey  «.  Bower,  12  App.  Ca.  263. 

{d)  Porafret  v.  Perrinff,  5  D.  M.  &  6.  775;  Palmer  9.  Newell,  20  Bear.  38;  Re  Merritt,  1 
Sw.  &  Tr.  112,  4  Jar.  N.  S.  1192.  S.  27  of  the  Wills  Act  applies  only  to  general  powers  of 
appointment  and  not  to  a  testamentary  appointment  made  in  exercise  of  a  tptcial  power.  Re 
Mills.  Mills  r.  Mills,  84  Ch.  D.  186;  Re  Williams,  Foulkes  v.  Williams,  42  Ch.  Diy.  93.  In 
order  to  indicate  an  intention  that  a  general  residuary  deyise  or  beqnest  shall  operate  as  an 
exercise  of  a  special  power,  it  would  seem  that  there  must  be  some  reference  in  the  will  to 
the  power. 

In  the  case  of  a  testamentary  appointment  under  a  special  power,  the  fact  that  the  will  is 
dated  before  the  date  of  an  appointment  by  deed  under  the  power  is  a  sufficient  indication  of 
contrary  Intention  within  s.  24,  to  preyent  the  will  from  speaking  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  so  as  to  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  subeequent  appointment  by  deed.  Re  Wells' 
Trusts,  Haixlisty  «.  Wells,  42  Ch.  D.  646. 
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tator's  wife  was  pregnant^  which  child  was  still-bom,  was  held  not  to 
take  effect  in  favor  of  another  child  of  which  the  testator's  wife  was 
pregnant  at  the  time  of  his  death,  though  the  result  was  that  all  the 
testator's  property  was  deirised  away,  and  the  last-mentioned  child 
left  unprovided  for  (e).  And  it  will  be  observed  that  the  enactment 
which  now  makes  a  will  speak  from  the  death  relates  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  disposition  only,  and  does  not  in  any  manner  interfere 
with  the  construction  in  regard  to  the  objects  of  gift  (/) ;  as  to  whom, 
therefore,  the  doctrines  previously  recognized,  respecting  the  period 
at  which  the  will  speaks  or  at  which  the  objects  are  to  be 
ascertained,  remain  in  *  full  force.  Moreover,  it  would  seem  [*303] 
that  under  the  present  law  the  same  result  would  be  arrived 
at,  in  the  cases  above  stated,  for  the  additional  reason,  that  the  tes- 
tator's son  John,  or  unborn  child  (as  the  case  may  be),  would  take 
as  a  persona  designata,  so  that  in  the  case  of  his  death  in  the  testa- 
tor's lifetime,  the  gift  would  lapse,  unless  it  is  within  the  protection 
of  ss.  32,  33  of  the  WiUs  Act  (g). 

A  question  of  this  nature  may  arise  on  a  will  made  or  republished 
since  1837,  containing  a  gift  to  the  wife  of  a  person  other  than  the 
testator  (A),  under  which,  on  the  principle  just  stated,  the  Gift  to  wife 
individual  standing  in  the  conjugal  relation  at  the  date  howconrtmed; 
of  the  will,  would  take,  exclusively  of  any  other  person  who  might 
happen  to  answer  the  description  at  the  death  of  the  testator  (t). 
Accordingly,  by  early  writers  it  is  laid  down  (k),  that  if  one  devise 
land  to  the  wife  of  J.  S.,  and  J.  S.  die,  and  she  take  to  husband 
J.  D.,  and  then  the  devisor  die,  she  shall  take  the  land ;  and  yet  she 
is  not  the  wife  of  J.  S.  when  the  devisor  dies,  nor  shall  she  take  it  as 
his  wife :  but  the  intent  is,  that  she  who  was  the  wife  of  J.  S.  at  the 
time  of  the  making  the  will  should  have  it^  and  the  person  is  clear 
by  the  description. 

But  if  J.  S.  had  had  no  wife  at  the  date  of  the  will,  it  is  very  doubt- 
ful whether  a  person  subsequently  becoming  such  in  the  testator's 
lifetime  could  have  claimed  under  the  devise,  unless  the  description 

(«)  Foster  9.  CSook,  8  B.  C.  C.  346.  And  the  same  rale  would  seem  to  obtain  if  the  devisee 
or  legatee  were  described  with  reference  to  his  filial  character  onlr,  without  any  other  des- 
ignation, as  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  **  my  son  "  simplj,  which  would  apply,  it  is  conceived, 
to  the  son  (if  any)  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  to  the  exclusion  of  any  after-born  son, 
though  soch  after-born  son  should,  bv  reason  of  the  decease  of  the  then  existing  son,  happen 
to  be  the  only  person  answering  the  description  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  This  position, 
however,  is  advanced  with  some  diffidence,  seeing  the  strong  anxiety  of  the  Courts  to  extend. 
as  much  as  p««sible,  gifts  to  children  ;  see  Perkins  v.  Mickletbwaite,  1  P.  W.  975;  ana 
Thompson  v.  Thompson,  and  King  v.  Bennett,  post,  Chap.  XXX.  s.  7. 

(/)  Bullock  V.  Bennett,  7  D.  M.  9.  883;  Violett  «.  Brookman,  26  L  J.,  Ch.  308. 

{g)  So  where  a  silver  cup  was  bequeathed  "  to  Lord  S.,  for  an  heirloom ;  '*  Lord  S.  died 
leaving  a  successor  to  the  title;  it  was  held  that  the  gift  lapsed,  Be  Whorwood,  Ogle  v.  Lord 
Sherborne,  84  Ch.  D.  446. 

(A)  Under  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  18,  the  will  would  be  revoked  by  a  second  marriaffe,  and  the 
question  could  not  arise  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  the  wife  of  the  testator.  See  Pratt  v. 
Mathew,  22  Beav.  334. 

(t)  Niblock  V.  Garratt,  1  R.  &  My.  629;  Bryan's  Tnist,  9  Sun.  N.  S.  168;  Franks  «. 
Brooker,  27  Beav.  635. 

{k)  10  Mod.  371 ;  8  Vin.  Abr.  303,  tit.  Dev.  T.  b.  pi.  9;  Plow.  844,  a. 
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were  applicable  to  her  at  the  testator's  deatb ;  she  ought^  it  is  con- 
ceived, to  answer  the  description  at  one  of  these  periods. 

The  distinctions  upon  the  subject  deducible  from  general  princi- 
ples, and  the  authorities  just  referred  to,  appear  to  be  the  following : 
general  propo-  ^^t,  that  a  devise  or  bequest  to  the  wife  of  A.,  who 
siUone;  ^gg  g,  ^xfe  at  the  date  of  the  will,  relates  to  that  person, 

notwithstanding  any  change  of  circumstances  which  may  render  the 
description  inapplicable  at  a  subsequent  period,  and,  by  parity  of 
reasoning,  is  under  aU  circumstances  confined  to  her ;  but  that,  sec- 
ondly, if  A.  have  no  wife  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  gift  em- 
[*304]  braces  the  individual  sustaining  that  character  at  the  *  death 
of  the  testator  (I) ;  and,  thirdly,  if  there  be.  no  such  person 
either  at  the  date  of  the  will  or  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  applies 
to  the  woman  who  shall  first  answer  the  description  of  wife,  at  any 
subsequent  period. 

There  seems  to  be  no  ground,  upon  principle,  for  varying  the  con- 
structioD,  where  the  gift  to  the  wife  is  by  way  of  remainder  after  the 

death  of  the  husband ;  the  rule  being,  that  the  devise  of 
in  remainde!^  ^^  estate  in  remainder,  to  a  person  in  a  certain  charac- 
aredwtin-  ter,  and  by  reference  simply  and  exclusively  to  that 
goiB  e.  character,  vests  in  the  person  sustaining  it  at  the  death 
of  the  testator.  The  consequence  would  be,  that  in  case  the  person 
who  was  wife  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  who  subsequently 
became  such,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband  the  tenant  for  life, 
no  after-taken  wife  surviving  him  would  be  entitled  under  the  devise; 
since  it  would  be  impossible,  consistently  with  the  principle  in  ques- 
tion, to  hold  that  it  remained  contingent  until  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, or  that  it  shifted  from  time  to  time  to  the  several  persons  upon 
whom  the  character  of  wife  successively  devolved  (m).  The  doctrine 
here  contended  for,  however,  may  appear  to  be  encountered  by  Peppin 
V.  Bickf ord  (n),  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  nephew  A.  6,000Z.  to  be 
raised  out  of  his  estate,  and  which  he  directed  should  not  be  paid 
or  payable  until  the  day  of  his  marriage,  when  it  was  to  be  laid  out 
in  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be  settled  and  conveyed  to  the  said  A.  and 
his  assigns  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  and  upon  the  wife  of  A. 
for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  then  unto  and  upon  the  first  son  of  A. 
on  the  body  of  such  wife  to  be  begotten,  in  tail  male,  remainder  to 
the  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the  daughters 

(/)  See  Lloyd  o.  Davies,  14  C.  B.  76;  and  analogous  cases,  Ch.  XXX.  ad  fln. 

\m)  Radford  v.  Willis,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  7.  and  see  Boreham  «.  BijB^nall,  8  Hare,  131,  where 
however,  the  words  were  special.  See  also  Driver  d.  Frank  v.  Frank^  3  M.  &  Sel.  85,  8 
Taunt.  468.  So  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  fund  to  be  settled  upon  his  dausrhter  A.,  *'  the 
wife  of  M.  W.,"  for  her  life,  part  of  the  fund  to  be  paid  at  her  death  **to  her  husband  if 
living,  if  deceased  then  the  whole  amount  is  to  be  divided  amongst  her  children ;  *'  it  was 
held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  a  settlement  be  directed  so  framed  as  to  appljr  to  M.  W. 
and  not  to  anv  future  husband,  and  so  as  to  confine  the  trosts  to  the  daughter's  children  by 
hun,  Re  Parrott,  Walter  v.  Parrott,  33  Ch.  D.  274. 

(»)  3  Ves.  670. 
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as  tenants  in  oommoi^  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  testator's  brother-in- 
law  B.  in  fee.  A.  was  unmarried  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  the  death 
of  the  testator.  He  snbseqaently  married  a  lady,  who  died  in  his 
lifetime  without  issue.  He  afterwards  married  again,  and  the  second 
wife  claimed  to  be  included  in  the  trusts,  contending  that  the 
estates  were  to  be  settled  on  any  after-tsLken  wife  of  A.  *  and  [*305] 
his  issue  by  such  wife,  in  case  his  first  wife  should  die  with- 
out issue;  and  the  Court. so  decided:  Lord  Loughborough  said,  ''If 
the  wife  had  died  within  a  month  after  the  marriage,  there  could 
have  been  no  issue  to  take  the  provision :  and  the  legacy  of  6,000/., 
except  as  to  the  life  interest  of  the  nephew,  would  have  lapsed 
(qu.  failed?).  It  is  impossible  to  ascribe  such  an  intention  to  the 
testator ''(o). 

In  this  case,  the  construction  mnsl^  it  is  conceived,  be  referred  to 
the  special  circumstances  of  the  trust  being  executory,  which  author- 
ized the  Court  to  give  it  a  liberal  construction,  and  that,  Bemari^s  ^^j^ 
by  restricting  the  trust  in  favor  of  the  wife  to  the  first  S?Pjy°  ?• 
person  standing  in  that  relation,  the  limitation  to  the 
issue  would  have  been  restricted  to  ?ier  children,  which  could  hardly 
be  the  intention  of  the  testator,  who  was  the  husband's  relation  (p). 

On  the  same  principle,  a  gift  to  the  testator's  servants,  simply, 
without  adding  a  condition,  ''  that  shall  be  in  his  service  at  his  de- 
cease," will  take  effect  in  favor  of  the  servants  at  the   Qifu  to  ser- 
date  of  the  will,  even  though  they  subsequently  quit  the   ^*°**  "^J^ 
testator's  service,  to  the  exclusion  of  those  who  subse-  date  of  will, 
quently  enter  his  service  {q). 

ZV.  —  As  to  Testamentary  Capacity,  eta  —  The  24th  Sect.  34  dots 
section  of  the  Wills  Act  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  ^"^menury 
the  question  of  testamentary  capacity.    Thus  although  capacity. 

(o)  See  also  AUanson  v,  Cfitheroe,  1  Yes.  24,  Belt's  Sup.  24. 

ip)  Re  LvDe*6  Trust,  L.  R.,  8  £q.  65;  Longworth  v.  Bellamy,  40  L.  J.  Ch.  518.  But  see 
Be  Panrott,'  infra. 

(q)  Parker  v.  Marchant,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  290.  But  see  contra,  Jones  v.  Henley,  2  Ch. 
Rep.  162.  See  also  Re  Marcus,  W.  N.  1887,  p.  168,  where  all  who  were  in  the  testator's 
employment  at  the  time  of  his  death  were  held  to  be  entitled.  If  the  condition  be  added  it 
must  be  strictly  complied  with.  Previous  dismissal,  though  wningful,  or  eyen  voluntary 
retirement,  intercepts  the  gift,  Dariow  v.  Edwardes,  1  H.  &  C.  547:  Re  Serre's  Entate.  10  W. 
R.  751 ;  Re  Hartley's  Trusts,  26  W.  R.  590;  Re  Beny  .n,  W.  N.,  1884,  p.  157.  But  a  temper- 
ary  absence  from  actual  service  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  will  not  disentitle  a  servant 
from  the  benefit  of  a  legacy,  Herbert  v.  Reid,  16  Yes.  486.  It  has  been  held  that  under  a  gift 
to  the  testator's  iupo  servants  living  with  him  at  his  death,  a  third  servant  engaged  after  the 
date  of  the  will  was  entitled,  Sleech  v.  Torrington,  2  Yes.  Sen.  560.  A  legacy  of  a  year's 
wages  is  confined  to  such  servants  as  are  hired  by  the  year,  Booth  v.  Dean,  1  My.  &  K.*  560 ; 
Black  well  v.  Pennant,  9  Hare,  551.  A  legacy  to  servants  applies  to  such  only  as  spend  their 
whole  time  in  the  testator*s  service,  and  not'to  one  who  is  occasionally  employed  only,  such 
as  a  steward  of  courts.  Townshend  v-  Windham.  2  Yern.  546.  But  a  farm  bailiff  is  a  servant 
within  the  meaning  of  such  a  gift,  Bulling  v.  Ellice,  9  Jur.  936:  Armstrong  v.  Clavering,  27 
Beav.  226.  It  has  been  held  not  to  extend  to  a  coachman  supplied  by  a  jobmaster,  for  he  is 
Dot  the  testator's  servant,  Chilcott  v.  Bromlev,  12  Yes.  114  ;  or  a  boy  occasionally  employed 
to  clean  boots  and  knives,  &c.,  Thrupp  v.  Collett,  26  Beav.  147.  The  expression  ^'  domestic 
servants  '*  will  not  include  out  •door  servants  not  boarded  by  the  testator,  as  gardeners,  game- 
keepers, stable  servants,  &c..  Ogle  v.  Morgan,  1  D.  M.  &  Q.  859.  See  Howard  v.  Wilson,  4 
Haeg.  107}  Be  Drax,  57  L.  T.  475. 
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the  will  of  a  woman  under  coverture  at  the  time  of  making  it 
[*306]  may  operate  by  force  *  of  the  enactment  to  dispose  of  separate 

property  afterwards  acquired  by  her  (r),  or  as  the  execution 
of  a  general  power  afterwards  conferred  upon  her  («),  it  acquires  no 
validity  under  this  section  by  the  mere  fact  of  her  having  survived 
her  husband  and  being  discoverte  at  the  time  of  her  death  (t).  The 
statute  does  not  make  an  instrument  valid  which  through  the  per- 
sonal disability  of  the  testator  was  invalid  in  its  inception,  but  gives 
a  new  rule  for  the  interpretation  of  instruments  which  are  valid 
without  the  aid  of  the  statute. 

_      .  If,  after  the  execution  of  a  will,  an  alteration  is  made 

change  in  the     in  the  law  which  produces  an  alteration  in  the  effect  of 
wiiland'delith    *^®  ^^^>  and  the  testator  leaves  the  will  unaltered,  he 

will  be  presumed  to  intend  that  it  shall  take  effect  ac- 
cording to  the  altered  law  (u).^ 

(r)  WUlock  9,  Noble,  L  R.,  7  H.  L.  599, 8  Ch.  788. 

(#)  ThomM  V.  Jones,  2  J  &  H.  475,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  63.  ''The  effect  of  the  section  in 
the  case  of  a  married  woman  is  that  she  must  be  regarded  as  a  mamed  woman  executing  the 
instrument  immediately  before  her  death,  and  passing  thereby  everything  of  which  at  the 
time  of  her  death  she  had  acquired  a  power  of  disposing,"  per 'Wood,*  V.-C,  2  J.  &  H.  4M, 
A  clear  opinion  was  given  by  Lord  Westbury  in  this  case  that  a  general  power  over  an  equit- 
able estate  given  to  the  surmvor  of  two  personR,  to  be  executed  by  deed  or  will,  was  well 
executed  by  a  will  made  during  the  life  of  both  by  the  one  who  eventually  survived.  Secus 
as  to  amecial  testamentary  power,  Re  Moir's  Trusts,  W  N.  1882,  p.  86. 

(t)  Willock  0.  Noble,  L.  K.,  7  H.  L.  580;  Re  Wollaston,  32  L.  J.  Prob.  171,  Price  v. 
Parker,  16  Sim.  198.  And  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75), 
enables  a  married  woman  to  dispose  by  will  only  of  property  of  which  she  is  possesv^l  during 
her  coverture;  her  will  made  during  coverture  wul  not,  unless  re-executed,  effectually 
dispose  of  property  acquired  by  her  aner  derermination  of  the  coverture,  Re  Price,  Stafford  9. 
Stafford,  28  Ch.  D.  709.    See  also  Re  Smith's  Estate,  Clements  v.  Ward,  35  Ch.  D.  589,  597. 

(tt)  Hosluck  9.  Pedley,  L.  R.,  19  £q.  271  (Apportionment  Act,  1870).  See  also  ConsUble 
9.  Constable,  11  Ch.  681,  Lawrence  9.  Lawrence,  26  Ch.  D.  795.  But  the  alteration  of  the 
law  affects  only  the  legal  operation  of  the  will  and  not  the  construction  of  expressions  con- 
tained in  it,  per  Jessel,  M.  R.j,  Hasluck  v.  Pedley,  at  p.  274,  see  Re  March,  Mander  v. 
Harris,  27  Ch.  D.  166  (Mamed  Women's  Property  Act,  1882). 


1  So  the  vabdity  of  the  execution  of  a  will 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  in  force  at  the 
testator's  death.  Lane's  Appeal,  57  Ck>nn. 
182  (citing  Downing  9,  Townsend,  Amb.  280; 
Gillmore  9.  Shooter,  2  M'kI.  311;  Giddings  9. 
Turgeon,  58  Vt.  106;  Taylor  v.  Mitchell,  57 
Penn.  St.  209);  Jones  o.  Robinson,  17  Ohio 
St.  171 ;  Mullen  9.  McKelvey,  5  Watts,  399, 
Houston  9.  Houston,  3  McCord,  491 ;  In  re  El- 
cock,  4  McCord,  39.  But  it  is  held  in  Penn- 
sylvania that  the  laws  governing  pn^rty 
when  a  will  is  executed  are  to  govern,  and 
not  those  prevailing  (if  different)  at  the 
testator's  death.  Taylor  9,  Mitchell,  57 
Penn.  St.  209;  Gable  9.  Daub,  40  Penn.  St. 
217.  See  Hargroves  v.  Redd,  43  Ga.  142  : 
Sutton  9.  Chenault,  18  Ga.  1;  In  re  Elcock,  4 
McCord,  39 ;  Houston  v.  Houston,  3  McO>rd, 
491;  Lawrence  v.  Hebbard,  1  Bradf.  252. 


The  question  whether  an  estate  is  to  be  divid- 
ed according  to  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  or  at  the  death  of  the 
devisee  for  life,  will  depend  upon  the  further 
question,  whether  the  estate  ot  the  devisee  in 
remainder  is  vested  or  contingent.  If  his 
estate  vested  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  no 
subsequent  change  of  the  law  could  affect  his 
rights.  If  it  remained  contingent  until  the 
death  of  the  devisee  for  life,  the  law  as  it  then 
stood  must  govern,  unless  a  different  intention 
appear  m  the  will.  Vantiibui^h  9.  Hollina- 
head,  14  N.  J.  £q.  32. 

Foreign  law  proved  to  exist  at  one  time 
will  be  presumed  to  continue,  until  some 
change  is  shown  to  have  been  made.  In  n 
Huss,  126  N.  T.  537  (citing  Raynham  «. 
Canton,  3  Pidt  293.) 
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lY.    Effect  of  Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  96  on 

Doctrine  of  Lapeo 881 


X. — General  PrlnolplM. — ^The  liability  of  a  testamentary  gift  to 
failure,  or  as  it  is  generally  termed  lapse,  by  reason  of  the  decease  of 
its  object  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  is  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  the  ambulatory  nature  of  wills ;  which,  not  ment'of  the 
taking  effect  until  the  death  of  the  testator,  can  com-  doctrine  of 
municate  no  benefit  to  persons  who  previously  die ;  in 
like  manner  as  a  deed  cannot  operate  in  favor  of  those  who  are  dead 
at  the  time  of  its  execution.    Though  the  term  "lapse"  is  generally 
applied  to  failure  by  death  of  the  object  of  gift  in  the  testator's  life- 
time, yet  the  same  effect  may  be  produced  by  other  means,  as  where 
there  was  a  gift  of  consumible  articles  to  A.  for  life,  or  so  long  as 
she  should  remain  unmarried  (equivalent  to  an  absolute  gift),  it  was 
held  that  the  marriage  of  A.  in  the  testator's  lifetime  caused  a  re- 
sult similar  to  that  of  her  death  (a)  in  his  lifetime.^    The  doctrine 
applies  indiscriminately  to  gifts  with  and  gifts  without  words  of  limit- 
ation.   Thus,  if  a  devise  be  made  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  or  (in  the  case 
of  a  will  regulated  by  the  old  law)  to  A.  and  the  heirs  Ab  to  real 
of  his  body,  and  A.  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  ~^^®» 
the  devise  absolutely  lapses,  and  the  heir,  special  or  general  (as  the 
case  may  be),  of  A.  takes  no  interest  in  the  property,  he  being  in- 
cluded merely  in  the  words  of  limitation,  i.  e,  in  the  terms  which 
are  used  to  denote  the  quantity  or  duration  of  the  estate  to  be  taken 
by  the  devisee,  through  whom  alone  any  interest  can  flow  to  such 
heir  (b),* 

(a)  Andrew  «.  Andrew,  1  Coll.  690. 

(b)  Brett  V.  Rigden,  Plow.  845;  Fuller  o.  Fuller,  Cro.  BI.  4SS;  Wvnn  v.  Wrnn,  8  B.  P.  C. 
Toml.  26;  Hatton  v.  Simpeon,  3  Vem.  722;  lee  alao  Goodright  o.  Wright,  1  P.  W.  897;  Am- 
broee  v.  Hodgson,  8  B.  P.  C.  TomL  416. 

1  So  in  caae  of  a  discretion  as  to  objects  of  changed  hy  statute,  as  regards  gifts  to  kindred 

bonntjr,  given  to  a  corporation  which  becomes  of  the  testator ;  but  the  statutes  themselves 

extinct  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator;  the  dis-  are  not  in  entire  harmonv.    Some  of  the  le» 

CRtion  cannot  be  exercised  by  another  cor-  gislation  maj  be  noticed  nere.    That  of  Mas- 

ponUion,  and  the  gift  lapees.    Crum  v.  Bliss,  sachnsetts,  which  has  been  much  followed. 

47  Conn.  692.  provides  that  in  the  case  of  a  gift  by  will  of 

s  The  law  on  this  subject  bat  been  generalljr  real  or  personal  estate  to  a  chUd  or  other 
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bequeathed  (o  a  chiM  or  other  lineal  descend- 
ant of  the  testator,  is  held  not  to  reach  the 
case  of  a  bequest  to  a  niece  and  her  heirs; 
and  in  a  case  of  that  kind  the  legatee  having 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  leaving  a 
husband  and  children,  the  legacy  was  held  to 
have  lapsed.  Dickinson  r.  Purvis,  8  Serg. 
&  R.  71.  A  son-in-law  is  not  a  child  within 
the  meaninff  of  this  act.  Commonwealth  v. 
Kaso,  1  Ashm.  842.  The  act  was  intended 
further  to  give  a  benefit  to  the  issue,  and  not 


Bequests  of  personal  property,  of  coarse,  are  subject  to  the 

[♦308]  *  same  rule  (c) ;  *  in  applying  it  to  such  bequests,  a  legacy  to 

one,  and  his  executors  or  administrators,  is  construed  as  a 

mere  absolute  gift  (d),*  for  the  circumstance  that  in  regard  to  per- 

(e)  A  gift  of  a  sum  of  monev  for  purchase  of  an  annnitj  may  be  the  subject  of  lapse,  Be 
Draper's  Trust,  68  L.  T.  943.  36  W.  R.  783. 

(<^  Stone  V.  Evans.  9  Atk.  86:  Elliot  «.  Davenport,  1  P.  W.  88,  3  Vera.  581,  where  the 
legacy  was  of  a  debt,  which  is  liable  to  lapse  equally  with  gifte  in  any  other  form  (Toplis  «. 

relative  of  the  testator.  If  the  donee  die  before 
the  testator,  leaving  issue  who  survive  the 
testator,  such  issue  shall  take  the  estate  so 

given,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  donee  would 
ave  done  if  he  had  survived  the  testator,  un- 
less a  different  dispoeition  shall  be  made  or 
required  by  the  will.  See  Sears  v.  Putnam, 
1(A  Mass.  6, 10 ;  Horse  v.  Mason,  11  Allen.  36; 
Workman  v.  Workman,  9  Allen,  472;  Ballard 
e.  Ballard,  18  Pick.  41;  £lliott9.  Fessenden, 
83  Maine,  197  (that  "relative"  means  pre- 
sumptively some  one  of  the  testator's  blood, 
and  citing  Kenniston  «.  Adams,  80  Maine, 
290,  and  Esty  v.  Clark,  101  Mass.  36)  ; 
Morse  p.  Hayden,  82  Maine,  227.  The  statute 
of  Maine  uses  the  words  '*  leaving  lineal 
descendants"  for  '* leaving  issue,'*  of  the 
Massachusetts  statute.  Morse  v.  Havden 
decides  that  a  mother  is  not  a  "lineal  de- 
scendant '*  of  her  son.  Further,  see  Morse  v. 
AIl«n,  81  Maine,  268;  Kutter  v.  Vickery,  64 
Maine,  490;  Gordon  v.  Pendleton,  84  N.  C. 
98 ;  Domestic  Missionary  Soc.  «.  Pell.  14  R.  I. 
456 ;  Dixon  v.  Cooper,  80  Tenn.  177  (tnat  ii^ue 
must  be  lefi ;  citing  Strong  9.  Ready,  9  Hum. 
170).  To  the  same  effect  Dove  e.  Johnson, 
141  Mass.  287.  But  the  issue  of  a  donee  who 
has  died  during  the  testator's  lifetime,  when 
such  issue  was  Dom  before  the  making  of  the 
will,  does  not  take  the  gift  intended  for  the 
parent.     Wilder  v.  Thayer,  97  Mass.  489. 

The  doctrine  of  lapse  by  the  death  of  a 
donee  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  has 
been  changed  by  statute  in  New  York  also  in 
cases  where  the  gift  is  to  a  child  or  de- 
scendant of  the  testator  who  dies  in  the  testa- 
tor's lifetime,  leaving  a  descendant  who 
survives  the  testator.  In  such  a  case,  the 
estate  or  interest  vesta  in  the  descendant  of 
the  legatee  or  devisee.  Downing  v.  Marshall, 
23  N.  Y.  366.  It  is  provided  in  Penosvivania, 
by  the  Act  of  March  19,  1810,  Bright.  Purd. 
1700-1872,  vol.  2,  p.  1476.  that  no  devise  or 
lega^  in  favor  of  a  child  or  other  lineal  de- 
scendant of  the  testator  shall  be  deemed  to 
lapse  by  his  or  her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  but  the  intention  of  the  testator  to 
exclude  such  surviving  issue  is  to  prevail  if 
expressed.  See  Wooimer's  Estate,  3  WharL 
477.  So  in  Indiana.  West  v.  West,  89  Ind. 
629,  holding  that  a  husband  is  not  a  **  de- 
scendant "  of  his  wife,  and  citing  Prnther  v, 
Prather,  68  Ind.  141;  Qrav  v.  Bailer,  42  Ind. 
849;  Holbrook  e.  McCleary,  79  Ind.*  167.  Bv 
statute,  in  Georgia,  legacies  do  not  lapse  if 
any  issue  of  the  legatee  be  living  when  the 
testator  dies.  Code,  §  2462 ;  Cheney  v»  Sel- 
man,  71  Ga.  384. 

The  Act  of  Assembly  of  Pennsylvania, 
1810,  which  prevents  the  lapse  of  a  legacy 


to  confer  an  v  right  upon  the  devisee  or  legatee 
to  control  the  devise  or  legacy.  Newboid  v. 
Pritchett,  2  Whart.  46.  But  see  Johnson  v. 
Johnson,  3  Hare,  157.  A  legacy  lapses  where 
the  legatee,  not  being  a  lineal  descendant  of 
the  testator,  dies  in  his  hfetime,  notwith- 
standing the  testator  knew  of  his  death,  and 
intended  his  children  should  have  the  benefit 
of  the  legacv.  Comfort  v.  Mather,  3  Watts 
&  S.  450.  A  will  was  executed  in  New  York 
in  1825,  devising  certai  •  real  estate  to  the  son 
of  the  testator.  The  testator  died  in  1840;  the 
son  died  in  1838.  The  property  was  held  to 
belong  to  the  son's  children,  and  not  to  the 
heirs-at-law  of  the  testator,  in  accordance 
with  the  statute  which  took  effect  in  1831. 
Bishop  e.  Bishop,  4  Hill,  138. 

1  Colburn  p.  Hiidley,  46  Vt.  71. 

*  In  the  case  of  a  devise  to  A.,  "  his  heirs 
and  assigns,"  if  A.  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  the  devise  lapses;  the  words  quoted 
being  words  of  limitation.    Hand  v.  Marcy, 

28  N.  J.  Eq.  59;  Sword  e.  Adams.  3  Teates, 
34;  Maxwell  9.  Featherston,  83  Ind.  339.  If, 
however,  the  devise  be  to  A.,  "  or  his  heirs.** 
the  case  is  different,  and  the  heirs  take  oy 
purchase.  Hand  v.  Marry,  supra;  Brokaw  «. 
Hudson,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  135;  Kimball  v.  Story, 
108  Mass.  382;  Keniston  e.  Adams,  80  Maine, 
290;  O'Roarke  v.  Beard,  151  Mans.  9  (citing 
Gtttings  V.  McDermott,  2  Mvtne  &  K.  69, 75; 
Wingfield  «.  Winglield.  9  Oh.  D.  658;  Keay 
V.  Boulton.  25  Ch.  D.  212:  Porter's  Trust,  4 
Kav  &  J.  188;  Wright  v.  Methodist  Church, 
HolSm.  202. 

*'0r*'  however  is  sometimes  read  "and,** 
making  the  word  "  heirs"  a  word  of  limita- 
tion. Holmes,  J.,  in  O'Rourke  v.  Beard, 
supra  (citing  Read  v.  Snell,  2  Atk.  642.  646; 
Wright «.  Wright,  1  Yes.  Sen.  409 ;  Harris  v. 
Davis,  1 0>lby,  416, 423;  Lachlan  «.  Reynolds, 
9  Hare,  796,  798;  Green  way  v.  Green  way,  2 
De  G.  F.  &  J.  128,  139;  Adshead  v.  Willetta, 

29  Beav.  858);  Phelps  «.  Bates,  54  Onn.  11; 
Codv  p.  Bunn,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  131;  Roe  «.  Yin* 
gut,*  117  N.  T.  204;  Sloan  v.  Hanse,  2  Rawle, 
28.  But  it  seems  that  "  or  *'  should  be  taken  aa 
intending  a  substitntion,  for  that  is  its  natural 
•ense,  unless  there  is  clear  indication  that  il 
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sonalty,  words  of  limitation  are  not  requisite  to  carry  —penoiudty. 
the  absolute  interest,  has  been  considered  as  insufficient 
to  denote  an  intention  to  make  the  executors  or  administrators  sub- 
stituted and  independent  objects  of  gift.  And  where  the  devisee  or 
legatee  happens  to  be  dead  when  the  will  is  made,  the  words  of  limit- 
ation are  equally  inoperative  to  let  in  the  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased person  (e). 

Even  a  declaration  that  the  devise  or  bequest  shall  not  lapse,  does 
not  per  se  prevent  it  from  failing  by  the  death  of  the  object  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  since  negative  words  do  not  amount  to  a  gift ;  and 
the  only  mode  of  excluding  the  title  of  whomsoever  the  law, 
in  the  absence  of  disposition,  constitutes  the  successor  to  *  the  [*309] 
property,  is  to  give  it  to  some  one  else  (/).     A  declaration  to 


Baker,  2  Cox,  118).  It  in  true  that  in  Sibthorpe  v,  Moxton  (or  Moxom),  1  Ves.  49,  3  Atk. 
580,  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  the  forfnving[  ot  a  debt,  coupled  with  a  general  direction  to 
the  executor  to  deliver  up  the  security  (without  saying  to  whom),  operated  as  a  release, 
though  the  legatee  died  in  the  testator* s' lifetime;  his  lordship  thinking  that  the  latter  words 
imported -that  the  secnritv  should  be  delivered  up,  whether  the  debtor  were  living  or  not,  and 
which  he  considered  would,  bevond  all  question,  be  trie  effect  of  the  words  of  direction  stand- 
ing alone;  though  he  admitted  that,  in  regard  to  the  administration  of  assets,  it  was  to  be 
considered  as  a  legacy.  In  Maitland  9.  Adair^  3  Ves.  231,  the  words  were,  *'  1  return  A.  his 
bond."  A.  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  it  was  held  that  the  legacy  lapsed.  This  case  is 
overlooked  by  Mr.  Roper  (Treat.  Le^.  411),  who  lays  more  stress  on  the  merely  verbal  dis- 
tinction between  the  giving  and  forflnving  of  a  debt  than  seems  warranted  by  the  principles 
of  the  cases.    In  Icon  v.  Butler,  2  rrice,  34,  the  words  were,  "  I  remit  and  forgive,  &c.,  and 

1  direct  the  bond  to  be  delivered  up,*'  and  it  was  held  that  the  legacy  lapsed  by  the  death  of 
the  debtor  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  Thomson,  C.  B.,  said  he  had  alwa3's  been  at  a  loss  to 
understand  the  distinction  between  giving  and  forgiving.  In  South  v.  Williams,  12  Sim. 
566,  where  the  teetator  directed  a  balance  of  debts  due  from  A.,  and  property  bequeathed  to 
A.'s  wife  to  be  struck,  and  the  surplus  to  be  paid  to  or  secured  bv  the  legatee.  Sir  L.  Shad- 
well  thought  A.  was  released  from  the  debts,  though  his  wife  aied  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator;  compare  Davis  v,  Elmen,  1  Beav.  181.  In  Williamson  v.  Nnylor,  8  Y.  &  G.  208,  it 
was  decided  that  shares  of  a  residue  given  to  certain  creditors  under  a  composition  deed  Cm 
which  there  was  no  release  by  the  creditors),  in  proportion  to  their  debts,  did  not  lapse  bv  tne 
deaths  of  the  creditors  in  the*  lifetime  of  the  testator;  a  similar  decision  was  made  m  Phillips 
9.  Phillips,  3  Hare,  281.    It  is  different  where  the  debt  has  been  released,  Coppin  t,  Coppin, 

2  P.  Wms.  295 ;  and  the  same  might  perhaps  be  held  where  there  was  a  covenant  not  to  sue. 
see  Qo\ds  v,  Greenfield,  2  Sm.  &  Gif.  476;  but  where  the  testator  who  had  been  bankrupt  and 
had  obtained  his  certificate,  desired  that  all  the  creditors  of  his  estate  should  be  paid  in  full, 
and  directed  his  executors  to  pay  to  the  official  assignee  a  sufficient  sum  for  that  purpose,  it 
was  held  that,  though  the  debts  were  barred  by  the  certificate,  the  gift  was  not  liable  to  lapse, 
the  intention  being  to  discharge  the  moral  duty,  not  only  to  benefit  the  creditors  individually, 
Re  Sowerby's  Trust,  2  K.  &  J.  630;  Turner  o.  Martin,  7  D.  M.  &  G.  429,  cor.  L.  C  on  same 
will. 

(e)  Maybank  v.  Brooks,  1  B.  C.  C.  84;  and  a  confirmation  of  a  will  by  codicil  will  not  pre- 
vent lapse  where  the  legatee  has  died  between  the  dates  of  the  will  and  codicil,  Hutcheson  v. 
Hammond,  3  B.  C.  C.  127. 


equivalent  to  a  gift  to  the  rest.    To  enable  a  person  to  take  under  a  will  it  must  be  proved 
affirmatively  that  he  snrviifed  the  testator,  Barnett  v.  Tngwell,  81  Beav.  232. 


was  intended  to  mean  *'  and,**  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  pointed  out  in  O'Rourke  v. 
Beard,  that  words  of  inheritance  are  not  ne- 
cessary in  wills  to  carry  an  absolute  estate. 

The  common-law  doctrine  of  lapse  has  no 
application  to  sabstitnted  gifts.  O'Rourke  «. 
Beard,  supra.  The  primary  gift  may  lapse, 
if  its  object  die  before  the  will  can  take  effect, 
but  this  does  not  defeat  independent  and  ul- 


terior limitations  to  others  who  are  living  at 
the  testator's  death.  Downing  v.  Marshall, 
28  N.  T.  866;  Norris  «.  Beyea,  8  Kern.  278. 

There  is  of  course  no  lapse  by  the  death  of 
a  legatee  after  the  decease  of  the  testator,  but 
before  the  time  of  payment  arrives,  the  gift 
being  alMolute;  ana  a  fortiori  is  this  true 
where  the  postponement  of  payment  is  merely 
permissive.    Traver  v.  Schelf,  20  X.  Y.  89. 
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this  effect,  however,  following  a  bequest  to  a  person  and  his  executors 

or  administrators,  would  be  considered  as  indicating  an 

lanUon  that      intention  to  substitute  the  executors  or  administrators, 

i^Figr  shall       {q  t^©  event  of  the  gift  to  the  original  legatee  failing  by 

^'         lapse  {g). 

Where  the  bequest  is  to  A.,  and,  in  ease  of  his  death,  ^'to  his 

executors  or  administrators,''  or  '^to  his  legal  personal  representa- 

CiMs  of  sab-     tives,"  there  can,  of  course,  be  no  doubt  that  the  gift 

stitntion.  ^qq^  ^q^  f^ii  (^)  i  the  only  question  then  is,  who  are  the 

persons  to  take  beneficially,  a  point  which  will  be  treated  of  here- 
after. But  where  there  was  a  direction  to  pay  legacies  within  six 
months,  and  a  gift  to  the  children  of  the  legatee,  in  case  of  the  leg- 
atee's death  not  having  received  his  legacy,  it  was  held,  nevertheless, 
that  the  legacy  lapsed  by  his  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime  (i). 

The  doctrine  of  lapse  is  properly  extended  to  the  cases  of  gifts  on 
Lapse  of  gUt  contingency.  Thus,  if  the  gift  be  to  A.,  but  on  the  hap- 
on  contin-  pening  of  a  certain  event  to  B.,  if  A.  dies  in  the  lifetime 
e^'^^7'  q£  the  testator,  and  the  event  on  which  B.  is  to  take  does 

not  happen,*  a  lapse  occurs,  although  B.  survives  the  testator  (k).* 
Gift  by  A.  to         Again,  it  is  clear,  that  if  A.  survive  B.,  and  devise  an 
uMs  of  B.'8       estate  to  the  uses  declared  by  B.'s  will,  a  devisee  under 
Lapse  of  ®*'^  ^^^^  must  also  Survive  A.,  in  order  to  take  under  A.'s 

power;  will  (Z).    And  a  power  created  by  will  lapses  by  the 

death  of  the  donee  before  the  donor  (m). 

—appointment  ^^^  doctrine  of  lapse  applies  to  testamentary  appoint- 
under  powers,    ments  under  powers,  and  consequently  if  the  appointee 

is  not  living  at  the  decease  of  the  donee  of  the  power,  the  gift 
[*310]  will  not  take  *  effect  {n).    And  if  no  appointment  is  made,  and 

there  is  no  gift  over  in  default  of  appointment,  only  the  objects 

(g)  SIblej  «.  Cooke,  8  Atk.  572.  Bnt  a  declaration  that  a  leffacy  shall  vest  in  the  legatee 
Immediateljr  upon  execution  of  the  will,  following  a  gift  to  one,  his  executors,  administraton, 
and  assigns,  will  not  prevent  lapse,  Browne  v.  Hope,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  843. 

(h)  Long  V.  Watkinson,  17  Beav.  471;  Hinchliffe  v.  Westwood,  2  De  Q.  &  S.  216 ;  Hewit- 
son  V.  Todhnnter,  22  L.  J.  Ch.  76.  See  Re  Valdez^s  Trusts,  40  Ch.  D.  159,  where  a  share  of 
residue  was  given  to  A.,  and  in  case  of  her  death,  to  her  executors  or  administrators;  A.  died 
in  the  testator's  lifetime,  having  bequeathed  the  residue  of  her  property,  which  comprised  the 
interest  devolving  on  her  representatives  under  the  testator's  will,  to  the  tesUtor  himself;  it 
was  there  held  that  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  interest  given  bv  the  testa- 
tor's will  to  the  legatee,  and  in  case  of  her  death  to  her  representatives,  was  not  disposed  of 
by  his  will.    See  further,  as  to  gifts  to  legal  personal  representatives,  Ch.  XXIX. 

(t)  Smith  V.  Oliver,  11  Beav.  494.    But  as  to  this  case  see  Ch.  XLIX.,  s.  1. 

\k)  Hnmberstone  v.  Stanton,  1 V.  &  B.  885;  Doo  «.  Brabant,  8  B.  C.  C.  898,  4  T.  R.  706; 
Williams  v,  Jones,  1  Russ.  517. 

(0  Cnlsha  v.  Cheese.  7  Hare,  246. 

(m)  Jones  v.  Southall,  82  Beav.  81. 

(a)  Kenned V  v.  Kingston,  2  J.  &  W.  481 ;  Reid  «.  Refd,  25  Beav.  469;  Freeland  9.  Pearson^ 
L.  R,  8  £q.  6to ;  Re  Susanna's  Trusts,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  65. 


1  See  note  to  p.  808.  Robisoo  «.  Portland  Orphan  Asylum,  128 

s  If  that  event  doe*  happen,  the  gift  over     U.  S.  702. 
takes  effect  notwithstanding  the  lapse,  a  point        <  McOreevy  9,  McOrath,  152  Mass.  24 
lis  to  which  there  was  formerly  some  doubt,     (citing  Carpenter  «.  Heard.  14  Pick.  449; 

Hnmberstone  «.  Stanton,  1  v.  &  B.  885). 
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who  sarviye  the  donee  will  be  capable  of  taking  by  implication  (o). 
A  testamentary  appointment  in  porsoance  of  a  covenant  to  settle  con- 
tained in  marriage  articles  is  not  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the 
doctrine  (p).  Where  the  fund  is  insufficient  for  all  the  particular 
gifts,  and  one  of  them  lapses,  the  lapsed  gift  goes  to  augment  the 
gifts  to  the  other  appointees  and  to  prevent  abatement  (q). 

When  there  is  a  devise  or  bequest  to  a  plurality  of  persons  as  joint- 
tenants  (t.  e,  who  are  not  made  tenants  in  common  (r)),  no  lapse  can 
occur  unless  all  the  objects  die  in  the  testator's  life-  Lapse  pn- 
time,*  because  as  joint-tenants  take  per  my  et  tout,  or,  as  ▼•n^  ^ 
it  has  been  expressed, ''  each  is  a  taker  of  the  whole,  but  among  joint 
not  wholly  and  solely "  («),  any  one  of  them  existing  ^«n*>»t8. 
when  the  will  takes  effect  will  be  entitled  to  the  entire  property. 
Thus,  if  real  estate  be  devised  to  A.  and  B.,  or  personal  property  be 
bequeathed  to  A.  and  B.,  and  A.  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  B.,  in 
the  event  of  his  surviving  the  testator,  will  take  the  whole  (t).    And 
the  same  consequence  would  ensue  if  the  gift  failed  from  any  other 
cause  (u)  ;  while  it  is  equally  clear  that  if  the  devisees  or  legatees  in 
any  of  these  cases  had  been  made  tenants  in  common,  the  failure  of 
the  gift  as  to  one  object  would  not  have  entitled  the  other  to  the 
whole  by  the  mere  effect  of  survivorship  (a;).* 

n — Gifts  to  a  Class.  —  Where,  however,  the  devise  or  be- 
quest *  embraces  a  fluctuating  class  of  persons,  who,  by  the  [*311] 

to)  Walsh  «.  Walliiiffer,  3  R.  &  Mj.  78;  see  post,  Chap.  XYII. 

[p )  Re  Brookman's  Trost,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  182;  see  Jenris  v.  Wolfentan,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  18. 

ff)  Eales  9.  Drake,  1  Cb.  D.  217. 

r)  See  Ch.  XXXII.  (t)  Cart.  4. 

[t)  Davis  V.  Kemp,  Cart,  i,  5,  Eq.  Ca.  Ah.  216,  pi.  7;  BnlEar  9.  Bradford,  2  Atk.  220; 
Morley  v.  Bird,  8  Yes.  628. 

(«)  Humphrey  «.  Tajlear,  Amh.  188:  Larkins  v.  Larkins,  8  B.  &  P.  16;  Short  d.  Gastrell «. 
Smith.  4  East,  419:  Cresswell  v.  Cheslyn,  2  Ed.  123:  Ramsay  v.  Shelmerdine,  L.  R.,  1  Eq. 
129;  all  cases  of  revocation;  and  Young  v.  Davies,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  167,  where  one  joint-tenant 
was  an  attesting  witness.  But  in  Be  Kerr's  Trust,  4  Ch.  D.  600,  on  an  appointment  to  A., 
an  object  of  the  power,  and  B.  a  stranger,  Jessel,  M.  R.,  refused  to  apply  '*  the  rale  of 
tenure  applicable  to  real  estate,*'  and  held  that  A.  took  one-half  onlv. 

(«)  Page  9.  Page,  2  P.  W.  489;  Sykes  o.  Sykes,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  !M)0;  Re  Wood's  Will,  29 
Beav.  236.  But  in  Sanders  v,  Ashford,  28  Beav.  609,  a  devise  to  five  persons  named,  "  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them  if  more  than  oi»s,'*  was  held  to  carry  the  whole  to  the  survivors 
by  implication  from  the  last  words.  Where  a  testator  bequeathed  residue  to  A.  B.  C  and 
D.  if  living,  but  D.  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  it  was  held  by  Wood.  Y.-C.,  that  there 
was  no  lapse,  but  that  the  residue  went  to  the  other  donees.  Re  Hornby,  7  W.  R.  729 ;  followed 
bv  Fry,  J.,  in  Be  Spiller,  Spiller  v.  Mad^,  18  Ch.  D.  614.  In  Clarke  v.  Clemmans,  36  L.  J. 
Ch,  171,  where  a  testator  bequeathed  residue  to  A.  and  others  nominatim  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon,  but  A.  was  already  dead  (as  the  testator  showed  he  knew)  Mallns,  Y.-C.,  held  that  the 
•there  were  entitled  to  the  whole  fund:  sed  qa. 


1  Dow  V.  Doyle,  108  ICass.  488;  Holbrook 
V.  Bburingtnn,  16  Qraj,  102;  Hooper  v. 
Hooper,  9  Cu»h.  122,  180.  But  where  real 
and  personal  property  is  to  be  divided  among 
three,  one  of  whom  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  the  share  of  such  person  does  not  go 
to  the  survivors  but  sinks  into  the  residue. 
Jackson  «.  Rc4>erts,  14  Gray,  546,  650;  Com- 
monwealth V.  Nase,  1  Ashm.  242.  See  also 
F^razier  v.  Frazier,  2  Leigh,  642;  Nelson  v. 


Hoore,  1  Ired.  Eq.  81;  Hebane  0.  Womack, 
2  Jones,  Eq.  298. 

*  Where  provision  is  made  for  the  support 
in  whole  or  in  part  of  two  persons  jointly,  un- 
til the  death  01  both,  death  of  one  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator  will  not  cause  a  lapse. 
Dow  V.  Doyle,  103  Mass.  489;  Loring  «. 
Coolidge,  99' Mass.  191;  Preeoott  «.  Presoott, 
7  Met  141. 
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rules  of  oonstmetiony  are  to  be  Meertaiiied  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  or  at  a  subsequent  period,  the  decease  of  any  of  such  persons 
during  the  testator's  life  will  occasion  no  lapse  or  hiatus  in  the  dis^ 
Doctrine  in  POsition,  even  though  the  devisees  or  leptees  are  made 
reference  to  tenants  in  common,  since  members  of  the  class  anteoe- 
gifts  to  cUeaes.   ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  objects  of  gift*    Thus,  if 

property  be  given  simply  to  the  children,  or  to  the  brothers  or  sisters 
of  A.,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  the  entire  subject  of  gift 
will  vest  in  any  one  child,  brother  or  sister,  or  any  larger  number 
of  these  objects  surviving  the  testator,  without  regard  to  previous 
deaths  (y) ;  *  and  the  rule  is  the  same  where  the  gift  is  to  the  children 
of  a  person  actually  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  or  to  the  present 
bom  children  of  a  x)erson,  in  either  of  which  cases,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, there  is  this  peculiarity,  that  the  class  is  susceptible  of  fluctU'> 
ation  only  by  diminution,  and  not  by  increase ;  the  possibility  of  any 
iiddition  by  future  births  being  in  the  former  case  precluded  by  the 
death  of  the  parent,  and  in  the  latter  by  the  express  words  («).  The 
rule  is  also  the  same  if,  in  a  gift  to  the  children  of  a  deceased  persoiii 
the  testator  in  terms  includes  any  child  who  may  die  before  him  leav-> 

(y)  Doe  d.  Stewart  v.  Sheffield,  18  Bast,  596;  Shattleworth  «.  Qiwree,  4  Kj.  &  Cr.  SB, 
and  compare  Cort  v.  Winder,  1  Coll.  820. 

(f)  Viner  v.  Francis,  2  B.  C.  C.  658, 2  Cox,  190;  Lee  9,  Pain,  4  Hare,  250  •  Leigh  «.  Leigh, 
17  Beav.  605;  Dimond  «.  Bostock,  L.  B.,  10  Ch.  858. 


1  Dow  0.  Doyle,  108  Mass.  489 ;  Holbrook  «. 
Harrington,  16  Gray,  102,  104 ;  Hooper  v. 
Hooper,  9  Gush.  122,  180;  Tolbert  «.  Bums, 
82  Ga.  213;  Crecelius  v.Horst,  78  Mo.  566; 
Hall  V.  Smith,  61  N.  H.  144.  This  maj  be 
true  though  the  gift  is  to  individuals  by  name, 
for  it  may  still  appear  that  the  testator  has 
treated  the  persons  named  as  a  class.  Hall  v. 
Smith  (citing  Jackson  9.  Roberts,  14  Gray, 
546;  Holbrook  v.  Harrington,  16  Gray,  102; 
SehafiFer  «.  Kettell,  14  AUen,  528;  8tedman 
«.  Priest,  103  Mass.  298);  Collins  v,  Bergen, 
42  N.  J.  Eq.  57  (citing  the  same  cases); 
Church  t.  Church,  15  R.  I.  138  (citing  also 
Springer  «.  C^ngleton.  80  Ga.  976;  Warner's 
Appeal,  89  Conn.  258;  Taloott  «.  Talcott, 
id.  186);  Towner.  Weston,  182  Mass.  518; 
Webster  9.  Welton,  58  Conn.  188.  But  ordin- 
arily there  will  be  a  lapse  in  such  a  case.  See 
tbe  same  cases. 

Gift  to  A.  and  B.,  brother  and  sister,  not  re- 
lated to  the  testator,  of  '<$2000  each"  is  not 
a  gift  to  a  claM;  and  the  death  of  either  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  other  causes  a  lapse.  Claf- 
lin  9.  Tiiton,  141  Mass.  343  (citing  Workman 
9.  Workman,  2  Allen,  472 ;  Jackson  9.  Roberts, 
14  Gray,  546).  See  Martin  9.  La  Chasse,  47 
Mo.  591.  Gift  "  to  all  my  daachters  in  eqnal 
shares/'  treated  as  a  gift  to  a  cuss.  Dere  «• 
Johnson,  141  Mass.  ^. 

If  the  daas  be  compoeed  of  relations  of  the 
testator)  one  of  whom  dies  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  leaving  issue,  the  issue  take 
by  statote  in  many  states.     Stockbridge, 


Petitioner,  145  Mass.  517 ;  Moore  v.  Wearer, 
16  Gray,  805;  WooUev  v.  Paxson,  46  Ohio 
St.  807  (citing  Moore  «.  Dimond,  5  R.  L  121; 
Guitar  9.  Gordon,  17  Mo.  408;  Jamison  v. 
Hay,  46  Mo.  546;  Cheney  9,  Selman,  71  Ga. 
884;  Yeates  «.  Gill,  9  B.  Mon.  208).  Contra, 
Gross's  Entate,  10  Barr,  860;  Toung  v.  Robin- 
son, 11  Gill  &  J.  828.  If  no  issue  is  left,  the 
sunrivors  of  the  class  will  take  the  whole. 
Dove  9.  Johnson,  141  Mass.  287.  But  in  thb 
cnse  of  a  gift  to  individuals,  described  by 
name,  the  death  of  one,  as  has  oeen  remarked 
on  the  preceding  p.,  note  1,  will  cause  a  lapee, 
unless  an  intent  to  the  contrary  appears. 
Jackson  9.  Roberts,  14  Gray,  546^  550.  Se^ 
also  Stedman  9.  Priest,  103  Mass.  298;  Schaf^ 
fer  9.  Kettell,  14  Allen,  528. 

<  See  Jackson  9.  Staats,  11  Johns.  887; 
Jackson  9.  Merrill,  6  Johns.  185.  Where  a 
testator  devised  lands  to  his  son.  and  hia 
daughter,  and  two  grandsons  (surviyin^ 
children  of  a  deceased  daughter),  to  be  di* 
yided  between  them  into  three  parts,  one  third 
to  the  son,  one  third  to  the  daughter,  and  the 
other  third  to  the  two  grandsons,  ana  devised 
other  portions  to  other  children  in  full  of 
their  snare  of  his  estate,  and  chaxged  the 
devisees  of  the  first  three  parts  with  Uie  payw 
ment  of  his  debts,  in  e^ual  thirds;  and  one 
of  the  grandsons  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  unmarried, — it  was  held  that  the 
deyise  to  hioi  did  not  lapee,  but  saryived  to 
his  brother.  Anderson  9t  PaiMni.  4  CkeenL 
486. 
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ing  issue^  which  of  course  is  litigatory  (a),  or  if  one  who  would  other- 
wise be  a  member  of  the  class  is  an  attesting  witness  (b),  or  if  the 
gift  to  one  is  revoked  (c). 

A  gift  to  executors  has  sometimes  been  construed  as  a  gift  to  a 
elasSy  and  as  such  carrying  the  entire  subject  of  gift  to  the  individuals 
composing  the  class,  i.e,  sustaining  the  office,  at  the  death  Gifu  to  ezeca- 
of  the  testator,  though  made  tenants  in  common,  in  et-  towM*  class, 
elusion  of  any  who  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  Such  has  been  ad- 
judged to  be  the  effect  of  a  bequest  "  to  my  executors  hereinafter 
named,  to  enable  them  to  pay  my  debts,  legacies,  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary charges,  and  also  to  recompense  them  for  their 
♦trouble,  equally  between  them "(d).  The  "recompense"  [♦312] 
was  held  to  go  with  the  "  trouble  "  to  the  survivors.  Besides, 
the  survivors,  of  course,  took  the  whole  in  trust  to  pay  debts ;  and 
the  same  persons  were,  by  the  words  of  the  will,  entitled  to  keep  fot 
their  own  benefit  what  remained  after  such  payment  The  case 
turned  on  the  special  terms  of  the  will. 

If,  however,  the  objects  are  to  be  ascertained  at  some  period  or 
event  which  happens  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  it  seems   No  distinction 
formerly  to  have  been  considered  that  the  subsequent  "^^^^^ 
decease  of  any  member  or  members  of  the  class  in  such   by  some  event 
lifetime  would  occasion  the  lapse  of  their  shares,  in  the  ^^^^^^ 
same  manner  as  if  tiie  gift  had  been  originally  made  in   lifetime. 

(a)  He  Coleman  and  Jarrom,  4  Ch.  D.  165.  Hot  hj  apt  words  issue  (if  any)  may  of  coarse 
be  snbstitated  to  take  the  share  of  a  deceased  parent  without  destroying  the  nature  of  the 
class-gift.    See  an  instance,  Aspinall «.  Duckworth,  85  Beav.  307. 

(6)  Fell  9.  Biddolph,  L.  R  ,  10  C.  P.  709. 

(e)  Shaw  v.  M'Malion,  4  D.  &  War.  43t;  Clark  v.  Phillips,  17  Jar.  886.  That  nnder  « 
gift  *'to  A.  and  the  children  of  B.,**  A.  is  a  member  of  the  class,  vide  ante,  p.  232. 

id)  Knif^ht  v.  Gouid,  2  My.  &  K.  295;  but  in  Barber  «.  Barber,  8  My.  &  C  688,  where  a 
testator  b^ueathed  one  moiety  of  the  residue  of  his  property,  in  a  certain  event  which  hap- 


themji -. ,       r^ , T    , 

'*  which  last-mentioned  four  persons  I  also  appoint  as  my  executors,  to  see  that  everything  is 
duly  executed  and  performed  according  to  my  will  and  desire  therein."  The  testator  ap- 
pointed two  other  persons  as  additional  executors,  and  at  the  foot  of  his  will  wrote  as  fol- 
lows: —  *'  It  must  De  understood  to  be  my  will  and  intention,  that  if  either  or  more  than  one 
of  my  executors  shall  refuse  to  accept  the  trust  and  act  as  executor,  then  I  annul  totally  my 
bequest  of  my  property  to  every  such  person  as  shall  refuse  to  take  the  trusts  upon  himself.*^ 
One  of  the  executors  having  renouncea  the  trusts,  his  share  was  claimed  by  the  otiier  three, 
who  contended  that  the  four  executors  to  whom  the  gift  was  made  were  to  l>e  considered  as  a 
class,  and  that  the  three  who  proved  constituted  the  class;  but  Lord  Cottenham,  after  a  full 
examination  of  the  authorities,  held  that  the  share  lapsed  to  the  next  of  kin.  inasmuch  as  the 
gift  was  not  to  executors  described  as  such,  bat  to  individuals  nomlnatim,  though  appointed 
executors;  and  he  considered  it  as  analogous  to  a  gift  to  B.,  C.  and  D.,  children  ot  A.,  as 
tenants  in  common,  which,  of  course,  would  not  be  a  gift  to  children  as  a  class,  see  Bain  v* 
Lescher,  11  Sim.  397^  so  as  to  entitle  such  of  the  legatees  as  might  be  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testator.  And  with  respect  to  the  moiety  whicn  was  given,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the 
"executor!**  simply  as  Sucti,  his  Lordship  considered  that  this  was  qualified  and  explained 
by  the  subsennent  clause,  and  indeed,  unless  so  construed,  it  would  carr^r  the  half,  not  to  the 
lonr,  but  to  tne  six  executorsj  and  generally  a  gift  to  the  persons  "  hereint)efore  tor  herein- 
after] named*'  as  executors  is  a  gift  to  the  individuals  named,  not  to  a  class,  Hoare  v.  Os- 
borne, 83  L.  J.  Ch.  586.  See  furtner  as  to  gifts  to  executors,  post.  Chap.  XaIX.  So  of  a 
gift  to  ^  before-mentioned  legatees,''  the  words  of  reference  are  merely  to  save  repetition, 
and  the  construction  must  be  the  same  as  if  the  repetition  were  actuallv  made.  Re  Gibson,  2 
J.  &  H.  656;  Nicholson  v,  Patrickson,  8  Gif.  109.  And  a  gift  to  the  five  daughters  of  A.  is 
a  gift  to  person«  designatse,  not  to  a  claai^  Be  Smith's  Tmsta.  9  Ch.  D.  117;  lee  Be  Stans- 
field,  16  Ch.  D.  84. 
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faror  of  the  individuals  answering  the  description.  Such  certainly 
was  the  opinion  of  Sir  E.  P.  Arden,  M.  K.^  in  Allen  v.  Callow  (e) ; 

but  the  point  did  not  arise,  and  the  propriety  of  the  construc- 
[*313]  tion  seems  questionable,  for  it  is  *  difficult  to  perceive  why 

the  throwing  into  the  description  of  children  an  additional 
ingredient,  by  requiring  them  to  be  living  at  a  given  period,  should 
vary  in  other  respects  the  construction  applicable  to  the  gift ;  accord- 
ingly, in  Lee  v.  Pain  (/),  where  the  gift  was  to  M.  for  life,  and  after 
his  decease,  to  his  children  living  at  his  decease,  equally  between 
them,  and  M.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  leaving  three 
children  surviving,  one  of  whom  also  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testatrix,  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C,  decided  that  the  children  living  at 
the  death  of  M.  who  survived  the  testatrix  took  as  a  class,  and  that 
there  was  no  lapse;  and  his  decision  has  been  followed  in  other 
cases(^).  Such  a  gift  is  not  the  less  a  gift  to  a  class  because  a 
special  qualification  is  superadded ;  and  the  fact  that  the  event  which 
regulates  the  qualification  occurs  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  there- 
fore precludes  future  accessions  to  the  class,  has  no  further  infiuence 
upon  the  construction  than  the  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime  of  a 
person  whose  children  are  simply  objects  of  gift,  which  we  have  seen 
does  not  prevent  its  being  considered  as  a  gift  to  a  class,  and  as  such 
comprising  the  objects  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  Had  the 
Courts  held  that,  in  order  to  attract  the  rule  of  construction  peculiar 
to  classes,  it  was  essential  that  the  class  should  be  susceptible  of  in- 
crease as  well  as  diminution,  there  would  have  been  something  like 
a  principle  to  proceed  upon ;  but  the  distinction  between  a  gift  to 
the  children  of  A.,  who  dies  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  a  gift  to  the 
children  of  A.  living  at  the  decease  of  B.,  a  person  who  dies  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  seems  to  be  purely  arbitrary. 

It  is  not  clear  what  would  be  the  effect  of  a  gift  to  certain  other 
classes  of  persons,  as  to  the  next  of  kin  or  relations  as  tenants  in 
Gift  to  next  common  of  A.,  a  i)erson  who  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
of  kin  or  reift-  testator,  in  the  event  of  any  of  the  next  of  kin  or  rela- 
^^  tions  dying  in  the  interval  between  the  decease  of  A. 

and  of  the  testator;  since,  in  every  case  where  such  a  gift  has 
occurred  (and  in  which  the  entirety  has  been  held  to  belong  to  the 
surviving  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the  testator),  the  bequest 
seems  to  have  contained  no  words  which  could  operate  to  sever  the 
joint  tenancy  (A).     In  Ham's  Trusts  (i),  though  there  were  words 

(e)  3  Yen.  289 ;  bm  also  Ackerman  «.  Burrows,  3  V.  &  B.  54,  where  the  testator  addressed 
a  letter  (which  was  adjudged  to  be  testamentary),  to  his  mother  and  sisters,  in  which  he  de« 
sired  that,  in  a  certain  event,  his  property  mig^t  be  divided  amount  them.  Sir  W.  Gran% 
H.  B.,  held  that  the  share  of  a  sister  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime  lapsed;  but  a  case  so 
peculiar,  and  apparently  decided  upon  its  particular  circumstances,  throws  very  little  light 
on  the  general  principle. 

(/)  4  Hare,  250. 

(a)  Leigh  v.  Leigh,  17  Bear.  605;  Cruse  «.  Howell,  4  Drew.  215. 

(k)  Bridge  v.  Abbott,  8  B.  G.  G.  224;  Vaux  «.  Hendermm,  IJ.  &  W.  888,  n. 

(t)  2  Sim.  N.  S.  106;  see  this  case  stated  post,  Ch.  XZDL 
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which  severed  the  joint  tenancy,  yet  there  were  other  words  which 

prevented  the  legatees  from  taking  as  a  class;  Sir.  B.  T. 

♦  Kindersley,  V.-C.,  however,  appears  to  have  been  of  opin-  [♦314] 

ion  that  without  the  latter  words  the  gift  would  have  been  a 

gift  to  a  class,  and  would  have  taken  effect  in  favor  of  those  only 

who  survived  the  testator. 

Where  the  devise  which  lapses  comprises  the  legal  or  beneficial 
ownership  only,  of  course  its  failure  creates  a  vacancy  in  the  dispo- 
sition merely  to  that  extent  Thus,  if  a  testator  devise 
lands  to  the  use  of  A.  in  fee,  in  trust  for  B.  in  fee,  and  le^ai  or  bene- 
A.  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  legal  estate  com-  ^^^^^^^ 
prised  in  the  lapsed  devise  to  A.  devolves  to  the  testa- 
tor's heir  (or,  if  the  will  has  been  made  or  republished  since  1837, 
and  contains  a  residuary  devise,  then  to  the  residuary  devisee), 
charged  with  a  trust  in  ^vor  of  B.,  whose  equitable  interest  under 
the  devise  is  not  affected  by  the  death  of  his  trustee.  An  example 
of  the  converse  case  is  afforded  by  Doe  d.  Shelley  v.  Edliu  (k),  where 
a  testator  gave  (inter  alia)  to  A.  his  real  estates,  to  hold  to  A.,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  pay  the  same  to  B.  for  her  life,  for  her 
separate  use,  free  from  the  control  of  her  husband ;  and  after  the  de- 
cease of  B.,  upon  trust  to  convey  the  real  estates  to  such  uses  and  in 
such  manner  as  B.  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint.  B.  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime.  It  was  held,  nevertheless,  that  the  legal  inherit- 
ance passed  to  A.  under  the  devise.  Lord  Denman  suggested  a  doubt 
whether  the  doctrine  would  apply  to  a  case  in  which  the  trustee  had 
no  duty  to  perform,  as  in  the  case  of  a  devise  to  the  use  of  A.  in  fee 
in  trust  for  B.  It  seems  difficult  to  discover  any  solid  ground  for 
distinguishing  such  cases. 

in.  —  Charges  on  Land.  —  And  here  it  may  be  noticed  that  where 
an  estate  is  devised  to  one,  charged  with  a  sum  of  money,  either 
annual  or  in  gross,  in  favor  of  another,  the  charge  is  not 
affected  by  the  lapse  of  the  devise  of  the  onerated  prop-  de^  of 
erty.*    Thus,  if  Blackacre  be  devised  to  A.  and  his  heirs,   ch»'g«i  prop- 
charged  with  or  on  condition  that  he  pay  501.  a  year,  or 
the  sum  of  BOOL,  to  B.,  and  it  happens  that  A.  dies  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,  his  (the  testator's)  heir-at-law  (or  his  residuary  devise,  if 
the  will  is  subject  to  the  new  law)  will  take  the  estate  charged  with 
the  annuity  or  legacy  in  question  (Z).    This  principle  is  strongly 
exemplified  in  Oke  v.  Heath  {m),  in   which  a  person  having  a 


(h)  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  M9. 


on  app.  (where  the  point 
'  Ch.  D.  481. 


1  Cadjr  V.  Cad)r,  67  Wn.  436. 
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[*315]  ^  power  of  appointment  over  a  sum  of  money,  by  will  ap- 
pointed the  fund  in  question  to  A.;  and  in  consideration 
thereof  A.  was  to  pay  to  his  mother  an  annuity  of  100^.  during  her 
life  for  her  separate  use,  and  to  enter  into  a  bond,  with  a  penalty,  for 
the  payment  thereof;  and  the  testatrix  gave  the  residue  of  what 
she  had  power  to  dispose  of  to  B.  A.  died  in  the  testatrix's  lifetime, 
yet  the  mother  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  her  annuity  out  of  the 
•  fund,  the  whole  of  which,  by  the  death  of  A.,  had  devolved  to  B.,  the 
residuary  appointee. 

In  the  converse  case,  namely,  where  the  person  for  whom  the 
money  is  to  be  raised  dies  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  it  is  more  diffi- 
Laps«of  <^u^t  to  determine  the  destination  of  the  lapsed  inter- 

cK^'oS^  ^^  ^®  question  being  then  embarrassed  by  the  conflict- 
real  e»tAie  —  ing  claims  of  the  devisee  of  the  lands  charged,  and  of 
it«  deatination.  ^he  heir  of  the  testator :  the  former  contending  that  the 
charge  has  become  extinct  for  his  benefit ;  and  the  latter,  that  the 
lapsed  sum  is  to  be  regarded  as  real  estate  undisposed  of  by 
the  wilL 

This,  at  least,  is  clear,  that  where  land  is  charged  with  a  sum  of 
money  upon  a  contingency,  and  the  contingency  does  not  happen. 
Rule  as  to  *^®  charge  sinks  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee  (n).  As 
conUogent  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  land  to  A.,  charged  with  a 
cbaiges;  legacy  to  B.,  provided  B.  attain  the  age  of  twenty -one, 

as  to  which  Lord  Eldon  (o)  has  observed :  '^  The  devise  is  absolute  as 
to  A.,  unless  B.  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one :  if  he  does,  he  is  to  have 
the  legacy.  But  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  is  a  condition, 
upon  which  alone  he  is  to  have  it  j  and,  if  he  does  not  attain  that 
age,  then  the  will  is  to  be  read  as  if  no  such  legacy  had  been  given, 
and  the  heir-at-law  does  not  come  in,  because  the  whole  is  absolutely 
given  to  the  devisee ;  but  a  gift  which  fails  must  clearly  be  intended, 
upon  the  failure  of  the  condition,  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee." 
It  would  of  course  be  immaterial,  in  such  case,  whether  the  death  of 
the  legatee  during  minority  occurred  in  the  testator's  lifetime  or 
afterwards. 

—  where  liable  Where  a  legacy,  payable  in  futuro,  though  not  ex- 
?  *^*°'h  ^^h  V^^^^J  contingent,  is  bequeathed  in  such  a  manner  as 
not  expr^^  that  it  would  fail  by  the  death  of  the  legatee  before  the 
contingent.  ^[j^q  of  payment  (and  such  is  always  the  rule  where  the 
postponement  is  referable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  leg- 
[♦316]  atee,  and  is  not  made  for  the  convenience  *of  the  estate)* 

(n)  Att.-Oen.  v.  Milner,  8  Atk.  119;  Croft  v.  Slee,  4  Yen.  60;  Re  Oooper*s  Tnuts,  98  L  J 
Ch.  25,  4  D.  M.  &  6.  767;  but  such  a  gift  as  that  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Milner,  woold  now  be  held 
to  be  rested. 

Co)  Tregonwell  9.  Sydenham,  &  Dow,  210. 

^  A  lender  charged  upon  real  eotate  lajieet  pimnant  was  postponed  by  the  testator  in 
bv  the  death  of  the  legatee  before  the  time  rereretice  to  the  situation  and  circumstances 
«f  payment  only  in  those  cases  in  which  tha    of  the  le^tee,  and  not  where  it  was  postponed 
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the  ease  eTidentty  fiUa  within  the  prineiple  of  Lord  Eldon's  reason* 
ing;  and,  consequent! j,  if  the  legatee  die  before  the  vesting  age, 
whether  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  or  not,  the  charge  sinks  in 
the  estate. 

It  is  to  be  obseryed,  also,  that  a  legacy  which,  though  originally 
9aade  contingent,  becomes  absolute  by  the  effect  of  events  in  the 
testator's  lifetime  (subject,  of  course,  to  a  liability  to  charges  abso- 
failure  by  lapse),  is  to  be  regarded,  in  applying  the  doc-  ^^^^  ^  •^•"^ 
trine  in  question,  in  precisely  the  same  light  as  if  it  were  originally 
absolute.    Thus,  if  land  be  devised,  charged  with  a  specific  sum  to 
jL,  on  condition  of  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  A« 
do  attain  that  age,  and  subsequently  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the 
gift  receiver  the  same  construction  as  if  it  had  not  originally  been 
made  conditional  on  his  attaining  the  prescribed  age. 
'     With  respect  to  the  general  question,  as  to  the  destination  of  sums 
charged  on  real  estate  which  lapse  by  the  event  of  the  legatee  dying 
in  the  testator's  lifetime,  little  direct  authority  can  be  ad-  General  doc 
duced ;  but  as  there  seems  not  to  be  any  solid  distinction  ^^®jj"  j^n'of 
between  such  cases  and  those  in  which  the  gift  of  a  spe-  sums  payable 
cific  sum  is  void  ab  initio,  recourse  is  naturally  had  to  ^"'  ^  ^^' 
the  cases  on  this  point,  which  supply  much  matter  for  comment.    The 
principle  as  between  the  heir  and  devisee  of  the  land  is  (p),  that  ''if 
the  devise  to  a  particular  person,  or  for  a  particular  purpose,  is  to  be 
considered  as  intended  by  the  testator  as  an  exception  from  the  gift 
to  the  residuary  devisee,  the  heir  takes  the  benefit  of  the  failure  (q). 
If  it  is  to  be  considered  as  intended  by  the  testator  to  be  a  charge 
only  on  the  estate  devised,  and  not  an  exception  from  the  gift,  the 
devisee  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  failure." 

The  following  are  the  decisions  in  favor  of  the  heir.        Deeisions  in 
In  Arnold  v.  Chapman  (r)  a  testator  devised  a  copy-  f  ^°''  ®^  ^ 
hold  estate  to  Chapman,  he  causing  to  be  paid  to  his 
executors  the  sum  of  1,000^.;  and,  after  payment  of  chapman, 
debts  and  legacies,  he  devised  all  the  remainder  of  his 
estate  to  the  Foundling  Hospital.     As  the  bequest  of  the  1,000?.  to 
the  Hospital  was  void,  a  question  arose  whether  it  should  go 
to  the  heir,  or  sink  for  the  benefit  of  the  *  devisee.    Lord  [*317] 
Hardwicke  held  that  the  heir  was  entitled  by  way  of  result- 
ing trust,  observing,  "  As  this  charge  is  well  made  on  the  estate,  but 

(p)  Vide  Sir  J.  Leach's  jndgment  in  Cooke  v.  Stationers'  Company,  8  My.  &  K»  264. 

iq)  As  in  cases  where  lands  are  directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce  divided,  Page  v.  Leap- 
ingwell,  IS  Ves.  463;  Gibbs  «.  Ramsey,  2  V.  &  B.  294;  Jonns  o.  Mitchell,  1  S.  &  St.  290;  see 
also  Cruse  v.  Barley,  8  P.  W.  20.  and  Collins  v.  Wakeman,  2  Ves.  Jr.  683.  As  to  Cooke  v. 
Stationers'  Company,  8  Bly.  &  K.  262,  se9  judgment  of  Wood,  Y.-C.,  in  Be  Cooper's  leasts, 
S3  L.  J.  Ch.  29,  n. 

(r)  1  Ves.  108,. 

for  the  conyenience  oi  the  estate,  or  of  the    Gonlbonm  t .  Brooks,  2  T.  &  CoU,  589 ;  Don*' 
person  chiM>ged  with  the  payment  of  the  le^-    nar's  Appeal,  9  Watti  &  S.  872. 
aoy.    Harris  «.  Fly,  7  Paige,    421.     See 
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not  well  disposed  of  by  reason  of  the  act,  it  must  be  oonsidered,  as 
between  the  heir  and  the  Hospital  (qu.  devisee  ?),  as  part  of  the  real 
estate  undisposed  of,  and  must  be  for  his  benefit.'^ 

In  the  next  case,  of  Gravenor  t;.  Hallum  («),  a  testator  devised  to 
his  executors  and  their  heirs  a  messuage  in  Ipswich,  subject  to  the 
Gnvenor  annual  payments,  making  together  lOZ.,  thereina^r  given 

9,  Hallum.  and  for  ever  charged  thereon,  and  all  other  his  real 
estate,  in  trust  to  be  sold,  directing  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale, 
and  his  personal  estate,  to  be  distributed  as  therein  mentioned.  The 
testator  then  gave  the  lOZ.  a-year  to  charity.  Lord  Camden  held  that 
the  heir  was  entitled.  ^'The  rule  as  to  real  estate  is,"  he  said,  ^'that 
where  the  intention  of  a  testator  is  to  devise  the  residue  exclusive  of 
a  part  given  away,  the  residuary  devisee  shall  not  take  part  in  any 
event.  If  he  had  said,  ^I  give  my  estates  over  and  above  the  rent- 
charge,'  it  would  have  been  more  plain :  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  he 
had  so  expressed  himself.  The  rent-charge  is  severed  forever  from 
the  devise,  which  he  gives  to  the  residuary  legatees." 

So  in  Bland  v.  Wilkins  (t),  before  Sir  Thomas  Sewell,  where  lands 
were  given  to  E.  N.  in  fee,  upon  condition  that  her  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators should  pay  lOZ.  to  a  charity.  His  Honor  held  that  the 
lOZ.  should  go  to  the  heir,  as  part  of  the  produce  of  the  land  undis- 
posed of. 

The  authority  of  Arnold  v.  Chapman,  and  the  consequent  superiority 

of  the  heir's  claim,  was  recognized  by  Sir  J.  Leach  in  Hench- 

[*318]  man  v.  Att.-Gen.  («).    Though  ultimately  the  V.-C.  *  held  the 

charge  to  be  extinct  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee  of  the  land, 

(«)  Amb.  648, 1  B.  G.  G.  61,  n. 

m  In  1782,  cited  1  B.  C.  C.  61.  ...«,«    ,^.    ..  . 

(«)  S  S.  &  St.  4d8.  A  teittator  devised  certain  copybold  lands  to  W.  H.,  his  heirs  and 
ansigns,  upon  condition  that  he  within  one  month  after  the  decease  of  the  testator,  paid  to  his 
(the  testator's)  execntora  a  snm  of  2.000/.,  which  he  desired  should  be  taken  as  nart  of  his 
personal  estate,  and  disposed  of  in  the  same  manner;  and,  after  giving  certain  l^^ieSj^he 
disposed  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  including  the  2,000/.,  in  favorof  chanties.  The 
te<«tator  died  without  customary  heir  or  next  of  kin,  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  S.000<. 
belonged  to  the  devisee,  the  lord  of  the  manor,  or  the  Crown.  Sir  J  Leach,  V.-C.,  considered 
Arnold  V.  Chapman  to  be  a  decisive  authority  against  the  devisee;  and  that  the  lord  of  the 
manor  could  not  be  entitled  to  it,  as  he  takes  onlv  propter  defectum  tenentis,  and  here  he  had 
a  tenant,  and  hRd  received  his  fine  upon  admittance.  His  Honor  observed,  that,  if  there  had 
been  a  next  of  kin,  a  question  might  have  been  raised,  whether  the  testator  did  or  did  not 
intend  that  this  sum  of  2,000/.  should  have  all  the  same  qualities  as  if  it  had  been  personal 
estate  at  his  death.  There  being  no  next  of  kin,  the  Crown  took,  by  force  of  lU  prerogative; 
it  real  estate,  because  there  was  no  customary  heir,  if  personalty,  because  there  was  no  next 
of  kin.  On  appeal,  3  My.  &  K.  485,  Lord' Brougham  considered  that,  though  the  Crown 
might  take  personalty  as  l)ona  vacantia,  it  could  not  take  real  estate  except  by  escheat ;  which 
had  no  place  her*,  because  copyholds  must  escheat  (if  at  all)  to  the  lord.  He  thought  that  it 
was  not  material  whether  the  sum  was  considered  to  be  excepted  out  of  the  devise,  and  there- 
fore devolving  to  the  heir,  as  in  Arnold  v.  Chapman,  or  as  a  charge  unon  it,  and  therefore 
failing  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee  of  the  land,  as  in  Jackson  v.  Hurlock ;  because,  as  there 
was  no  heir,  and  as  neither  the  lord  (he  having  a  tenant  to  perform  his  services),  nor  tha 
Crown  could  take  by  escheat,  and  as  the  holding  it  to  be  personalty  was  out  of  the  question, 
his  Lordship  considered  that  the  cestui  que  trust  had  failed,  and  that  the  devisee  of  the  land 
bad  the  benefit  of  the  extinction  of  the  charge  by  the  necessity  of  the  case.  His  Lordship 
observed,  too,  that  the  money  could  not  be  raised  by  the  aid  of  the  (3oaTt,  who,  though  it 
would  assist  the  heir  if  there  had  been  one,  would  not  have  lent  itself  to  tha  Crown.  Aa  to 
which  see  above,  p.  68,  n.  (a). 
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yet  the  adjudication  on  the  appeal  was  founded  on  special  circum- 
stances, and  did  not  touch  the  general  doctrine. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  Arnold  v.  Chapman  and  Henchman 
V.  Att.-Gen.,  the  gift  of  the  money  to  the  executors  was  good,  and 
might,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  be  wanted  for  debts,   observations 
and,  in  this  view,  was  well  severed  from  the  estate,  and  <">  Arnold  v. 
not  merely  a  charge  upon  it  (x).    In  Oravenor  v,  Hallum,   Gravenor  v? 
the  annual  payments  were  expressly  treated  as  excep-  Haiium. 
tions,  and  not  charges.     In  Bland  v.  Wilkins,  the  grounds  of  the  de- 
termination are  not  known.    None  of  the  cases,  therefore,  are  author- 
ities that  the  benefit  of  a  charge^  the  gift  of  which  is  void  ab  initio, 
falls  to  the  heir. 

We  now  come  to  the  cases  where  the  decision  was  in  favor  of  the 
devisee  of  the  land,  all  of  which  will,  it  is  conceived,  be  found  to  be 
cases  of  mere  charges. 

Thus,  in  Jackson  v,  Hurlock  (y),  A.  devised  to  B.  and  her  heirs 
certain  manors,  charged  with  the  payment  of  any  sum  not  exceeding 
10,0OOZ.  to  such  person  as  he,  by  any  letter  or  writing  to   ... . 
be  left  with  her,  should  appoint.    By  a  writing  so  left,   favor  of  the 
he  charged  on  the  estate  (int.  al.)  several  sums  to  charit-  J^^JJ^li?* 
able  and  superstitious  uses,  amounting  to  about  6,000/. 
Lord  Korthington  held  that  these  void  legacies  must  HiSock."* 
sink  into  the  estate,  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee.    It 
had  been  argued  at  the  bar,  he  said,  upon  a  mistake,  as  if  the  testator 
had  intended,  at  all  events,  to  take  10,0OOZ.  out  of  the  estate ;  whereas 
he  meant  the  reverse.    A  sum  not  exceeding  10,000Z.  had  put  a  charge 
upon  the  estate  which  could  not  take  place. 

So,  in  Barrington  v.  Hereford,  decided  by  Lord  Bathurst  j  which, 
according  to  a  very  short    statement  by  a  reporter  of  a 
*  subsequent  period  («),  seems  to  have  been  a  bequest  of  [*319] 
1,000Z.  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  in  trust  for  B.,  charged  with 
an  annual  sum  to  a  charity.    It  is  said  that  the  M.  B.  gave  it  (t.  6.,  the 
annual  sum)  to  the  residuary  legatee,  but  that  the  Chan-  Barrington  «. 
cellor  decided  in  favor  of  the  specific  devisee,  as  arising   Hereford, 
out  of  the  estate.    Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  in  Kennell  v.  Abbott  (a), 
said,  ''that  Lord  Bathurst  first  thought  the  heir  entitled,  upon  the 
cases  of   Cruse  v.  Barley  (6),  and  Arnold  v.  Chapman ;  but  after- 
wards his  Lordship  changed  his   opinion,   and  it  is  now  perfectly 
settled^  that  if  an  estate  is  devised,  charged  with  legacies,  and  the 
legacies  fail,  no  matter  how,  the  devisee  shall  have  the  benefit  of  it, 
and  take  the  estate." 

So,  in  Baker  v.  Hall  (c),  where  a  testator  gave  to  the  minister  or 


(x)  But  see  Tncker  v.  Kajess,  4  K.  &  J.  839. 
ry)  Amb  487,  better  reported  2  Ed.  268. 
5)  1  B.  C.  C.  61. 

Ves.  811. 

P.  W.  ao,  sUted  post,  Gb.  XIX. 

"  Ves.  497. 
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clergyman  of  a  certain  parish, /or  ever,  an  annnitj  or  zent-oharge  of  S5L 
Baker  v  Hall  ^  ^  issuing  out  of  a  certain  messui^^  &c.y  for  a  charita- 
ble purpose,  with  a  power  of  distress.  He  then  devised 
the  premises  (sttbjeet  to  the  annuity),  upon  certain  trusts :  and  de- 
vised all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  not  thereinbefore 
disposed  of,  upon  other  trusts.  The  question  was,  whether  the  an- 
nuity, the  devise  of  which  was  void,  went  to  the  residuary  devisee, 
or  to  the  specific  devisee  of  the  lands.  Sir  W.  Grant  said,  that  the 
testator  appeared  to  have  expressly  excepted  the  annuity  out  of  the 
residue  of  his  estcUe ;  and  could  never  have  had  it  in  contemplation 
that  it  should  go,  in  any  event,  to  the  residuary  devisee ;  and  he  de- 
cided that  it  sunk  for  the  benefit  of  the  specific  devisee.  It  will  be 
observed,  that  the  annuity  was  not  an  exception  out  of  the  estate 
out  of  which  it  was  to  issue ;  that  estate  was  devised  subject  to  it ; 
in  other  words  it  was  a  mere  charge.  According  to  the  law,  as  set- 
tled at  the  present  day,  there  could  not  be  a  doubt  that  the  residuary 
devisee  would  have  no  claim,  for  the  authorities  {(£)  clearly  show  that 
a  declaration  of  trust  in  favor  of  a  charity  avoids  the  devise  of  the 
legal  estate ;  a  rent-charge,  therefore,  devised  as  in  the  above  case, 
never  could  have  existence,  and  consequently  could  not  form  the  sub- 
ject of  claim  by  any  person  (a). 

In  Cooke  v.  The  Stationers'  Company  (/),  Sir  J.  Leach, 
[*320]  M.  E.,  *  distinguished  between  a  charge  and  an  exception ; 
and  being  of  opinion,  that  the  legacy  in  the  case  before  him 
was  a  charge,  held  that  the  devisee  was  entitled.  He  observed 
that  the  devise  being  upon  condition  to  pay  the  legacies  made  no 
Cooke  V.  Su-  difference,  being  no  more  than  a  charge  of  the  legacies  ; 
tionere'  Com-  consequently  Bland  v,  Wilkins  {g)  must  be  considered 
^^^'  as  overruled. 

So,  in  Bidgway  v.  Woodhouse  {h),  where  a  testator  devised  real 
estate  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  her  life ;  but  in  case  his  wife's  sister 
Ridfcway  9.  should  reside  with  her,  he  directed  his  trustees  to  retain 
Woodhouse.  out  of  the  rents  100/.  for  every  day  of  such  residence, 
and  pay  the  same  to  a  charity.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  K,  said :  *'  Tho 
direction  to  pay  to  the  charity  is  void,  and  consequently  the  direction 
to  retain,  so  far  as  it  was  intended  to  operate  for  the  benefit  of  the 
charity,  was  also  void,  and  had  no  effect ;  and  that  purpose  failing,  I 
thiuk  the  direction  to  retain  must  fail  altogether." 

The  point  under  consideration  was  much  discussed  in  Re  Cooper's 
Trust  (i),  in  which  there  was  a  specific  devise  on  trust  in  the  first 

(dS  Ante,  p.  186. 

(e)  The  remark  in  the  text  alio  applies  to  Lord  Eldon's  observmtionB,  8  Dow,  915,  810.    If 
the  trust  of  the  term  had  been  to  raise  moaej  lor  charity,  the  term  itself  would  hare  been 
void,  and  the  estate  dischanred. 
^)  3  My.  &  K.  262. 
Ante,  p.  317. 
7  Beav.  4.37 
tt)23L.J  Ch.  25, 4  D.  M.  &  G.  767.    See  ako  Garter  v.  HmwbII,  3  Jar.  K.  S.  788,  96  L. 
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plaoe  to  raise  a  9uia  of  money  by  sale  or  otherwise ;  aud^  Be  Cooper'* 
after  raising  as  aforesaid,  the  estate  was  to  be  in  trust  for  Tr"»^ 
the  testator's  son  and  his  issue ;  it  was  then  directed  that  the  money 
should  go  to  the  testator's  daughter  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  her 
children.  Then  followed  a  residuary  devise.  The  daughter  survived 
the  testator,  but  died  without  ever  having  had  a  child.  Sir  W.  P. 
Wood,  V.-C.,  treated  the  distinction  between  an  exception  and  a 
charge  as  settled ;  the  question  was  to  which  head  the  case  before 
him  belonged.  He  said  he  "  did  not  find  a  case  deciding  that  a  gift  so 
oircumstanced  as  that  had  been  held  to  be  an  exception  "  (k). 

*  These  principles  were  applied  by  Sir  R.  Kindersley,  V.-C,  [*321] 
without  hesitation  to  the  case  of  failure  by  lapse  (Z). 

Where  personal  property  is  bequeathed  to  A.  and  the  j^^  ^ 
heirs  of  his  body,  and  in  case  of  failure  of  issue  of  A.,   heiS'to  sink  for 
then  to  B.  (which,  as  is  well  settled,  is  an  absolute  gift  ^^j^^i'lr^ 
to  A.,  if  he  survive  the  testator),  it  is  undetermined   quest  of  mon^ 
whether,  if  A.  die  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  ^^^^H^* 
testator,  the  gift  to  B.  will  take  effect.    If  we  consider  body,  remair- 
that  the  gift  to  A.,  if  he  survive  the  testator,  is  absolute   ty  d^  0/ a! 
only  because  the  gift  to  B.  is  too  remote,  then,  it  would 
seem,  since  questions  of  remoteness  are  to  be  considered  with  regard 
to  the  state  of  facts  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  not  at  the 
date  of  his  will  (w),  that  the  gift  to  B.  is  not  open  to  the  objection 
of  remoteness,  and  is  therefore  good.    In  Brown  v,  Higgs  (n),  Lord 
Alvanley  seemed  to  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  gift  to  B.  would  take 
effect,  whether  A.  died  without  issue  or  not ;  but  in  Harris  v,  Davis  (0), 
Sir  J.  BL  Bruce,  V.-C,  thought  such  a  gift  bad. 

ly.  —  Effect    of  Stat.    1.  Viot.  o.  26  on  Doctrine  of  Stat.  1  Yict. 

^pM.  —  The  doctrine  of  lapse  has  been  modified  by  Real  estate* 

the   act  1  Vict.  c.  26  in  three  important  particulars.  ^'"PJ**®^^?. 

First,  by  s.  26,  which  provides,  "  That  unless  a  contrary  de^s^ln^*^* 

intention  shall  appear  by  the  will,  such  real  estate  or  in-  ^^^'^  devSe' 

J.  Ch.  576;  Tucker  v.  Kayes^  4  K.  &  J.  339;  Sutcliffe  v.  Cole,  3  Drew.  135;  Heptinstall  v. 
Qott,  S  J.  &  H.  449 ;  Re  Clulow's  Trusts,  1  «i.  &  H.  667,  where  4n  accamulation  of  rents 
being  stoped  by  statute,  the  excess  was  held  to  sink  in  the  estate. 

{kj  In  Tucker  v.  Kayess,  sup.,  the  V.-O.  said  he  still  adhered  to  tbifl  observation,  which 
ha  cited  as  foUowa;  —  '^  I  do  not  find  a  single  case  in  the  books  tohere  a  turn  of  money  to  be 
paid  otU  of  an  ettaU  has  ever  been  held  to  be  an  exception.*'  The  variation  is  not  im- 
material* for  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Heptinstall  v,  Gott  (sup.)  the  V.-C.,  referring  to  Re 
Cooper's  Trusts,  said,  **  If  any  child  had  ever  been  in  existence,  I  apprehend  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  Arnold  0.  Chapman  would  have  applied,"  —  i.  e.,  that  if  the  daughter  and  her  child 
hid  afterwards  died  in  the  testator's  lifedme,  and  the  gift  had  thus  failed  bu  lapu,  the  case 
would  have  been  one  of  exception,  and  that  the  chaige  would  not  have  sunk  for  the  benefit  of 
the  specific  devisee.  And  it  appears,  in  fact,  from  the  V.-C.'s  judgment  in  Re  Cooper's 
Tmsta,  that  if  a  testator  makes  a  disposition  of  the  money,  in  terms  complete,  in  favor  of 
a  person  or  persona  in  esse  during  his  life,  and  legally  competent  to  take,  the  V.-C.  would 
hpU  the  case  to  be  one  of  exception.  Sed  qn.;  and  Sutcliffe  9.  Cole,  (inf.),  which  was  a 
GAM  of  lapse,  ia  contra. 

(0  Sutcliffe  0.  Cole,  3  Drew.  13& 
k)  Ante,  p.  316. 
4  Ves.  717;  and  aee  Mackinnon  «.  Peaek,  3  Kee.  6(M( :  Donn  ••  Penny,  1  Mer«  22«  23. 
lC<ai.4|6» 
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terest  therein  as  shall  be  comprised  or  intended  to  be  comprised  in 
any  devise  in  such  will  contained,  which  shall  fail  or  be  void  by 
reason  of  the  death  of  the  devisee  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  or 
by  reason  of  such  devise  being  contrary  to  law,  or  otherwise  incapa- 
ble of  taking  effect,  shall  be  included  in  the  residuary  devise  (if  any) 
contained  in  such  will."  ^ 


1  The  English  common-Uw  distinction  be- 
tween lapsMi  devises  and  lapsed  legacies 
{)revailed  here  also  at  common  law.  The 
atter  passed  (and  still  passes)  to  thoKsidoary 
legatee,  if  there  were  one ;  if  not,  to  the  next 
of  kin.  Mills  9.  Newberry,  112  III.  123 ;  Mann 
V.  Hyde,  71  Mich.  278 :  Johnson  v.  Johnson, 
32  Minn.  513.  The  former  passed,  not  to 
the  residuary  devisee,  but  to  the  heir-at-law. 
Uayden  v.  Stoughton,  5  Piclc.  528;  Price  v. 
Maxwell,  28  Penn.  St.  23;  Collins  v.  Collins, 
126  Ind.  559;  Thomas  r.  Thomas,  108  Ind.  676; 
Cruikshank  v.  Home  for  Friendless,  113  N.  Y. 
337. 

As  to  personal  property,  a  residuary  clause 
not  only  carries  all  not  disposed  of,  but  every- 
thing which  in  the  end  turns  out  not  to  be 
disposed  of,  such  as  void  and  lapsed  legacies. 
In  re  Benson,  96  N.  Y.  499 ;  Batchelder,  PeU- 
tioner,  147  Mass.  465 ;  Taylor  v.  Lucas,  4 
Hawkes,  215;  James  v.  James,  4  Paige,  115; 
Gore  V.  Stevens,  1  Dana,  206;  Van  Kleeck  v. 
lieformed  Dutch  Church,  6  Paige,  600;  Ma- 
brey  r.  Stafford,  88  N.  C.  602.  But  a  resid- 
uary gitt  will  not  carry  any  part  of  the  residue 
itselfwhich  may  have  lapsed.  Ward  v.  Dodd, 
41  N.  J.  £q.  414  (citing  Carthwaite  r.  Lewis, 
10  C.  £.  Green,  351);  Church  v.  Church,  15 
K.  I.  138. 

A  bequest  of  personalty  carries  property  at 
t  >e  testator's  death ;  whereas  a  devise  oper- 
ates at  common  law  only  upon  land  whereof 
the  testator  was  seised  when  he  made  his  will, 
and  this  was  the  reason  given  for  the  distinc- 
tion between  a  lapsed  devise  and  a  lapsed 
legacy.  There  is  at  common  law  further  a 
distinction  between  a  lapsed  nnd  a  void  de- 
vise. In  the  former  case,  the  devisee  dies 
in  the  time  intermediate  between  the  mak- 
ing of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator ;  but,  in  the  latter  case,  the  devise  is 
void  at  the  beginning,  as  if  the  deyisee  be 
dead  when  the  will  wan  made.  See  Billings- 
ley  V.  Tongue,  9  Md.  575.  The  heir  takes  in 
case  of  the  lapsed  devise,  but  the  residuary 
devisee  may  take  in  the  other  case,  if  the 
terms  of  the  re8iduai:y  clause  be  sufficiently 
clear  and  comprehensive.  See  Ferguson  v. 
Hedges,  1  Harrington,  524.  This  distinction 
appears  to  be  founded  on  a  presumption 
(though  it  would  seem  to  be  rather  over- 
strained) of  a  difference  in  the  views  and 
intentions  of  the  testator  between  the  two 
cases.  The  subject  has  been  considerably 
discussed  in  the  courts  of  this  country.  In 
Greene  v,  Dennis,  6  Conn.  292^  the  devise 
was  held  void,  because  the  devisee  was  in- 
competent to  take;  and  yet,  though  the  devise 
was  void  from  the  beginning,  the  heir  was 
preferred  to  the  residuary  devisee,  on  the 
gronnd  that  the  testator  neyer  intended  that 


the  specific  devise,  whteh  was  void,  should  fall 
into  the  residuum.  The  residuary  devise  was 
of  "the  rest  and  residue  of  the  estate  not 
therein  disposed  of.*'  See  also,  to  the  same 
effect,  Lingan  v,  Carroll,  3  Harr.  &  M'H.  333; 
Van  Kleeck  v.  Reformed  Dutch  Church,  6 
Paige,  600;  James  v.  James,  4  Paige,  115; 
Van  Cortlandt  v.  Kip,  1  Hill,  590 ;  Brewster 
V.  McCall,  15  Conn.  297,  298;  Van  Kleeck  v, 
Dutch  Church,  New  York,  2J  Wend.  457. 
In  Hayden  o.  Stoughlon,  6  Pick.  528, 
537,  it  is  held,  that  a  devise,  void  because 
the  devisee  is  incapable  of  taking,  will  go  to 


the  one  to  whom  the  testator 


'es  **a 


n  his 


tator  give 

estate  not  before  disposed  of.'*  So,  if  the  dev^ 
isee  dies  before  the  making  of  the  will,  but 
not  if  he  dies  after,  or  becomes  incnpable  be- 
fore the  testator's  death.  Id.  See  Brigham 
V,  Shattuck,  10  Pick.  306.  The  alteration  of 
the  law  in  Massachusetts,  New  York,  Vir- 
ginia, New  Hampshire,  Pennsylvania,  Maine, 
Vermont,  and  other  states,  making  the  devise 
o]»erate  on  all  the  real  estate  of  the  testator 
at  his  death,  may  destroy  the  application  of 
these  distinctions,  and  give  ^p-eatt* r  harmony 
to  the  testamentary'  disposition  of  real  and 
personal  estate.  4 'Kent.  541,  543.  In  Pres- 
cott  v.  Prescott,  7  Met  146,  Wilde,  J.,  said: 
**  The  rule  is,  that  lapsed  legacies  of  personal 
estate  pass  to  the  residuarj'  legatee,  if  any 
there  be,  and,  if  not,  to  the  next  of  kin. 
This  rule,  by  the  common  law,  doen  not  apply 
to  Upsed  devises  of  real  estate.  The  distinc- 
tion is  founded  on  another  principle  of  the 
common  law,  by  which  a  devise  of  real  estate 
is  limited  in  its  operation  to  lands  of  which 
the  testator  was  seised  when  he  made  hia 
will.  The  foundation  of  this  distinction  ia 
removed  by  the  Elev.  Stats,  c.  62,  |  3,  which 

{)rovide  that  *  any  estate  right,  or  interest  in 
ands,  acquired  by  the  testator  after  the  mak- 
ing of  his  will,  'shall  pass  thereby,  in  like 
manner  as  if  possessed  at  the  time  6t  making 
the  will,  if  such  shall  clearly  and  manifestly 
appear,  by  the  will,  to  have  been  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator.*  This  provision  seems  to 
remove  the  distinction  between  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  so  that  now  all  legacies  and  de- 
vises pass  to  the  residuary  legatee."  Levering 
V.  Lovering,  128  Mass.  9Y  (citing  on  this  sul^ 
ject  Bigelow  v.  Gillott,  123  Mass.  102) ;  Thayer 
V.  Wellington,  9  Allen,  283;  Prescott  v.  Pres- 
cott, 7  Met.  141;  Saunders  v.  Saunders,  108 
N.  C.  327  (overruling  I.«a  v.  Brown,  3  Jones, 
Eq.  141);  Church  v.  Church,  15  R.  I.  138; 
Blaney  r.  Blaney,  1  Cush.  107;  Van  Kleeck 
V,  Dutch  Church,  20  Wend.  499;  Holbrook  v. 
McOeary,  81  Ind.  167. 

But  see  the  distinction  taken  by  Cowen,  J., 
in  Van  Cortlandt  9,  Kip,  1  Hill,  596.  Wfiere 
the  residuary  estate  ia  bequeathed  to  MYeiil 
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Under  this  enactment,  the  gift  of  a  sum  forming  an  exception  out 
of  real  estate  to  a  person  who  dies  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  or  the 
gift  of  which  is  void  ab  initio,  will  enure  for  the  benefit  of  the  re- 
siduary devisee.  If,  however,  the  will  does  not  contain  an  operative 
residuary  devise,  or  the  sum  excepted  affects  the  property  comprised 
in  the  residuary  devise,  such  sum  falls  to  the  heir.  Of  course  the 
act  has  no  bearing  on  the  question  whether  the  sum  be  an  exception 
or  simply  a  charge  (p) ;  nor  does  it  do  away  with  the  rule  that  the 
failure  of  a  mere  charge  enures  for  the  benefit  of  the  specific 
devisee,  and  not  of  the  residuary  devisee  {q)  *  nor,  again,  [*322] 
does  it  apply  to  the  class  of  cases  first  noticed,  in  which  the 
gift  of  a  sum  of  money  charged  upon  land  on  a  contingency,  is  de- 
feated by  the  failure  of  the  event  (whether  it  be  the  decease  of  the 
object  before  a  certain  age,  or  otherwise),  and  not  by  lapse. 

The  next  alteration  in  regard  to  lapse  relates  to  devisees  in  tail, 
as  to  which  s.  32  provides,  "  That  where  any  person  to   j  yict.  c.  as 
whom  any  real  estate  shall  be  devised  for  an  estate  tail,   >.  39. 
or  an  estate  in  quasi  entail,  shall  die  in  the  lifetime  of  not^^j^^if 
the  testator,  leaving  issue  who  would  be  inheritable  un-  devisee  teayes 
der  such  entail,  and  any  such  issue  shall  be  living  at  the   ^^^' 
time  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  such  devise  shall  not  lapse,  but 
shall  take  effect  as  if  the  death  of  such  person  had  happened  imme- 
diately after  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intention 
should  appear  in  the  will." 

The  third  and  remaining  alteration  concerns  gifts  to  the  children 
or  other  issue  of  the  testator,  as  to  which  s.  33  declares, 
"  That  where  any  person,  being  a  child  or  other  issue        '^  ^ 
of  the  testator,  to  whom  any  real  or  personal  estate  shall   tor's  child  or 
be  devised  or  bequeathed,  for  any  estate  or  interest  not  aS^^hrhSives 
determinable  at  or  before  the  death  of  such  person,  shall   issue  not  to 
die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  leaving  issue,  and  any    ^^^' 
such  issue  of  such  person  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 

(p)  Taylor  v.  Bland,  W.  N.  1880,  p.  1&6. 

(g)  Tucker  v.  Kayess,  4  K.  &  J.  339 ;  SatcUffe  v.  Cole,  8  Drew.  136  (will  dated  1848,  see 
i.  e.  24  L.  J.  Ch.  486) ;  and  see  ante,  p.  318  et  seq. 

personsmyoNUtenancv,!!  oneormore  ofthem  Dry,  1  P.  Wms.  700;  Page  v.  Page,  2  P. 

happen  to  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  Wfns.  488;  Frazier  v.  Frazier,  2  Leigh,  642; 

or  after  his  death,  but  hefon  the  severance  of  Craighead  v.   Given^    10   Sere.   &    K.  351; 

the  joint  tenancy  in  the  residue,  their  shares  Commonwealth  v.  Kiel,  1  Ashm.  242.     See 

will  survive  to  the  others.    Webster  v,  Web-  Upham  v.  Emerson,  mora ;  and  further,  on 

iter,  2  P.  Wms.  347.    Comp.  Upham  «.  Emer-  tenancy  in  common  ana  joint  tenancy,  chap, 

son,  119,  Mass.  609.    But  if  the  residue  be  XXXII. 

given  to  several  as  tenants  in  common^  the        Where  a  legacy  is  given  to  one  for  life, 

shares  of  the  deceased  will  not  go  to  the  sur-  with  remainder  over,  and  the  legatee  for  life 

vivors,  but  will  devolve  on  the  testator's  next  dies  before  the  testator,  the  remainder  does 

of  kin,  according  to  tiie  Statute  of  Distribo-  not  lapse,  but  takes  effect  upon  the  death  of 

tions,  as  so  much  of  the  personal  estate  re-  the  testator.    Billlngsley  v.  Harris,  17  Ala. 

maining  undisposed  of  by  tne  will,  in  case  the  214;   Armstrong  v.  Armstrong,  14  B.  Mon. 

death  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator;  833;  West  v.  Williams,  15  Ark.  682;  Mebane 

or  they  will  go  to  the  personal  representatives  v.  Womack,  2  Jones,  Eq%  298.    So  where  the 

of  the'deceased  legatee,  in  case  his  death  took  legatee  for  life  refUses  the  beqaest.    Adams  v. 

place  after  that  of  tha  testator.    Bagwell «.  Gillespie,  2  Jones,  £q.  244. 
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the  testatoir,  s^ch  devise  of  bequest  shall  not  Ilipse,  but  shall  take 
effect  as  if  the  death  of  such  person  had  happened  immediately  after 
the  death  of  the  testator^  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by 
the  will.« 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  words  ''  such  issue,''  occurring  in  s.  32, 
admit  of  application  either  to  the  issue  inheritable  under  the  entail, 
^^  surviving  the  deceased  devisee,  or  the  issue  inheritable 

1  Vict  c.  26,  under  the  entail  generally,  whether  living  at  the  death  of 
B8. 32  and  88.  ^jj^^  devisee  or  not.  According  to  the  latter  construction, 
if  there  be  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  devisee  or  legatee,  and  also 
issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  requisition  of  the  statute 
is  satisfied,  though  the  same  issue  should  not  exist  at  both  periods. 
Thus,  if  lands  be  devised  to  A.  in  tail,  who  dies  in  the  testator's  life- 
Whether  same  time,  leaving  an  only  child,  and  such  child  afterwards  did 
jMpe  mast  be  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  leaving  issue  who,  or  any  of 
of  derisee  and  whom.  Survive  the  testator,  the  devise  would,  it  is  con*> 
of  testator.  ceived,  be  preserved  from  lapse.  In  s.  33,  however,  there 
is  more  difficulty  in  adopting  a  similar  construction;  for  in  this  clause 
the  words  "  such  issue "  would  seem  in  strict  construction  to  apply 
exclusively  to  the  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  devisee  or 
[*323]  legatee,  but  here,  also,  a  *  liberal  construction  has  been  adopt- 
ed (r),  by  considering  the  word  "  issue  "  to  be  used  as  nomen 
collectivum,  namely,  as  including  every  generation  of  issue,  and  not 
merely  as  designating  the  particular  individual  or  individuals  living 
at  the  death  of  the  legatee ;  so  that  the  existence  of  any  person  be- 
longing to  the  same  line  of  issue  at  the  death  of  the  testator  will 
suffice  to  prevent  the  lapse. 

Of  course  the  application  of  both  these  sections  is  excluded  where 
the  devise  in  tail  or  the  gift  to  the  testator's  child  or  issue  is  expressly 
made  contingent  on  the  event  of  the  devisee  or  legatee 
doefnof  apply  Surviving  the  testator ;  for  in  such  a  case  to  let  in  the 
yhere  gift  heir  in  tail  under  s.  32  would  be  something  more  than 
burpropert^*  Substitution:  it  would  be  to  give  the  property  to  the 
'^h  ^^"  ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  event  upon  which  the  testator  has  not 
devised  it  to  the  ancestor ;  and  in  such  %  case  to  hold 
the  child  or  other  descendant  of  the  testator  to  be  entitled  under 
s.  33,  would  be  in  direct  opposition  to  the  language  of  the  wilL 
Kor,  it  is  conceived,  does  the  statute  touch  the  case  of  a  gift 
to  one  of  several  persons  as  joint  tenants ;  for  as  the  share  of  any 
object  dying  in  the  testator's  lifetime  would  survive  to  the  other  or 
others,  such  event  occasions  no  "lapse,"  to  prevent  which  is  the 
avowed  object  of  both  the  clauses  under  consideration.  The  same 
reasoning  applies  to  a  gift  to  a  fluctuating  class  of  objects  who  are 
not  ascertainable  until  the  death  of  the  testator,  though  made  tenants 

(r)  Be  Parker,  1  Sir.  fr  Tr.  628, 6  Jur.  K.  8. 864.    Bat  Mt  Bngd.  R.  P.  8..8S2. 
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in  eornmon*  Tfaufiy  Buppose  a  testator  to  bequeath  aU  hiB  x^^nonal 
estate  to  his  children  simplj  in  equal  shares^  the  entire  property  will^ 
as  before  the  statute^  belong  to  the  children  who  surviye  the  testator^ 
without  regard  to  the  fact  of  any  child  having,  subsequently  to  tiie 
date  of  his  will,  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime  leaving  issue  who  suiS 
vive  him  (s).  As  gifts  to  the  testator's  children  as  a  class  are  of 
frequent  occurrence,  their  exclusion  from  this  provision  of  the  statute 
will  greatly  narrow  its  practical  operation. 

The  reader  will  perceive  that  s.  33  does  not  substitute  the  sur- 
viving issue  for  tiie  original  devisee  or  legatee ;  but  ^nder  s.  88, 
makes  the  gift  to  the  latter  take  efiEect,  notwithstand-  iBsneofchUd 
ing  his  death  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  in  the  same  tat<^sTifotim< 
manner  as  if  his  death  had  happened  immediately  after  ^^M^*'*^ 
that  of  the  testator,  and  whether  it  happened  before  (t) 
or  after  (u)  the  date  of  the  will  The  *  subject  of  gift,  [•  324] 
therefore,  will,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  constitute  the  dis- 
posable property  of  the  deceased  donee,  and  as  such  will  follow  the 
dispositions  of  his  will  (x).  Hence  occurs  this  rather  novel  resiQt, 
that  it  cannot  be  predicted  of  any  will  of  a  deceased  person,  whose 
parent  or  any  more  remote  ancestor  is  living,  what  may  be  the  extent 
of  property  which  it  will  eventually  comprise,  and  no  final  distribu- 
tion can  be  made  pending  this  possibility  of  accession.  The  effect  of 
the  section  is  to  prolong  the  original  donee's  life  by  a  fiction  foi  a 
particular  purpose ;  that  purpose  is  to  give  effect  to  the  will  in  which 
the  gift  which  would  otherwise  lapse  occurs,  and  it  only  points  out 
the  mode  in  which  that  effect  is  to  be  given.  Thus  the  subject  of 
gift  devolves  with  any  obligation  to  which,  under  that  will,  it  would 
have  been  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  deceased  donee  if  he  had  act- 
ually survived ;  as,  an  obligation  to  compensate  other  legatees  under 
the  same  will,  disappointed  by  his  assertion  of  rights  that  defeat  their 
legacies  (y) ;  and  if  the  devisee,  being  a  feme  coverte,  dies  intestate, 
her  husband  will  be  entitled  to  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  («).  So 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his  children  his  residue  in  equal 
shares,  with  a  direction  that  the  share  of  his  daughter  B/ should  be 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  her  marriage  settlement,  and  the  daughter 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime  leaving  issue,  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Pear- 
son, J.,  that  the  share  was  still  subject  to  the  direction  notwithstand- 

(t)  OInejr  v.  Bates,  3  Drew.  819 ;  Browne  o.  Hammond,  Jobnn.  310. 

(t)  Mower  o.  Orr,  7  Hare,  473;  Winter  v.  Winter,  5  Hare,  806 :  Wiaden  v.  Wisden,  2  Sim. 
&  6if.  396;  Bark  worth  v.  Young,  4  Drew.  1. 

(u)  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  8  Hare,  157:  Skinner  v,  O^Ie,  4  No.  Cas.  74,  9  Jar.  482. 

(x)  Mower  v,  Orr,  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  sapra.  If  the  devisee  devises  to  the  testator,  inaa* 
much  as  under  s.  88  he  must  be  deemed  to  nave  survived  the  testator,  the  devise  will  fail, 
and  his  heir-at-law  or  residuary  devisee  wiU  be  entitled,  Re  Hensler,  Jones  v.  Hensler,  19  Ch. 
D.  612. 

(v)  PSckersgill  v.  Rodger,  6  Ch.  D.  168;  see  further  as  to  this  case^  post,  Ch.  XIV. 

{*)  Eager  v.  Fumival,  17  Ch.  D.  115.  The  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  the  Married 
Woman's  Property  Act,  1882  (45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75),  does  not  deprive  a  husband  of  his  right  to 
cnrtety,  see  Byth.  and  Jann.  Conv.  (4th  edition  by  Robbins),  Vol.  VL  p.  865,  et  >«q. 
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ing  her  death  (a).  But  the  fiction  does  not  prolong  the  life  generally 
for  other  purposes.  Thus,  an  agreement  to  settle  property  which 
should  come  to  the  deceased  donee  (testator's  daughter)  '<  during 
coverture/'  was  held  not  to  include  property  which  had  so  come  to 
her  only  by  this  fiction  (b).  And  if  the  deceased  donee  was  a  married 
woman,  whose  husband  also  died  before  the  testator,  her  will  made 
during  coverture  would  not,  it  should  seem,  by  virtue  of  such  fictitious 
prolongation  of  life,  acquire  any  validity  which  did  not  otherwise 

belong  to  it  (c). 
[*  325]      *  It  has  been  decided  that  s.  33  does  not  prevent  the  lapse 

of  property  appointed  by  will  under  a  power  to  appoint  in 
favor  of  particular  objects,  where,  by  the  instrument 
S.  83  does  not  creating  the  power,  the  property  is  disposed  of  in  default 
pomfmentT  ^^  ^^7  appointment  being  made  (d)  j  but  that  it  does 
imd«r  a  special  prevent  lapse  where  the  power  is  general,  although  there 
^^^''  may  be  a  disposition  in  default  of  appointment  («). 

(a)  Re  Hone's  Trosts,  22  Ch.  D.  663. 

(6)  Pearce  v.  Graham,  82  L.  J.  Ch.  359.    Bat  the  subject  of  bequest  has  been  held  liable  to 

frobate  duty  as  part  of  the  deceased  donee's  estate.  Perry's  Executors  v.  The  Queen,  L.  R.,  4 

(e)  See  the  doubt  expressed,  Re  Mason's  Will,  84  Beay.  497,  498. 

(tf)  Griffiths  V.  Gale,  12  Sim.  327,  854;  Freeland  v.  Pearson,  L.  B.,  8  Eq.  658:  Hoi  viand  v. 
Lewin,  26  Ch.  D.  (Ca.)  266.  See  also  Sufcd.  Pow.  463.  The  decision  of  Jeesel.  M.  R.  in 
Freme  «.  Clement,  18  Ch.  D.  499^  n^ust  be  regarded  as  overruled  as  r^gaids  special  powers. 

(€)  Eocles  «.  Cheyne,  2  K.  &  J.  676;  Freme  v.  Clement,  supra. 
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I.  —  Oeneral  Dootxlna. —  In  the  conBtraction  of  wills  the  most  un- 
bonnded  indulgence  has  been  shown  to  the  ignorance,  unskilfulness, 
and  negligence  of  testators :   no  degree  of  technical  in-  indulgence 
formality,  or  of  grammatical  or  orthographical  error  (a),   ehown  to  tee- 
nor  the  most  perplexing  confusion  in  the  collocation  of  construction  of 
words  or  sentences,  will  deter  the  judicial  expositor  from   ^^^' 
diligently  entering  upon  the  task  of  eliciting  from  the  contents  of  the 
instrument  the  intention  of  its  author,  the  faintest  traces  of  which 
will  be  sought  out  from  every  part  of  the  will,  and  the  whole  care- 
fully weighed  together  (b),^  but  if,  after  every  endeavor,  he  finds 
himself  unable,  in  regard  to  any  material  fact,  to  penetrate  through 
the  obscurity  in  which  the  testator  has  involved  his  intention,  the 
failure  of  the  intended  disposition  is  the  inevitable  consequence.' 

(a)  See  8  Keb.  pi.  49,  S8;  Henniker  v,  Henniker,  18  Jnr.  618;  but  see  Jackson  v.  Craig, 
90  L.  J.  Ch.904, 15  Jur.  811;  Baker  v.  Newton,  2  Beav.  112;  Langley  o.  Thomas,  6  D.  M.  & 
G.645. 

(6)  See  MinshuU  v.  Minshull,  1  Atk.  410. 

1  Weeks  v,  Comwell,  104  N.  T.  325:  Pe^-  or  undisposed  of  pemonalty,  if  not  falling 
nado  V.  Pevnado,  82  Ky.  5;  First  Baptist  within  the  operation  of  some  leeal  doctrine  en 
Church  V.  Bobberson,  71  Mo.  326 ;  Harriman  construction,  is  a  question  to  oe  decided  as 
9.  Harriman,  59  N.  H.  185  (citing  Society  v.  any  similar  question  of  interpreting;  the  Ian- 
Hatch,  48  N.  H.  393,  897).  fi."*8*'*  1^  ^  My,  of  Emerson  or  Browning. 

*  Much  of  the  subject  of  uncertainty  in  There  is  no  law  of  wills  in  the  case.    See  Hall 

the  language  of  wills,  like  much  of  the  more  v.  Hall,  1882, 1  Ch.  861.  867  ("  the  consitruc- 

f^neral  subject  of  interpretation  andconstnic-  tion  which,  I  think,  will  lay  down  no  canon 

tion,  though  commonly  treated  as  part  of  the  to  guide  in  the  construction  of  another  will." 

law  of  wills,  does  not  in  reality  belong  to  the  Kay,  L.  J.);  «.  c.  1891,  8  Ch.  889. 
law  of  wills  at  all,  or  to  any  other  law  than       Aence  tne  slight  value  of  ''authority'*  in 

the  vague  one  which  requires  of  the  critic  the  such  a  case  ;  authority  cannot  lay  dowii  and 

use  of  that  sound  imderstanding  and  correct  cannot  be  the  expression  of  any  rule  of  law 

thinking  which  are  common  to  every^  depart-  in  the  matter.    A  decision  in  the  ease  may  be 

ment  of  criticism.    A  case  which   is  to  be  binding  indeed  when  the  same  question  pre- 

decided  upon  generally  accepted  canons  of  cisely  arises    again ;   Hall   v.   Hall,  supra ; 

criticism  involves  no  law   of  wills.     Thus,  but  now  a  slight  variation  of  language  may 

whether  an  attempted  disposition  of  '*  what  be  material,  and  so  take  the  new  case  out  of 

remains  *'  after  a  life  use  ox  real  and  personal  the  control  of  the  old  one.    That  is  to  s<ty. 

property  given  by  the  same  will  should  be  in-  things  which  would  not  be    material,  and 

terpreted  as  refenring  alone  to  the  unconsumed  hence  would  not  take  a  case  out  of  a  (proper) 
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Conjecture  is  not  permitted  to  supply  what  the  testator  has  failed  to 

ruleof  Uw,  are  now  materUI.  and  the'*  author-  raise  the  life  estate  to  an  atieolate  interest, 

ity  "  of  the  decision  does  not  reach  the  case,  if  the  language  is  safficiently  clear  and  defi- 

*fiut  while  this  is  all  true,  there  are   lar^  nite  to  indicate  that  such  was  the  real  pur- 

sections  of  the  subj<>ct  of  uncertainty  within  pose.      Weed  v.  Knorr,  77  Ga.  636 ;  Walter 

the  true  domain  of  the  law  of  wills,  i.e.,  v.  Walker,  62  6a.  142;  Van  Gorder  e.  Smith, 

within  the  operation  of  rules  established  bj  99  lud.  404  (of  personalty  only ;  citing  among 

and  more  or  less  peculiar  to  the  law  of  wills,  other  cases  Doag^  v.  Mi'orr,  *1U0  Ma^s.  835; 

or  to  that  and  kindred  subjecu.     Some  of  Hale  «.  Marsh,   id.  468,  and  Curamings  «. 

these  drawn  from  the  recent  cases  will  be  Shaw,  108  Mass.  159;  the  first  and  third  of 

noticed  here.  which  do  not  support  the  position,  nor  does 

Perhaps  the  roost  striking  rule  of  the  kind,  the  second  by  authoritative  ruling);  Kendall 

a  rule  governing  apparently  the  larf^st  num-  v.  Kendall,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  91,  of  personalty ; 

ber  of  cases  touching  uncertainty  with  which  Graven  ft.  Allen,  100  Mo  293. 

the  courts  have  to  deal,  is  the  rule  of  repug-  If  indeed  a  clear  case  were  presented  of  a 

nancy.    That  rule  prevents  the  uncertainty  giftof  an  interest  in  terms  for  life  followed  by 

of  language  in  many  cases  fn>m  proving  fatal,  an  absolute  power  of  disposal  to  the  use  of  the 

or  at  least  from  being  a  constant  subject  of  life  toier,  there  might  be  a  case  for  applying 

difference  of  int«'rpretation ;   what  otherwise  a  doctrine  sometimes  referred  to,  namely, 

mixht  be  downright  uncertainty  becomes  under  that  the  power  shall  coalesce  with  the  life  in- 

the  operation  of  the  rule  sufficiently  certain.  terest,  the  two  to(;ether  thus  creating  an  abso- 

The  rule  appears  in  several  fornis.    One  of  lute  estate.     See  Hale  v.  Marsh,  100  Mass. 

them  is  this:  If  an  estate  in  fee-simple  abso-  468,  469  (citing  Ide  v.  Ide,  5  Mass    500; 

lute  is  given  to  a  man,  followed  by  language  Stevens  v.  Win!«hip,  1  Pick.  318,  and  cases 

in  the  same  clause  inconsistent  with  the  ex-  cited;  Lamed  v.  Bridge,  17  Pick. 339;  Harris 

isience  of  such  an  estate,  that  language  is  v.  Knapp,  21  Pick.  412;  Gleason  v.  fayer- 

disrettarded,  so  far  as  it  might  affect  the  abso-  weather,  4  Gray,  348;  Brsnt  v.  Gelston,  2 

lute  esute  given ;  in  other  words,  it  is  repuff-  .lohns.  Gas.  384;  Ramsdell  v,  Ramsdell,  21 

nant  to  the   gift,  and  is  yoid.     A    single  Maine,  288).    An  example  may  be  seen  in 

example  may  De  given :  **  I  give  and  devise  Bolman  v  Lohman,  79  Ala.  63!  gift  for  life 

to  my  wife  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  vithout  Uabiiity  to  aceountf  with  gift  over  of 

real  estate.  But  on  her  decease,  the  remainder  "what  may  remain,"  and  eeneral  power  of 

thereof  I  give  and  devise  to  my  said  children  disposal.    See  post,  pp.  358-360. 

or  their  heirs  respectively,  to'  be  divided  in  But  it  will  almost  always  be  found  that  the 

equal  shares  between  them."     The  widow  supposed    "absolute  power**  of  disposal  is 

takes  the  fee-simple;  the  devise  over  of  the  not  absolute;   and  if  it  is  not,  of  course  no 

r«<mainder  is  void  for  repugnancy.    Mitchell  absolute  interest  has  been  given  bv  the  will. 

e.  Morse,  77  Maine.  423.  See  Chase  v.  Ladd,  150  Mass.  126, '128;  Kent 

The  like  has  been  held  true  of  language  in  v.  Morrison,  id.  137,  139.  It  will  probably 
consistent  with  a  clear  gift  of  a  life  estate  or  be  found  that  it  is  not  full  power,  to  be  exer- 
of  any  other  accurately  defined  interest.  Stuart  cised  in  any  mode  or  for  any  purpose,  for  the 
V.  Walker,  72  Maine,'l45.  Thus,  where  a  life  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  life  taker;  and  that 
estate  distinctly  expressed  is  given,  the  fact  too  though  one  part  of  the  language  may 
that  a  power  of  disposal  is  added  will  not  en-  purport  to  give  **  full  power  '*  or  "  ansolute 
large  the  ^ift,  —  it  will  merely  add  a  power,  power  "  of  sale.  Indeed  though  **  full  '*  or "  ab- 
Giles  V.  Little,  104  U.  S.  291 ;  Brant  v.  Vir-  solute  '*  power  of  disposal  be  given  without 
ginia  Coal  Co..  98  U.  S.  326;  Glover  r.  Still-  qualification,  still  as  by  the  preceding  Ian- 
son,  56  Conn.  316  (citing  Lewis  «.  Palmer,  46  guage  a  definite  life  estate  only  was  given,  it  is 
Conn.  454;  State  p.  Smith,  62  Conn.  562);  In  natural  to  consider  that  that  is  the  para- 
re  Cashman,  134  111.88;  Walker  e.  Pritchanl,  mount  thought  in  the  testator's  mind,  while 
121  111.  221;  Kaufman  v.  Breckenridge,  117  the  power  ot  disposal,  though  **  absolute,*'  is 
III.  305  (citing  Hamlin  v.  United  States  Kxpr.  given  only  to  enable  the  taker  to  enjoy  more 


Co.  107  III.  473;  Henderson  v,  Blackburn,  rally  the  benefit  of  the  life  estate,  as  e.  o.,  by 
104111.  227);  Jenkins  v.  Compton,  123  Ind.  changing  its  form  at  will.  Comp.  Welsh  v. 
117;    Wood   «.  Robertson,   113   Ind.    323;    Woodbury  144  Mass.  542.    And  for  that  rea- 


Stuart  9.  Walker,  72  Maine,  145;  Copeland  son  It  would  not  be  a  case  within  the  rule 

V.  Barron,  72  Maine,  206  (citing  Ramsdell  v.  that  of  two  inconsistent  provisions  the  later 

Ramsdell,  21  Maine,  288);  Chas«  v,  Ladd,  shall  prevail,  though  the  gift  might  be  en* 

153  Mass.  126;   Kent  «.  Morrison,  id.  137;  larged  where  the  power  of  aisposal  was  given 

Jnslin  V.  Rhoades,  150  Mass.  301;  Welsh  v.  afterwards  in  an  independent  clause  or  in  a 

Woodbury,  144  Mass.  542:  Kelley  r.  Meins,  codicil,  so  as  to  show  plainly  a  change  of 

135  Mass.*  231;  Logue  v.  Bateman,  43  N.  J.  mind.    This  would  not  be  a  case  of  repug- 

£q.  434;  Rhodes  o.  Shaw,  id.  430;  Hoxsey  «.  nanry,  but  a  new  gift. 
Hoxsey,  37  N.  J.  Eq.  21.     And  that  'too       The  result  is,  that,  except  in  cases  in  which 

whether  the  estate  is  real  or  personal.    Logne  a  clear  absolute  power  of  disposal  is  flriven 

V.  Bateman,  supra.  to  the  use  of  the  life  taker,  the  power  will  not 

That  is  the  usual  way  of  stating  the  last-  raise  the  life  estate  to  an  absolute  one,  and 

named  rule.    But  there  is  some  doubt  upon  any  gift  over,  such  as  of  "what  remains,"  to 

the  point;  some  cases,  especially  cases  of  per^  valid.    See  po«t,  pp.  358,  860;  alao  the 

•onalty,  pennitting  the  power  of  disposal  to  in  the  category,  poet,  p.  378. 
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indicate ;  for  as  the  law  has  provided  a  definite  snccessor  in  the  ab- 

Another  rale  of   frequent   application  is,  subject  is  that  where  the  f^ft  is  of  a  general  or 

that  where  an  interest  is  given  in  clear  and  indefinite  nature,  so  as  to  be  open  to  construe* 

decisive  langtu^ce.  that  interest  cannot  be  de-  tion,  the  addition  of  a  genenil  power  uf  dis- 

ttroyed  or  cut  down  except  bv  language  as  posal  is  treated  as  an  indication  tliat  the  tes- 

clear  and   decisive.     Thurnhiil   v.  Hidl,    2  tator  meant  to  give  the  propertv  absolutely. 

Clark  &  F.  22;  Webb  v.  Lines,  57  Conn  154;  State  p.  Smith,  52  Conn.  557;  Henderson  o. 

Bailev  v.  Sanger,   108  Ind.   264;  Uoxsev  r.  HIaclebum,  104  III.  227;  Logtie  r.  Bateman, 

Hoxsev,  37  NT  J.  Eq.  21;  Freeman  v.  Coit,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  434;  Rhodes  «.  Shaw,  id.  430. 

96  N.  V.  63;   Collins  v.  Collins,  40  Ohio  SL  Hence  an^  gift  over  of  **  what  remains,"'  or 

353;    Gillmer  V.  Daix,  141   Penn.  St.  505;  of  a  remamder  in  general,  will  be  void. 

Judevine  v.  Judevine,  61  Vt.  587;  and  many  A  fourth  rule  in  aid  of  the  will  is  this:  If 

other  cases;  post,  p.  443.     The  implication  the  language  of  gift  is  doubtful,  the  law  leans 

that  the  estate  clearly  given  may  be  cut  down  to  a  construction  which  will  distribute  the 

by  language  as  clear  as  that  of  the  giftj  does  estate  as  conformably  to  the  general  rules  of 

not  apply  to  a  clear  gift  in  fee  absolute,  m  the  inheritance  as  possible,  consistent  with  the 

tame  clause,  as  what  is  said  supra,  in  regard  testator's  language.    Francis  Estate,  75  Penn. 

to  repu^ancv,   shows.     See  Sherburne   v,  St.  220;    Smith's  Appeal,  23  Penn.   St.  9. 

Sischo,  143  Masis.  437 ;  Damrell  v.  Hartt,  137  Still  the  courts  will  endeavor  to  sustain  the 

Mass.  218;  Kelley  «.  Mems,  135  &Iass.  231;  gift,  and  if  there  is  doubt  whether  a  valid  gift, 

Wead  V.  Gray,  78  Ho.  59 ;  Hoxsey  r.  Hoxsey,  as  e.  .9.,  a  devise,  has  been  made,  the  courts 

37  N.  J.  Eq.'2I.                                            '  will  endeavor  so  to  construe  the  will  as  to 

On  the  other  hand,  where  the  estate  or  in-  make  the  gift  good ;  which  is  itself  another 

terest  given  is  not  strictly  or  perfectly  flefined  legal  rule.     Garrison  v.  Garrison,  5  Dutch, 

by  the  testator,  there  is  a  case  for  interpreta>  Im. 

tfon  or  constraction,  without  regard,  it  may  Another  rule  relating  to  this  aspect  of  the 

be,  to  any  rules  of  lc«al  origin.  See  Copeland  subject  is,  that  in  case  a  clause  in  a  will  is 

V.  Barron,  supra;  Wellford  «.  Snyder,  137  obscure  or  ambiguous,  words  which  manifest 

U.  S.  521;    Wicker  v,   Riy,   118  111.  472.  an  intention  to  dispose  of  the  whole  estate  of 

Many  examples  will  be  found  in  the  cata-  the  testator  are  to  be  treated  as  favoring  the 

logue   of  recent  cases,  post,    p.    378,   note,  construction  which  will  pass  a  fee.    Huber's 

But  cases  of  this  kind  even  may  be  governed  Appeal,  80  Penn.  St.  348;  Ge^'er  v.  Wentzel, 

by  specific  rules  of  law,  and  not  left  to  general  68  Penn.  St.  84.    And  where  a  will  contains 

canons  of  criticism  or  interpretation.    Thus,  no  limitation  over,  that  fact  is  to  be  weighed 

In  the  case  of  a  devise  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  in  support   of   that  construction.      Huberts 

if  still  the  language  does  not  expresslv  or  by  Appeal;  Grove's  Estate,  58  Penn.  St.  429; 

clear  implication  make  it  a  fee  simple  abso-  Ogden's  Appeal,  70  Penn.  St.  501. 

lute,  by  giving  a  legally  absolute  power  of  How  far  the  statutes  exclude  parol  evi- 

disposal  to  the  devisee  in  fee,  a  hmitation  dence  in  resolving  uncertainty  of  language  is 

over  by  way  of  executory  devise  will  be  good,  considered  in  the  next  chapter.    One  phase  of 

That  IS,  the  fee  will  be  treated  as  short  of  the  question  may,  however,  be  noticed  here, 

abeolute,  and  theffift  thus  saved  from  the  rule  to  wit:  Supposing  a  trust  to  be  so  uncertain 

of  repugnancy.    Howard  v.  C  irusi,  109  U.  S.  on  the  face  of  the  will  as  not  to  be  capable  of 

725,  780;  McClellan  «.  Larchar,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  execution,  may  the  difficulty  be  removed  by 

17;  Shalters  v.  Ladd,  141  Penn.  St.  505;  and  evidence  that  the  testator  gave  directions  to 

many  other  cases.    See  post,  p.  436,  note.    Or  the  devisee  or  legatee  at  the  time,  but  ex- 

the  tee  simple  mav  be  followed  by  language  ternal  to  the  will,  which,  had  they  been  put 

converting  the  gift,  so  far  beneficial,  into  a  into  the  will,  would  have  made  the  trust  cer- 

trust.   See  Giles  V.  Anslow,  128  III.  187;  Rose  tam?    The  question  has  been  answered  both 

V.  Porter,  141  Mass.  309;  Hoxsey  9.  Hoxsev,  ways.    More  generally  it  has  been  answered 

87  N.  J.  Fx}.  21  ;  also  Casper  v.  Walker,  33  in  the  affirmative.    Curdy  v.  Berton,  79  Cal. 

N.  J.  Eq.  35;  post  pp.  358,  360.    This  may  420  (citing   In  re  O'Hara,  95  N.   Y.  403; 

be  set  down  as  a  second  rule  touching  nnoei^  Wallgrave  «.  Tebbs,  2  Kav  &  J.  313,  321: 

tainty.  Schultz^s  Appeal.  80  Penn!  St.  405;  Russell 

The  rule  itself  calls  for  a  remark.  A  gift  v.  Jackson,  10  Hare,  204;  Williams  r.  Vree- 
to  a  man  and  his  heirs  forever,  to  repeat  land,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  135;  Hooker  v.  Axford, 
the  rule,  may  be  followed  by  an  executory  33  Mich.  453;  In  re  Fleetwood,  15  Ch.  D. 
devise ;  while,  if  a  gift  of  "  what  remains  ^*  594;  In  re  Boye.<(,  26  Ch.  D.  531);  Riordan  v. 
at  the  death  of  the  donee  follows,  that  will  be  Banon,  Ir.  R.,*10  Eq.  469;  Podmore  r.  Gun- 
void.  Joslin  V.  Rhoades,  150  Mass.  301.  The  ning,  5  Sim.  485;  t,  c.  7  Sim.  644.  It  has 
explanation  appears  to  be,  that  the  executory  been  answered  in  the  negative  in  Ma.«Aachn- 
devise  constitutes  part  of  the  description  of  setts.  OUiffe  v.  Wells,  130  Mass.  221;  Thayer 
the  estate  given  to  the  first  taker,  thus  pre-  0.  Wellington,  9  Allen,  283. 
venting  that  estate  from  being  (what  natnr-  The  doctrine  of  the  Massachusetts  court  is 
ally  it  is)  absrilute;  while  in  the  second  case  based  upon  a  distinction  between  an  outright 
there  is  nothing  in  the  description  to  prevent  gift  in  tne  will,  with  an  external  trast,  and  a 
it  from  being  absolute, — hence  it  is  abso  I  nte,  gift  in  trust  funcertain)  on  the  face  of  the 
and  the  added  words  in  the  gift  of  what  re-  will.  In  the  tormer  case  the  heir  (or  next  of  * 
mains  are  therefore  repngnant  and  void.  kin)  is  excluded :  in  the  latter  he  is  not.    In 

A  third  rale  belonging  to  this  phase  of  the  this  latter  case  the  result  is  considered  to  be 
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sence  of  disposition,  it  would  be  unjust  to  allow  the  right  of  this 

.  ascertained  qbject  to  be  superseded  by  the  claim  of  any 

of  kin  not  to      onc  not  pointed  out  by  the  testator  with  equal  distinct- 

be  ousted  on      ness.^    The  principle  of  construction  here  referred  to 

has  found  expression  in  the  familiar  phrase,  that  the 

heir  is  not  to  be  disinherited  unless  by  express  words  or  necessary 

implication ;  •  which,  however,  must  not  be  understood  to  imply  that 

a  greater  degree  of  perspicuity  or  force  of  language  is  requisite  to 

defeat  the  title  of  the  heir  to  the  real  estate  of  a  testator, 

[*327]  than  would  suffice  to  exclude  the  claim  *  of  the  next  of  kin 

as  the  successor  to  the  personalty ;  for  though  undoubtedly, 

on  some  points,  a  difference  of  construction  has  obtained  in  regard  to 

these  several  species  of  property,  that  difference  is  ascribable,  rather 

to  the  diversi^  in  their   respective  nature   and  qualities,  than  to 

any  disparity  of  favor  towards  the  claims  of  the  heir  and  next  of 

kin. 

In  modern  times  instances  of  testamentary  gifts  being  rendered 
void  for  uncertainty  are  of  less  frequent  occurrence  than  formerly ; 
which  is  owing  probably,  in  part,  to  the  more  matured  state  of  the 
doctrines  regulating  the  construction  of  wills,  which  have  now  as- 
signed a  determinate  meaning  to  many  words  and  phrases  once  con- 
sidered vague  and  insensible,  and  in  part  to  the  more  practised  skill 
of  the  couj^ts  in  applying  these  doctrines.  Hence  the  student  should 
be  cautioned  against  yielding  implicit  confidence  to  any  early 
cases  (c),  in  which  a  gift  has  been  held  to  be  void  for  uncertainty, 
the  principle  whereof  has  not  been  recognized  in  later  times. 
To  the  validity  of  every  disposition,  as  well  of  personal  as  of  real 

(c)  Pride  9.  Atwicke,  1  Keb.  692, 764, 773;  Price  v.  Warren,  Skinn.  906,  S  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  866. 
pi.  a. 

that  the  devisee  (or  legatee)  takes  the  mere  ^ft.  Other  rules  will  be  found  in  the  text, 
legal  estate,  while  the  equitable  estate,  not  But  if  no  rule  of  law  is  applicable  to  the  par- 
being  disposed  of  by  the  wilL  falls  as  intes-  ticular  case,  the  court  must  still  exercise  a 
tate  property  to  the  heir.  Ot  that  the  heir  sound  judgment,  resortinff  to  general  canoiis  of 
cannot  be  deprived  bv  any  intention  of  the  criticism,  to  save  the  girt  if  possible.  Thus 
testator  not  signified  In  a 'way  to  be  binding  in  cases  of  doubtful  language  the  court  may 
under  the  laws  relating  to  testamentary  dis-  look  to  other  parts  of  the  will  for  aid  in  get- 
position  (or  other  laws).  This  distinction  the  ting  at  the  meaning  of  the  testator.  Allen  v. 
Massachusetts  court  thinks  has  been  over-  Bowen,  106  111.  361 ;  Pocock  v.  Redinger,  108 
looked.  OUiffe  v.  Wells,  snpra.  But  the  Ind.  673;  Thayer  v.  Thayer,  129  Mass.  1S9 
California  court  rejects  the  distinction,  and  (citing  Lassence  v.  Tiemey,  1  Macn.  &  G. 
refuses  to  follow  the  case  in  which  it  is  laid  651 1  Cummiiigs  v.  Brainhall,  120  Mass.  552: 
down.    Curdy  r.  Berton,  supra.  Loring  r.  Sumner,  23  Pick.  98,  103;  Metcall 

And  then  finally,  to  avoid  a  will  for  uncer-  v.  Framingham  Parish,  128  Mass.  370). 

tainty,  it  is  not  enough  that  the  dispositions  Failing  all  proper  means  of  interpretation 

in  it  are  so  obscure  and  irrational  tnat  it  is  or  construction,  the  will  must  so  far  fail.  In  re 

hard  to  believe  that  they  could  have  been  in-  Traylor,  81  Cal.  9;  Olliffe  v.  Wells.  180  Mass. 

tended  by  the  testator;  it  must  be  incapable  221 ;   Nichols  v.  Allen,  id.  211 :  Harriman  v. 

of  anv  clear  meaning.    Mason  v.  Robinson,  Harriman,  59  N.   J9.  136  (citing  Society  v. 

2  Sim.  &  S.  295;  Wootton  «.  Redd,  12  Gratt.  Hatch,  48  N.  H.  893,  397);  Cope  v.  Cope,  45 

196.  Ohio  St.  464. 

These  are  some  of  the  rules  which  may  ^  Kelley  v.    Kelley,    26   Penn.   St   460; 

properly  be  called  legal,  touching  methods  of  Wootton  v.  Redd,  12  Gratt.  196. 

resolving  uncertainty  in  the  subject  of  the  ^  Siddons  v,  0>ckrell,  131  111.  668. 
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estate^  it  is  requisite  that  there  be  a  definite  subject  and  object ;  and 
uncertainty  in  either  of  these  particulars  is  fatal.^ 

n.  —  Uncertainty  as  to   tha   Bubjeot  of  Disposition.  —  A  simple 
example  of  a  devise  rendered  void  by  uncertainty  as  to  the  intended 
subject-matter  of  disposition,  is  afforded  by  the  early   QifiofituQM 
case  of  Bowman  v.  Milbauke  {d)^  where  the  words,  "  I   h«;ld  too 
give  all  to  my  mother,  all  to  my  mother,"  were  adjudged  '"***^'*'^' 
insufficient  to  carry  the  testator's  land  to  his  mother,  as  it  was  wholly 
doubtful  and  uncertain  to  what  the  word  ^^  all "  referred. 

In  Mohun  v.  Mohun  (e),  the  will  consisted  merely  of  these  words : 
"  I  leave  and  bequeath  to  all  my  grandchildren,  and  share  and  share 
alike."  By  a  codicil  the  testator  appointed  certain  persons  to  be 
trustees  for  his  grandchildren  and  nieces.  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  E., 
held  that  this  was  too  uncertain  to  create  a  devise.  It  had 
been  contended  that  the  whole  difficulty  would  be  removed  *  by  [*d28] 
the  transposition  of  the  word  "all,"  which,  in  its  preser.t 
situation,  was  without  effect,  the  word  "  grandchildren  "  including  all 
who  correspond  to  that  description;  but  his  Honor  observed,  that 
there  was  uncertainty  both  in  the  subject  and  object  of  the  bequest, 
and  the  Court  could  not  transpose  words  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a 
meaning  to  instruments  that  had  none.' 

To  authorize  the  transposition  of  words,  it  is  clearly  not  enough 
(as  hereafter  shown  (/)  )  that  they  are  inoperative  in  their  actual  po- 
sition :  they  must  be  inconsistent  with  the  context.     In   u^jn^m.^  ^^  ^^ 
the  case  just  stated  the  word  "all,"  though  silent  where   transpositioo 
the  testator  had  placed  it,  was  not  repugnant ;  and  it  is       ^o*^- 

(d^  1  Lev.  180,  Sid.  191,  T.  Raym.  97;  but  in  another  early  case  (Taylor  v.  Webb,  Styles, 
30i,  307,  319  ;  t,  c.  nom.  Marret  v.  Sly,  2  Sid.  75),  the  words,  "I  make  my  cousin,  Giles 
Bridges,  mv  tole  heir^  and  my  executor,*'  were  held  to  constitute  the  cousin  devisee  in  fee  of 
the  testators  lands:  it  being  observed,  that  the  testator  not  only  made  him  his  heir,  but  his 
executor  also ;  and  if  he  should  not  have  the  lands,  the  word  *'  heir  **  was  nuflratory.  for,  by 
being  executor  only,  he  should  have  the  goods.  As  to  which,  see  Ch.  XVIII.  in  notis.  Th'e 
word**  heir"  was  said  to  imply  two  things:  first,  that  he  should  have  the  lands;  secondly, 
that  he  should  have  them  in  fee-aimple.  See  also  Parker  p.  Nickaon,  1  D.  J.  &  S  177,  ''I 
acknowledge  A.  to  be  heir." 

(s)  1  Sw.  201. 

(/)  Ch.  XVI.  8.  2. 

■  See  Rothmahler  v.  Myers,  4  Desans.  215 ;  shares,  the  property  will  descend  as  intestate 

Trippe  V  Frazier,  4  Harr.  &  J.  446;  Flint  v.  estate.    Id. 

Hughes,  6  Beav.  342.  When  a  direction  is  See  Pocock  v.  Sedinger,  108  Ind.  573  (mis- 
made  as  to  the  form  of  disposing  of  some  of  description  of  tract  of  land)  Christy  «.  Badg- 
the  tesUtor's  property  among  his  heirs,  and  cr,  72  Iowa,  581 ;  (devise  of  **  a  small  farm 
not  as  to  the  disposition  itself,  the  donees  and  in  Wagar  County,  Iowa,  near  Missouri 
their  shares,  if  no  trust  be  created  it  is  not  line  **)  Severson  v.  Severson,  68  Iowa,  657 
material  that  the  direction  is  not  carried  out  (misdescription  of  tract  of  lahd):  Tewksburv 
by  the  parties  concerned;  and  the  parties,  v.  French,  44  Mich.  100  (conflicting  language 
having  taken  no  action  as  to  carrying  oat  the  as  to  shares  in  devise);  Butler  v.Tirst  Pres- 
direction,  will  take  as  if  no  such  direction  had  bvterian  Church,  27  Maine,  855  (incon*>istent 
betn  made.  Gill  v.  Grand  Tower  Mining  descriptions  of  land);  Taylor  v.  Tolen,  88  N.J. 
Co.,  92  111.  249.  And  even  when  the  direc-  £q.  91;  (''to  the  Rochester  N.  T.  Theological 
lion  contains  a  mode  of  disposition  in  un-  Seminary  and  to  Hamilton  Theological  Sem- 
equal  shares,  if  the  direction  cannot  be  fol-  inarv  $10,000/*  a  gift  to  each  of  that  amount), 
lowed  out  by  reason  of  uncertainty  as  to  the       *  Word  *'  rent'*  intended  for  *'rea1/'  and 

so  read.    Baird  v.  Boocher,  60  Mise  326. 
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observable  that  the  transposition  of  the  word  ^<  all,"  even  if  justifi- 
able, would  not,  according  to .  Bowman  v.  Milbanke,  have  supplied  a 
definite  subject  of  disposition. 

But  where,  after  giving  several  legacies,  the  will  proceeded,  "  after 
these  legacies  and  my  funeral  expenses  are  paid,  I  leave  to  mj  sister 
'* After lega-  A.,  without  any  power  or  control  of  her  husband;  in 
ci«*»  ^j.  •"  case  of  her  death  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  her 
to  v.,"  mldue  children  or  grandchildren : "  this  was  held  by  Sir  J. 
held  to  puss.      Bacon,  V.-C,  to  be  a  good  gift  of  the  residue  to  A.  (g). 

Where  the  intended  subject-matter  of  disposition  consists  of  an 
^..    .  indefinite  part  or  quantity,  the  gift  necessarily  fails  for 

indefinite  part  uncertainty.  On  this  principle,  a  bequest  of  "same  of 
▼Old ;  jj^y  jj^g^  linen  "  (A),  or  "  of  a  handsome  gratuity  to  each 

of  my  executors  "  (i),  has  been  held  void. 

But  a  distinction  seems  to  be  taken  when  the  will  furnishes  some 
ground  on  which  to  estimate  the  amount  intended  to  be  bequeathed. 

—  except  Thus,  in  Jackson  v.  Hamilton  (y),  where  the  testator 
where  the  will  directed  his  trustees  to  retain  a  reasonable  sum  of  money 
groundrfor  ^  remunerate  them  for  their  trotible,  it  was  referred  to 
eatimaUng  the  the  master  to  ascertain  what  would  be  a  reasonable  sum. 
*™**  *  So,  where  the  bequest  is  for  the  maintenance,  support, 
miuntenimoe  ^^^  education  of  an  infant,  or  for  the  maintenance  and 
&c.,  of  an  support  of  an  adult  person,  although  no  amount  be  speci- 
good,  though  ^^^j  ^^6  Court  will  determine  the  amount  to  be  applied 
no  sum  for  that  purpose  (A;).      And  a  bequest  of  "3000^.   or 

*  '  thereabouts,"  to  be  raised  by  accumulating  annual  in- 

come, has  been  held  good:  the  words  ''or  thereabouts"  being 
[*329]  *  considered  as  used  only  to  meet  the  difficulty  which  would 

arise  in  accumulating  up  to  the  exact  limit,  and  to  render  any 
little  excess,  occasioned  by  the  addition  of  an  entire  dividend,  sub- 
ject to  the  same  disposition  as  the  specified  sum  (l).    So,  where  a 

—  forfoundhig   Scoteh  testator  expressed  a  wish  (in  effect)  to  establish 

•  school;  in  Dundee  a  hospital  for  one  hundred  boys,  like,  but  less 
than,  Heriot's  Hospital,  but  omitted  to  say  how  much  was  to  be  ap- 
propriated for  the  purpose,  it  was  held  in  the  House  of  Lords  (m), 
that  the  testator  had  sufficiently  defined  his  object  to  enable  the 
Court  to  determine  the  amount  required  for  it.  And  where  a  testator 
creates  a  trust  for  the  repair  of  an  existing  tomb  (n),  or  even  for  the 

(g)  Re  BasseH's  Estate,  L.  R.,  U  Eq.  64. 

(A)  Peck  r.  Halsev,  2  P.  W.  387. 

(i)  Jubber  v.  JubW,  9  Sim.  503. 

( /)  3  J.  &  Ut.  702. 

(*)  Broad  v.  Bevan,  1  Russ.  611,  n.;  Pride  v.  Fooks,  2  Bear,  43Q;  Kilvington  r.  Grav,  10 
Sim.  293;  Batt  v.  Anns,  11 L.  J.  Ch.  62;  Thorp  v.  Owen,  2  Hare,  610;  Pedrotti's  Will,  27  Beav. 
583:  and  see  1  Sim.  N.  S.  103,  and  other  cases  noticed  along  with  the  above,  post. 

(/)  Oddie  V.  Brown,  4  De  6.  &  J.  179,  diss.  K.  Bruce,  L.  J. 

(m)  Magistrates  of  Dandee  v.  Morris,  3  Macq.  169;  see  also  Adnam  «.  Cole,  6  Beav.  353. 

(a)  Fisk  9.  Att.-Gen..  L.  R.  4  Eq.  521;  Re  Birkett,  9  Ch.  D.  576.  Fowler  v.  FoNvler,  33 
Beav.  616y  contra,  most  be  considered  overruled. 
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building  of  a  new  one  (o),  although  this,  as  already  noticed  (p),  is  a 
void  trust,  the  Court  will  determine  what  would  have  been  required 
for  it,  if  a  determination  on  that  point  is  needed  in  order  to  give 
practical  effect  to  other  parts  of  the  will  (q).  So  also,  —for  repair- 
where  (r)  a  testatrix  bequeathed  a  sum  of  2000^.  to  be  dis-  ingchurch,&c 
posed  of  ^*  in  and  about  restoring,  altering,  and  enlarging,  and  im- 
proving the  church,  parsonage  house,  and  school "  at  M.,  and  as  to 
the  residue  thereof  upon  the  trusts  declared  by  her  will  conserving 
the  proceeds  of  sale  of  her  real  estate,  it  was  held  that  the  gift  was 
good  to  the  extent  to  which  it  might  be  ascertained  that  the  money 
would  be  required  for  such  of  the  specific  objects  as  were  already  in 
mortmain,  and  an  inquiry  was  directed  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
tha  amount  so  required. 

A  bequest  of  a  sum  "not  exceeding"  lOOL  («),  or  of  "60Z.  or 
lOOZ."  (t)y  will  be  construed  in  a  manner  most  beneficial  to  the  legatee, 
and  is,  therefore,  a  good  gift  of  the  whole  100/. ;  and  a 
bequest  will  not  be  void  for  uncertainty,  merely  because   amount  is 
the  amount  is  differently  stated  in  different  parts  of  the   ^1^^^^^ 
will,  if  the  Court  can  collect  that  one  statement  was 
evidently  a  mistake,  even  though  the  mistake  be  contained  in  the 
very  words  of  gift  (w). 

An  instance  of  uncertainty  in  the  subject  of  gift  occurred  in  Jones 
d.  Henry  v.  Hancock,  which  underwent  much  discussion  (v). 
•  The  testator  devised  lands  to  his  daughter,  Ann  Henry,  for  [♦330] 
life,  with  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male, 
remainder  to  his  other  daughter  Frances.    The  devise  to  Ann  was 
upon  condition  that  she  married  a  man  possessed  of  a 
property  at  least  equal  to,  if  not  greater  than,  the  one   u°to  the^tiare 
he  left  her.     The  testator  then  proceeded  as  follows ;   U^j^e"***  '* 
"And  if  she  marries  a  man  with  less  property  than  that, 
in  that  case  I  leave  her  only  as  much  of  mine  as  shall  be  equal 
to  the  property  of  the  man  she  marries ;  and  all  the  remainder  of 
my  property  shall  immediately  pass  over  and  be  given  up  to  my 
second  daughter  Frances  Henry,  to  whom,  in  that  case,  I  bequeath 
it."    It  was  held  in  D.  P.,  that  the  devise  over  was  void  for  uncer- 
tainty, as  the  specific  portion  or  share  so  given  over  did  not  appear 
in  the  will  itself.      On  delivering  the  opinion  of  the   .     .     ^ 
Judges,  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  said,  "  The  will  gives  over  an  un-  nncertainty 
certain  part,  not  specifying  the  lands  if  to  be  held  in  <»'»»»»*•• 

(o)  Afitford  v.  Rejnolds,  1  Phil.  185. 
ip)  Ante,  p.  leo. 

See  Chapman  v.  Brown,  and  other  cases  presently  stated. 
Champney  v,  Davy,  11  Ch.  D.  949. 
)  Thompson  «.  Thompson,  1  Coll.  895;  Cope  v.  Wilmot,  1  Coll.  S96,  n.;  Googh  v.  Bolt, 
16  Sim.  45. 
(t)  Seale  v,  Seale,  1  P.  W.  990;  and  see  Haggar  9.  Neatby,  Kay,  379. 
r«)  Philippe  v.  Chamberlame,  4  Yes.  50. 

(v)  4  Dow,  145,    See  Gibbon  v.  Harroer,  2  Roll.  Rep.  425;  Hoffman  v.  Hanker.  3  My.  & 
K.  376,  post;  Rjckards  v.  Rickards,  2  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  419. 
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severalty ;  or,  if  this  should  be  considered  as  an  undivided  portion 
in  the  whole,  it  cannot  be  discovered  from  the  will  what  that  portion 
is.  It  has  hardly  been  contended,  that  anything  was  given  over  in 
severalty ;  but  it  was  contended,  with  more  color,  that  the  person  to 
take  the  excess,  beyond  the  husband's  property,  would  be  tenant  in 
common  with  Ann,  of  a  moiety  or  some  other  given  share.  It  is  im- 
possible to  put  the  case  upon  any  other  ground  than  this :  a  portion 
is  given  over,  and  it  cannot  be  a  portion  to  be  held  in  severalty.  The 
only  way  then  is,  that  the  person  to  take  the  excess  shall  have  some 
undivided  portion  of  the  whole :  and  if  the  devise  defines  what  that 
interest  is,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  give  its  objects  the  benefit  of  it. 
But  we  think  that  the  devise  does  not  define  any  specific  interest 
which  the  object  of  it  can  take.  The  only  ground  upon  which  this 
can  be  contended  to  be  a  tenancy  in  common,  which  supposes  some 
Unless  the  Specific  share,  is,  that  it  may  be  left  to  a  jury  to  decide 
estor^shwefa  according  to  the  values.  The  inconvenience  and  con- 
distinctiy  f usiou  which  would  result  from  this  is  obvious ;  differ- 

devise^not*^  cnt  juries  would  set  different  values  on  the  respective 
sufficient  to  properties  of  the  husband  and  wife :  and  the  valuation 
tenancy  in  niust  be  made  too  at  the  period  of  the  marriage,  and  at 
common.  any  distance  of  time  a  jury  might  be  called  upon  to  say 

what  was  the  value  of  the  property.  It  would  not  only  be  difficult, 
but  in  some  cases  impossible,  to  ascertain  the  value  in  this  way. 
Our  opinion,  however,  does  not  rest  on  the  inconvenience  and  confu- 
sion, but  on  the  principle  of  law,  that  such  a  devise  is  not  sufficient 

to  create  a  tenancy  in  common.  If  it  were  so,  it  must  be 
[*331]    upon  the  marriage  of  Ann;  and  all  the  *  consequences  of  a 

tenancy  in  common  must  tiien  have  taken  place.''  ''They 
must  have  been  capable  of  being  separately  sued  in  all  real  actions, 
and  in  actions  of  ejectment,  a  modern  proceeding  which  has  come 
in  the  place  of  real  actions.  Now,  in  every  real  action,  though  we 
do  not  know  from  the  writ,  it  must  appear  in  the  declaration 
wbat  is  tbe  specific  interest  in  question,  how  the  title  is  derived, 
and  what  the  precise  interest  is :  but  here  there  is  no  such  thing.  At 
the  time  of  Ann's  marriage  it  could  not  be  collected  from  the  will 
what  the  specific  interest  was.  If  they  were  in  the  situation  of 
tenants  in  common,  see  how  they  could  answer:  a  creditor,  who  has 
a  demand  against  one  of  them  institutes  his  suit,  and  proceeds  to  get 
the  lands  by  elegit.  He  has  judgment  for  a  moiety  of  the  share,  and 
the  sheriff  is  directed  to  deliver  a  moiety.  But  the  share  must  appear 
in  order  to  enable  the  sheriff  to  deliver  the  moiety ;  and  no  case  has 
ever  occurred  where  the  difficulty  has  been  cast  on  the  sheriff  to 
ascertain  the  share.  And  there  is  no  instance  of  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon where  the  extent  of  the  interest  could  not  be  ascertained  from 
the  instrument  creating  it.  This  difficulty,  too,  presents  itself: 
tenants  in  common  have  each  a  right  to  a  writ  of  partition.    The 
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writ  does  not  state  the  share,  but  in  the  declaration  the  precise 
interest  is  stated." 

But  a  devise  to  two  persons  in  such  shares  as  should  be  determined 
by  (blank)  would  make  them  tenants  in  common  in 
equal  shares  (x).    On  the  same  principle  an  equal  divi-  Jh\^®to*be 
sion  is  made  where  the  donee  of  a  power  of  distribution  determined  by 
fails  to  exercise  the  power  (y) ;  or  where  the  gift  con-  ^  be  n*medf^ 
sists  of  a  general  direction  that  the  legatees  should 
"participate"  («). 

And  (a)  where  the  gift  comprises  a  definite  portion  of  a  larger 
quantity,  it  is  not  rendered  nugatory  by  the  omission  of  the  testator 
to  point  out  the  specific  part  which  is  to  form  such 
portion,  the  devisee  or  legatee  being  in  such  case  en-  ofaiar|M^ 
titled  to  select;*  by  which  means  the  subject  of  the   quantit:jr not 

'         •'  *  _    uncertain  I 

gift  is  reducible  to  certainty ;  and  id  certum  est  quod  where  devisee 
certum  reddi  potest  is  a  settled  rule  in  the  construction  J^i^Jj^®^  ^ 
of  wills.    Thus,  if  a  man  devise  two  acres  out  of  four 
acres  that  lie  together,  it  is  said  that  this  is  a  good  devise,  and  the 
devisee  shall  elect  (b). 

*  So,  if  a  testator  devise  a  messuage,  and  ten  acres  of  land  [*  332] 
surrounding  it,  part  of  a  larger  number  of  acres,  the  choice  of 
such  ten  acres  is  in  the  devisee  (e). 

So,  where  a  testator,  having  three  houses  in  A.,  devised  "two 
houses  in  A.,"  the  devisee  was  held  entitled  to  select  (d). 

Again,  where  a  testator  devised  the  residue  of  his  property  to  his 
wife  for  life,  "  reserving  to  her  power  to  will  away  any  part "  of  it  at 
her  death,  with  a  gift  to  his  daughter  of  what  his  wife 
should  not  dispose  of ;  it  was  argued  that  it  was  clear  p^rt  or  of  so 
the  testator  did  not  intend  the  power  to  extend  to  the  I??®u  If^^P** 
whole,  and  so  to  disinherit  his  daughter,  and  that  no 
limits  being  defined,  the  power  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  but  it  was 
held  that  the  power  extended  to  the  whole  estate  (0).     So  a  trust  to 
permit  the  testator's  wife  "to  appropriate  absolutely  to  herself  such 
parts"  of  his  plate  as  she  should  desire  to  possess,  has  been  held  to 
give  the  widow  the  whole  of  the  plate  (/).    But  where  a  testator 
bequeathed  his  household  property  on  trust  for  sale,  "  except  such 

(x)  Robinson  v.  Wheelwrieht,  21  Bear.  214. 

iy)  Salasbury  v.  Denton,  3  K.  &  J.  529. 

(2)  Liddard  v.  Liddard,  28  Beav  266.    See  also  Orerille  v.  Greville,  27  Beav.  694. 

(n)  Peck  V.  Haher,  2  P.  W.  387. 

{.bi  Grace  Marshalrs  case,  Dy.  281  a,  n.,  8  Vin.  Abr.  48,  pi.  11. 

(c)  See  Hobson  v.  Blackburn,  1  My.  &  K.  574;  Jacques  v.  Chambers,  2  Coll.  441;  Dack* 
manton  v  Ducknianton,  6  H.  &  N.  2l9 ;  Millard  v.  Baileji  L.  B.,  1  £q.  878. 

(d)  Tapley  v.  Eagleton,  12  Cfa.  D.  683. 

(e)  Cooke  v,  Farrand,  7  Taunt.  122. 

(/)  Arthur  v.  Mackinnon,  11  Ch.  D.  385. 

^  House  V.  Ewer,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  868  (citing  Lore  v.  Stiles,  10  C.  E.  Greeo,  881 ;  You- 
mane  v,  Tonmans,  ll  C.  E.  Green,  149). 
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articles  as  his  wife  should  wish  to  retain  for  her  own  use,  which  he 
thereby  empowered  her  to  appropriate/'  it  was  said  that  this  inti- 
mated a  confidence  that  the  wife  would  make  some  selection,  and 
would  not  take  the  whole ;  though  to  what  extent  short  of  that  is 
not  very  clear  (^). 

But,  if  a  testator  having  two  closes  called  Whiteacre,  devises  (not 
one  of  his  closes,  but)  his  close  called  Whiteacre,  this  does  not  entitle 
the  devisee  to  take  either  of  the  closes  at  his  pleasure, 
5!ftMUt^  but  the  uncertainty  as  to  which  is  intended  renders  the 
having  two  of  devise  void  (A)  ;  and  if  he  make  a  general  devise  of  all 
void."*™** "  except  the  close  called  Whiteacre,  there  being  two  of  that 
name,  the  exception  is  uncertain,  and  the  general  devise 
will  be  read  as  if  it  contained  no  exception  (i).  But  where  a  testator 
bequeathed  all  his  property  in  the  Austrian  and  Eussian  funds,  ^'and 

also  that  vested  in  a  Swedish  mortgage,"  the  testator  having 
[*  333]  several  Swedish  *  mortgages,  they  were  all  held  to  pass  (j). 

And  where  a  testator  having  five  leasehold  messuages  in  L., 
comprised  in  four  leases,  bequeathed  '^  his  four  leasehold  messuages 
in  L.,"  it  was  held  that  all  five  messuages  passed  upon  a  context 
somewhat  favoring  that  construction  (k). 

A  bequest  of  what  shall  remain  or  be  left  at  the  decease  of  the 
prior  legatee  (I),  or  of  what  the  legatee  is  possessed  of  at  the  time  of 
Gift  over  of  death  (m),  or  of  what  he  does  not  want  (n),  or  does  not 
hM^ ^Vdi^  spend  (o),  or  of  what  he  can  transfer  (p),  or  what  he 
posed  of,  held  can  save  out  of  his  yearly  income  (q),  or  of  what  remains 
too  indefinite,  undisposed  of.  Or  is  not  disposed  of  by  deed  or  will  (r), 
or  of  the  "  bulk  "  of  certain  property  («),  or  a  gift  over  of  the  whole 

(g)  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  10  Hare,  438.  In  Daris  v.  Davis,  1  H.  &  M.  965,  the  donee  of 
a  power  to  distribute  plate,  &c.,  being  also  one  of  the  objects,  allotted  the  largest  share  to 
himself,  and  this  was  upheld.    See  also  Reid  v.  Reid,  30  Beav.  389. 

(h)  Richardson  v.  Watson,  4  B.  &  Ad  798;  but  evidence  is  admiasible  to  remove  such  an 
ambiguity ;  see  next  Chapter. 

(i)  Blundell  v.  Gladstone,  14  Sim.  83,  better  reported  8  Jur.  301.  But  the  devise  was,  m 
fact,  of  all  (except  W),  "  including  trust  estates,"  and  W.  was  given  to  A.;  and  the  decree 
was  reversed,  3  M.  &  Gord.  692,  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  two  properties  called  W. 
being  vested  in  the  testator  as  trustee,  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  he  meant  the  other  to  past 
by  the  particular  devise. 

(f )  Kichards  v.  Patteson,  15  Sim.  501. 

uc)  Sampnon  r.  Sampson,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  479. 

(0  Bland  r.  Bland,  2  Cox,  349;  Wvnne  r.  Hawkins,  1  B.  0.  G.  179  j  Pushman  9.  Filliter, 
8  Ves  7,  Wilson  v.  Major,  11  Ves  205;  Perry  r  Merritt,  L.  R.,  18  Eq  152, 

(m)  Att-Gen.  r.  Hall,  IJ.  &  W.  158,  n..  2  Cox,  355;  Pope  v.  Pope.  10  Sim.  L 

(n)  Sprange  v.  Barnard,  2  B.  C.  C.  587 ;  Hudson  v.  Bryant,  1  Coll  681 ;  it  seems  that 
Upwell  V.  Haloey,  1  P.  W.  651,  cannot  now  be  considered  law;  see  per  Lord  Loughborough. 
2  Ves.  Jr.  5:V2,  and  per  Sir  E.  Sugden,  1  LI.  &  G.  298. 

(o)  Henderson  v.  Cross,  29  Beav.  216. 

(p)  Fimt  V.  Hughes.  6  Beav  342. 

Iq)  Cowman  r.  Harrison,  17  Jur  313, 22  L.  J.  Ch.  998. 

(r)  Bourn  v.  Gibbs,  1  R  &  Mv.  614;  Ross  v.  Ross,  1  J.  &  W.  154;  Bull  v.  Kingston,  I 
Mer  314;  Grey  v  Montague,  2  Ed.  205,  3  B.  P.  a  Toml.  315;  Phillips  v.  Eastwood,  1  LL 
&  G  270;  Watkina  v.  Williams,  3  M.  &  Gord.  622;  Re  Yalden,  1  IX  M.  &  G.  53;  Bowes  o. 
Goslett,  27  L  J  ,  Ch.  249,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  17;  Mortlock's  Trust,  8  K.  &  J.  456;  but  tea  Borton 
V  Borton,  16  Sim.  552. 

(f )  Palmer  «.  Simmons,  2  Drew.  221. 
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legacy  in  caae  of  the  death  of  the  prior  legatee  intestate  (t)f  or  a  gift 
of  a  legacy  to  A.,  afterwards  to  go  to  B.  (u),  is  void  for  uncertainty. 

Some  of  these  cases  certainly  had  special  circumstances^  and  the 
indefiniteness  seems  not  to  have  been  invariably  considered  to  be 
such  as  to  invalidate  the  gift  (v).     At  all  events  expres-   whether  the 
sions  of  this  nature  are  capable  of  explanation,  where   J'?^'"*® 
the  property,  or  part  of  it,  consists  of  household  furni-  specific 
ture,  or  other  articles  of  a  perishable  nature,  by  consid-  «iai^J«» 
ering  these  words  as  referring  to  the  expected  diminution  of  the 
property  by  the  use  and  wear  of  the  first  taker.    Neither  would  there 
be  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  subject  of  the  gift  over  in  any  bequest 
of  specific  chattels  capable  of  identification.     The  point,  however,  is 
unimportant;  for  the  gift  over  would  be  void  on  another  ground, 
namely,  its  repugnancy  to  the  prior  gift  (x). 

But  where  property  (whatever  be  its  nature  (y)  )  is  expressly  lim- 
ited to  the  first  taker  for  life,  there  is  not,  it  is  believed,  any 
*  case  in  which  such  expressions  have  been  held  to  render  the  [♦334] 
ultimate  gift  void,  comprising  as  they  then  do  the  whole  cor- 
pus.    Thus,  in  Cooper  v,  Williams  («),  the  testator  gave   Gih  of  wh*t 
personal  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  what  she  had  decease  of  A. 
left  at  her  death  to  his  next  of  kin,  and  it  seems  to  have   5Mikee^for 
been  thought  that  the  gift  over  was  good.  life  only. 

Again,  m  Constable  v.  Bull  (a),  there  was  a  devise  and  bequest  of 
all  the  testator^s  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use  and  benefit,  ^*  and  at  the  decease  of  my  wife  constoble  v. 
whatever  remains  of  my  said  estate  and  effects  to  go  "  to  ^^* 
certain  other  persons.  Sir  J.  IL  Bruce,  V.-C.,  said,  the  only  question 
seemed  to  be  whether  the  words  "whatever  remains  of"  had  the 
effect  of  preventing  the  gift  to  the  widow  from  being  construed  as  a 
gift  of  a  life  interest,  for  that  without  these  words  the  subsequent 
bequests  would  have  the  effect  of  so  reducing  the  interest  given  to 
the  widow  ;  that  there  were  several  meanings  capable  of  being  ration^ 
ally  attributed  to  these  words  which  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
construction  giving  to  the  widow  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  that  he  thought  the  gift  over  was  good.  This  construction 
was  approved  and  followed  by  Sir  C.  Hall  in  Bibbens  v.  Potter  (6). 


118; 

\ 


0  Cuthbert  v.  Furrier,  Jac.  415;  Oreen  v.  Harvey,  1  Hare,  428^  Eade  v.  Eade,  6  Mad. 
I;  Lightboume  «.  6iM,  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  250;  Weale  v.  Ollive,  32  Beav.  421. 
i»)  Re  Percy,  Percy  «.  Percy,  24  Ch.  D.  618. 

v)  Dahamel  «.  Arclovin,  2  Ves.  162;  Hands  a  Hands,  1  T.  R.  437,  n. 
X)  See  Ch.  XXVII. 

V)  Except  ** consumable*'  articles,  see  Andrew  r.  Andrew,  1  Coll.  690;  and  Ch.  XXYL 
•4  fin. 

Iz)  Pre.  Ch.  71  PI.  64.    See  also  Gibbs  v.  Tait,  8  Sim.  132. 

'(a)  3  De  6.  &  S.  411;  see  also  Borton  v.  Borton,  16  Sim.  552;  Re  Stringer's  Estate,  6  Ch. 
D.  1 ;  Re  Sheldon  and  Kemble,  53  L.  T.  527.    But  see  Flint «.  Hughes,  6  Beav.  342. 

<6)  10  Ch.  D.  733.    In  Re  Adams,  14  W.  R.  18,  "all  remaining"  clearly  referred  to  the 
tmrioas  legacies.  See  Re  Thomson's  Estate,  13  Ch.  D.  144, 14  Ch.  D.  263,  a  gift  of  real  and 

1  See  note  ante,  p.  896 ;  also  note  at  end  of  this  chapter. 
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If  the  gift  of  whcU  shall  be  left  is  preceded  by  a  power  of  disposi- 
tion or  appropriation  reserved  to  a  trustee  or  prior  legatee  in  favor 
Gift  of  what  ^^  particular  objects,  the  expression  evidently  points  at 
shAil  be  left  that  portion  of  the  property  which  shall  be  unappointed 
power  of  dw*  or  unappropriated  under  the  power.  As  in  Surman  v. 
position.  Surman  (c),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  his  personal 

estate  to  his  wife  for  life  or  widowhood,  with  a  power  to  her  to  apply 
Surman  «.  the  same  to  her  own  benefit  and  the  maintenance  of  A. 
Surman.  and  B.  during  minority .  and  at  her  decease  or  second 

mai'riage,  he  gave  the  same,  or  so  much  as  should  then  re* 
[*335]  main,  to  certain  persons ;  this  was  held  to  *  be  a  good  be- 
quest of  the  personal  estate  unapplied  to  the  prescribed 
purposes. 

So,  in  Lancashire  v.  Lancashire  (ef),  a  testator  devised  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  and  directed  them  to  apply  the  in- 
Lancashire  v.  comc  for  the  maintenance  of  A.  till  she  attained  the  age 
Lancashire.  ^f  twenty-ouc  or  married,  and  then  to  convey  and  settle 
such  part  as  they  should  think  proper  on  A.  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  her  children,  with  remainder,  in  default  of  children,  to  B.  in  fee ; 
and  as  to  such  part  or  parts  of  the  trust  estate  as  his  trustees  should 
not  think  proper  to  settle  as  aforesaid,  upon  trust  to  convey,  assign, 
and  transfer  the  same  to  A.  absolutely.  A.  died  before  the  trustees 
made  any  settlement,  and  Lord  Cottenham,  aliirming  the  decision  of 
Sir  J.  K.  Bruce,  V.-C,  held,  that  the  power  to  make  a  settlement  had 
determined,  and  that  the  heir  of  A.  was  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the 
real  property  to  the  exclusion  of  B.  And  the  same  principle  would 
seem  to  apply  where  the  power  is  general  {e). 

It  will  be  observed,  that  in  these  cases  the  words  seemed  or  were 
considered  to  provide  for  carrying  over  everything  that  was  not  dis 
Distinction  poscd  of  under  the  power,  and,  consequently,  nothing 
between  a  gift  having  been  disposed  of,  the  ultimate  limitation  carried 
except  an^un-  the  wholc  Subject  of  gift.  The  next  two  cases,  however, 
as^rtained        geem  to  show  that  if  the  words  are  such  as  to  point  to  a 

Dart  and  a 

gift  of  there-  division  into  parts,  and  to  amount  to  a  gift  of  the  indi- 
deducUnK  aa  vidual  parts,  then,  if  one  of  the  parts  cannot  be  ascer- 
unascertained     tained,  the  legatee  of  the  other  part  is  necessarily  disap- 

part 

personal  estate  to  widow  "/or  /t/e,  to  be  disposed  of  as  she  may  think  proper  for  her  own 
use  and  benefit  according  to  the  nature  and  quality  thereof;  in  the  event  of  her  deceasci 
should  there  be  anything  remaining  of  the  said  property,  or  any  part  thereof,  I  give  the 


also  Re  Ho*den,  W.  M.  1888,  p.  83. 

(c)  5  Mad.  123,  Scott  v.  Josaelyn,  96  Beav.  174;  Re  Sanderson*!  Trust,  3  K.  &  J.  497; 
but  see  Gude  v.  Worthington,  3  De  6.  &  S.  389,  which  seems  contra,  but  the  grounds  of  tha 
decision  do  not  appear. 

<//)  2  Phil.  657,  1  De  6.  &  S.  288. 

(e)  See  Cooke  v.  Farnuid,  7  Taunt.  122,  2  Marsh.  431;  Calvert  v.  Johnston,  8  E.  &  J.  560, 
560. 
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pointed,  since  his  part  is  undetermined,  and  the  wordF  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  carry  the  whole  to  him. 

Thus,  in  Jemingham  v,  Herbert  (f),  the  testatrix  gave  to  A.  such 
of  her  jewels  as  should  at  her  decease  be  deposited  with  Messrs.  K., 
and  gave '  the  rest  of  her  jewels  to  B.    At  her  decease  jerninghAm  v, 
there  were  no  jewels  deposited  with  Messrs.  R.,  and  Sir  Herbert. 
J.  Leach,  M.  K.,  said  that  the  will  contained  no  present  gift  of  the 
jewels,  but  referred  to  a  future  act  to  be  done  by  the  testatrix  in 
order  to  complete  her  gift,  and  that  act  being  prevented,  the  intended 
gift  wholly  failed.    Again,  in  Boyce  v.  Boyce  (^),  where  the  testator 
devised  certain  houses  in  S.  to  trustees  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for 
life,  and  after  her  decease  upon  trust  to  convey  to  his  daughter  M.  in 
fee  such  one  of  the  houses  as  she  should  choose,  and  to  con- 
vey and  assure  all  the  others  which  M.  should  *  not  choose  [*836] 
to  his  daughter  C ;  M.  having  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime. 
Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.-C,  said  it  was  only  a  gift  of  the  houses  that 
should  remsdn,  provided  M.  should  choose  one  of  them,  that  no  choice 
had  been  or  indeed  could  have  been  made  by  M.,  and  therefore  the 
gift  in  favor  of  G.  failed. 

Where  the  bequest  is  of  the  residue  or  surplus  of  a  specified  fund 
remaining  after  providing  for  an  object  which  is  illegal  or  unattain- 
able, and  the  exact  amount  to  be  laid  out  on  which  is  not   Q^f^  ^f  (^^ 
specified,  the  bequest  is  necessarily  void  for  uncertainty,   residue  of  a 
unless  the  purpose  is  such  and  so  defined  that  the  Court   providin^'^for 
can  determine  what  would  have  been  the  proper  amount  *«  illegal 
to  be  expended  had  the  object  been  legal  or  attainable,   Tf  the  amount  . 
or  unless  (according  to  some  recent  cases)  the  bequest  of  J^h^c5)1eS^it 
surplus  carries  with  it' all  that  is  not  otherwise  effectu-   nnascertain- 
ally  disposed  of.    Thus  in  Chapman  v.  Brown  (A),  the  *^^** 
testatrix,  after  giving  some  legacies,  gave  all  the  residue  of  her  real 
and  personal  estate  to  her  executors  to  be  applied  for  the  purpose  of 
building  or  purchasing  a  chapel  where  her  executors   Chapman «, 
should  think  it  was  most  wanted,  and  if  any  overplus   fi™'^- 
should  remain  from  purchasing  or  building  the  same,  she  directed  it 
to  be  applied  to  such  charitable  uses  as  her  exeeutors  should  think 
proper.    The  bequest  for  the  chapel  being  void,  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R., 
declared  that  the  gift  of  the  overplus  was  void  also,  since  the  amount 
could  not  be  ascertained.     "  He  thought  it  impossible  to  frame  any 
direction  that  would  enable  the  master  to  form  any  idea  as  to  what 
would  have  been  proper  to  expend  upon  the  chapel.     If  the  testatrix 
had  pointed  out  any  particular  place,  that  might  have  furnished  some 
ground  of  inquiry  as  to  what  size  would  be  sufficient  for  the  congre- 
gation to  be  expected  there,  but  the  gift  in  question  was  so  entirely 
indefinite,  it  was  quite  uncertain  what  the  residue  would  have  been." 

(f)  4  Bum.  888.  (g)  16  Sim.  476.  (A)  6  Yes.  404. 
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Att.-6en. «.  Again,  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Hinxman  (0)  there  was  a  devise 
ttinxman.  q£  ^  house  to  be  used  as  a  school  for  poor  persons  of  the 
parish  of  W. ;  the  executors  were  directed  to  put  the  house  in  repair, 
and  to  invest  a  sum  of  money  in  stock  in  the  name  of  the  minister, 
churchwarden,  and  overseers,  who  were  to  apply  the  dividends  for  the 
purposes  of  the  school,  and  to  apply  the  surplus,  if  any,  after  pay- 
ment of  the  expenses  of  the  school,  among  poor  parishioners  of  W., 

as  the  trustees  should  think  fit.  The  devise  of  the  house  for 
[*337]  the  school  being  void,  and  the  first  trust  *  declared  of  the 

stock  having  consequently  failed,  Sir  T.  Plumer  decided  that 
the  gift  of  the  residue  of  the  surplus  dividends,  being  unascertainable, 
was  void.  Again,  in  Limbrey  v.  Gurr  (k),  where  a  testator  bequeathed 
Limbrey  v.  7,0001.  upon  trust  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  testator^s 
Gurr.  funeral  and  monument,  and  of  building  eight  almshouses 

on  a  particular  piece  of  ground,  and  to  apply  the  residue  to  the  trusts 
directed  of  a  legacy  of  8,000/.,  which  he  bequeathed  upon  trust  out  of 
the  income  to  pay  certain  weekly  sums  to  the  poor  persons  in  the 
almshouses,  to  purchase  a  quartern  loaf  for  twenty  other  poor  per- 
sons, and  to  keeping  the  almshouses  in  repair,  and  to  apply  the  resi- 
due in  distribution  of  bread  as  therein  mentioned ;  Sir  J.  Leach  held 
that  the  residue  of  each  sum  was  unascertainable,  by  reason  of  the 
gifts  to  the  prior  objects  failing,  and  the  gift  of  both  residues  there- 
fore void. 

But  if  the  testator  has  so  defined  his  object  as  to  furnish  fair  and 
reasonable  data  the  Court  will  determine  the  amount  which  ought  to 
Secus  if  the  have  been  expended  on  it  if  it  had  been  legal,  and  thus 
amount  is  ^t  the  samc  time  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  surplus. 
Mitfordf?  Thus  in  Mitford  v.   Reynolds  (I),  the  testator,  after 

Reynolds.'  several  bequests,  directed  the  purchase  of  a  particular 
piece  of  land,  and  the  construction  of  a  vault  for  the  bodies  of  him- 
self and  his  parents  and  sister,  and  of  a  monument,  the  expense  of 
which  purchase  and  construction  was  to  be  met  and  provided  for  from 
the  surplus  property  after  p?yment  of  debts  and  legacies.  Then  came 
a  bequest  of  the  iemainder  of  his  property  to  a  valid  charitable  pur- 
pose ;  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  that  assuming  the  prior 
object  to  be  void,  yet  it  was  not  so  uncertain  as  to  the  amount  that 
would  be  required  for  it  as  to  vitiate  the  gift  to  the  charity.  He 
thought  the  diificulties  which  existed  in  Chapman  v.  Brown  had  no 
existence  here.  The  place  was  defined,  the  very  spot  pointed  out, 
and  the  extent  required  for  the  purchase  ;  there  was  no  difficulty  in 
directing  a  reference  to  the  master  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
what  would  be  a  proper  sum  to  carry  that  intention  of  the  testator 

(Q  2  J.  &  W.  370;  and  sef  Att.-Qen.  r  Davies,  9  Yes.  635;  AtU-G«ii.  v.  Qoolding,  2  B. 
C.  C.  428:  Re  Taylor,  Martin  v.  Freeman,  W.  M.  1888,  p.  82. 
(I)  6  Mad.  151. 
(0  1  PhU.  185,  706. 
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into  effect  That  sum,  being  once  ascertained,  would  be  deducted 
from  the  residuei  the  amount  of  which  would  then  be  rendered 
certain  (m). 

*  So  in  Fisk  v.  Att.-Gren.  (n),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  [*338] 
1,000Z.  to  the  rector  and  churchwardens  of  a  parish  and  their 
successors,  upon  trust  to  apply  such  part  of  the  dividends   pisk  v. 
as  should  from  time  to  time  be  required  in  keeping  in  Atty-Gen. 
repair  her  family  grave,  and  to  pay  or  divide  the  residue  of  the  said 
dividends  at  Christmas  in  every  year  forever,  among  the  aged  poor 
of  the  parish ;  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  cited  Mitford  v.  Reynolds  and 
the  Dundee  Case  (o),  and  said  that,  following  the  latter  case,  he  ought, 
if  the  gift  of  the  residue  had  been  exclusive  of  the  amount  required 
for  the  repair  of  the  grave,  to  have  ascertained  the  amount  required 
for  the  void  purpose.    But  he  said,  <^  the  gift  is  not  to  the 
executors  to  do  certain  things  and  pay  the  residue  to  the  pn  faiunto 
rector  and  churchwardens ;  the  gift  is  out-and-out  to  the    Z^**?,™*"" 
rector  and  churchwardens,  and  then  there  is  a  gift  of  a 
portion  for  a  purpose  which  fails."    That  being  so,  he  thought  the 
better  construction  was  that  the  rector  and  churchwardens  took  the 
whole  fund.    As  to  this,  however,  it  is  plain  that  the  rector  and 
churchwardens  were  just  as  much  trustees  of  one  part  as  of  the  other ; 
and  in  Dawson  v.  Small  (p),  where  a  sum  was  given  on  similar  trusts, 
and  the  distribution  was  to  be  made  (as  was  held)  by  the  executors, 
Sir  J.  Bacon,  V.-C,  asked  ^^  what  difference  can  it  make  that  a  person 
is  named  to  have  the  management  and  conduct  of  the  gift,  and  that 
it  is  given  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  executors  of  the  testator  ?    There 
is  no  sort  of  distinction."    The  cases,  therefore,  being  undistinguish- 
able,  he  considered  himself  bound  by  the  decision  in  Fisk  v.  Atty.- 
Gren.,  and  held  that  the  whole  fund  was  well  given  to  the  residuary 
objects  discharged  from  the  void  purpose. 

It  is  probable  that  Sir  W.  Wood  drew  the  distinction  in  order  to 
avoid  a  conflict  with  Fowler  v.  Fowler  (q),  which  was  cited  before 
him.  In  that  case  the  gift  was  in  the  form  of  a  direction  to  executors 
to  invest  and  apply  the  income  in  or  towards  the  maintenance  of  cer- 
tain existing  graves,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  income  to  the  rector  of 
B.  for  the  time  being  for  his  own  use,  and  Sir  J.  Homilly  held  that 
the  first  trust  being  void,  the  second  failed  for  uncertainty. 
He  thought  that  the  particular  *  residue  might  originally  [*339] 
have  been  held  to  include  what  was  intended  for  the  void 

(m)  The  L.  C.  held  that  the  direction  as  to  the  monnnient,  &c.,  was  a  disposition  of  an  inte- 
rn! part  of  the  residue,  and  that  the  "  remainder  '*  was  what  was  left  of  such  residue  after 
building  the  monument,  1  Phil.  199.  But  owing  to  the  peculiar  wording  of  the  L.  C.*8  declara- 
tion concerning  the  charitable  gift,  Shadwell,  y.-G.,  afterwards  thought  himself  bound  to 
hold  that,  the  prior  purpose  having  failed  through  the  refusal  of  the  owner  to  sell  the  land, 
the  whole  resiaue  was  well  given  to  the  charitVt  16  Sim.  105. 

(n)  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  521.    See  also  Be  Rigley's  Tmst,  86  L.  J.  Ch.  147. 

(o)  Ante,  p.  329. 

(p)  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  14.    See  also  Hunter  v.  Bullock,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  45,  before  the  same  judge. 

iq)  88  Beav.  616. 


868  GIFTS  WHEN  VOID   FOB  DNCEBTAINTY.  [CH.  XII. 

purpose^  like  a  general   residue,  but  that  the  contrary  was  quite 
settled. 

However,  in  Ke  Williams  (r),  the  decision  in  Fisk  v.  Att-Gen.  was 
again  applied  to  a  case  where  the  distinction  on  which  that  decision 
was  based  did  not  exist,  the  trusts  being  committed  to  the  executors 
Sir  B.  Malins  there  said  he  did  not  agree  that  Fisk  v.  Att-Oen.  turned 
on  the  distinction  in  question ;  he  considered  that  the  V.-C.  Wood 
really  intended  to  overrule  Chapman  i;.  Brown.  But  if  so,  why  did 
Sir  W.  Wood  say  that,  but  for  that  distinction,  he  ought  to  have  as- 
certained the  amount  required  for  the  void  purpose?  This  would 
have  been  an  empty  form,  if  the  amount  when  ascertained  was  still 
to  fall  into  the  '*  residue."  And  although  he  intimated  that  the 
Dundee  Case  had  narrowed  the  authority  of  Chapman  v.  Brown,  he 
was,  of  course,  alluding  only  to  that  part  of  the  decision  in  the  latter 
case  upon  which  alone  the  Dundee  Case  had  any  bearing,  viz.  the 
question  whether  the  Court  ought  or  ought  not  to  have  determined 
the  amount  required  for  building  the  chapel.  Even  on  this  part  of 
the  case.  Sir  G.  Jessel  thought  differently  (t) ;  for  in  his  opinion 
there  was  nothing  to  guide  the  Court  towards  determining  what  would 
have  been  a  reasonable  sum  for  building  the  chapel ;  the  whole  fund 
might  have  been  required  for  it ;  the  Dundee  Case,  therefore,  did  not 
interfere  with  Chapman  v.  Brown,  which  still  remained  an  authority 
for  the  position  that,  if  the  first  object  is  not  so  defined  that  you  can 
reasonably  ascertain  the  amount  required,  the  whole  must  fail,  because 
you  might  then  apply  the  whole  to  the  first  object,  and  so  there  would 
be  no  ascertainable  residue  (s). 

In  Be  Birkett  {t)  the  question  again  arose  on  a  gift  undistinguisha- 
ble  from  the  gift  in  Fisk  v,  Att.-Oen.,  and  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  K.,  said 

that  the  prior  purpose  being  void,  he  was  bound  by  the 
Re  Birkett.  decisions  of  the  three  V.-CC.  to  hold  that  the  whole  in- 
come  passed  under  the  gift  of  surplus.  But  apart  from  the  authori- 
ties, his  opinion  was  clear  that  the  amount  required  for  the  repairs  of 
the  tomb  ought  to  have  been  ascertained  (as  it  could  be  by  any  com- 
petent person),  and  only  the  remainder  given  as  surplus.  He 
[*340]  *  observed  that  the  case  was  a  singular  illustmtion  of  the  way 
in  which  our  law  gets  altered. 

Reference  may  here  be  made  to  the  case  of  Ford  v.  Fowler  («), 
where  the  testator  recommended  (construed  "  directed  ")  F.  and  his 
wife  to  settle  a  sum  which  he  had  bequeathed  to  the  latter,  *<  to* 
gether  with  such  sum  of  money  of  his  (F.'s)  own  as  F.  shall  choose,'' 

(r)  6  Ch.  D.  785.  See  also  Champney  «.  THyj,  11  Ch.  D.  948,  Be  Vaoghan,  Yaugfaan  v. 
Thomas,  33  Ch.  D.  137. 

(f )  See  also  Crampv.  Playfoot,  4  K.  &  J.  479. 

(0  9  Ch.  D  676.  These  cases  are  distingoishable  from  those  where  the  snbject  of  distribo- 
tion  is  a  fand  of  anaaoertained  amount,  see  Champner  «.  Dary,  11  Ch.  D.  349;  and  poet. 
Chap   XXIII. 

(u)  8  Beay.  146. 
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for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children.     Lord  Lang-  Tnuts  of  an 
dale,  M.  R.,  said  that  there  being  a  certainty  as  to  Jji^'^ii^ 
that  which  was  in  the  testator's  power,  the  trust  as  to  though  mteod- 
that  did  not  fail  becaose  the  testator  expressed  a  wish  Mother  unl*^ 
as  to  something  oyer  which  he  had  no  power.  Mceruined. 


zn.  —  XTnoertaUntj  as  to  the  Object  —  Uncertainty  in  regard  to  the 
otjecU  of  gift  arises  either  from  the  testator  having  described  such 
objects  by  a  term  of  vague  and  unascertained  signification,  or  from 
his  baring  specified  a  definite  class  or  number  of  persons,  but  having 
shown  that  all  are  not  to  take,  and  then  left  it  in  doubt  which  of  them 
he  intended  to  select  as  the  object  or  objects  of  his  bounty.  Exam- 
ples of  both  kinds  will  be  found  in  the  sequeL^    It  has  been  often 


*  The  followini^  note  is  a  classification  un- 
der familiar  heads,  of  (for  the  greater  part) 
recent  cases  touching  uncertainty  in  the  object 
of  the  gift,  t.  <.,  the  beneficiary:  — 

1.  DMcription  of  beneficiary,  i.  #.,  where 
there  is  an  attempt  to  identify  the  beneficiary 
by  description  in  whole  or  m  part,  instead  of 
by  name  alone,  the  description  being  more  or 
less  defectire.  Gilmer  v  Stone,  120  U.  S. 
M6  (gift  to  *'The  Board  of  Foreign  Missions 
and  the  Board  of  Home  Missions  *]) ,  Patch  v. 
White,  117  U  3.  210,  Jacob  v  Bradley.  36 
0>nn.  365  (gift  to  the  Episcopal  Society  in  H., 
held  a  gift  to  Grace  Church  m  H.) ,  Hazeltiue 
V.  Yose,  80  Main?,  874,  Nason  v.  First  Ban- 
gor Church,  66  Maine,  100  ('  for  the  first 
church  of  the  Chnstian  denomination  in 
Bangor"),  Howard  v.  American  Peace  Soc., 
49  Maine,  288,  Missionary  Society  «.  Chap- 
man, 128  Mass.  266  (gift  to  the  missionary 
ease  of  the  M.  E.  Church,  held  to  mean  to 
the  missionary  cause,  and  sustained),  Con- 
negaUonal  Soc.  «.  Hatch,  48  N.  H.  398; 
Smith  V.  Smith,  4  Paige,  371;  Townsend  v. 
Downer,  23  Yt  225;  HiU  «  Bowman,  7 
Leigh,  650  ('*  members  of  my  family  ") 

2.  Misnomer.  In  re  Casement,  78  Cal. 
136;  In  re  Gibson,  75  Cal.  329  (misnomer 
will  not  defeat  the  gift  where  it  can  be  ascer- 
tained by  legal  means  who  was  meant,  citing 
Le  FeTTe  v.  Le  Fevre,  59  N.  Y  434;  Lanning 
9.  Sisters  of  St.  Francis,  35  N  J  Eq.  392) , 
Kinff  V.  Grant,  55  Conn.  166;  Brewster  v. 
Mc(;all,  15  Conn.  273  (to  "  The  Missionary 
Society  of  Foreign  Missions,*'  held  intended 
for  the  American  Board  of  Commissioners 
for  Foreign  Missions),  Covert  v.  Sebem,  78 
Iowa,  564,  Hazeltine  v.  Vose,  80  Maine,  374 
(**.  Home  of  Little  Wanderers  "  and  *'  Home 
of  Aged  Women").  Straw  0  East  Maine 
Conference,  67  Maine.  493,  Wood  9.  White, 
32  Maine,  840,  Darcy  9.  Kelley,  153  Mass. 
483  0*  Sisters  of  Chanty  ');  Stratton  v. 
Physio-Medical  College,  149  Mass.  505; 
Hinckley  9.  Thaeher,  139  Mass.  477 ;  Mission- 
ary Socie^  V.  Chapman,  128  Mass.  265,  268 
(citinff  Bliss  v.  American  Bible  Soc.,  2  Allen, 
334);  Minot  v.  Boston  Asylum,  7  Met.  416; 
St.  Louis  Hospital  v  Williams,  19  Mo.  609, 
Smith  V.  KimbaU,  62  N.  H.  606;  Taylor  9. 


Tolen,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  91  (citing  New  Tork 
0>nf.  9.  Clarksoo,  4  Halst.  Ch.  541;  Smith 
V.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  11  C.  E.  Green, 
132,  Mason  v.  Meth.  Ep.,  12  C  £.  Green,  47); 
Acton  9.  Lloyd,  37  N.  J.  Eq.  5;  Lanning  9. 
Sisters  of  St.  Francis,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  392;  Pell 
9  Mercer,  14  R.  I  412;  Button  9.  American 
Tract  Soc.,  23  Yt.  336,  Hawkins  9.  C^rland, 
76  Va.  149,  Janey  9.  Latane,  4  Leigh,  327, 
Wilson  9.  Perry,  29  W.  Ya.  169;  Webster  9. 
Moms,  66  Wis.  366. 

8  Indefiniteness  of  beneficiary,  in  the  case 
of  a  charity.  Where  the  English  law  of 
charities  prevails,  as  it  does  in  most  of  the 
the  states,  indefiniteness  of  the  beneficiaries, 
so  far  from  being  a  ground  for  treating  the 
^ift  as  invalid,  is  often  a  necessary  ground  of 
Its  validity  Leeds  9.  Shaw,  82  Ry  79  (gift 
of  income  to  the  trustees  of  L.  for  the  edu- 
cation of  Door  children  or  towards  the  main- 
tenance of  a  good  common  school  in  L,  not 
void  for  uncertainty),  Gafney  9.  Kenison, 
64  N.  H.  354  (for  relief  of  most  destitute  of 
testator's  relations,  sustained;  bnt  see  ante, 
p.  );  Union  Church  9.  Wilkinson,  36  N.  J. 
£q.  141  (for  the  poor  of  two  churches  named, 
sustained) ;  Sowers  9.  Cyrenius.  39  Ohio  St. 
29;  Rhode  Island  Trust  Co  9.  Olnev,  16  R.  I. 
184;  f.  c.  14  R.  I.  449. 

In  the  case  of  gifts  to  private  charity, 
and  of  gifts  to  public  charity  in  those  states 
like  New  York  in  which  such  gifts  stand  upon 
the  same  footing  as  gifts  to  private  clianty, 
indefiniteness  of  objects  may  amount  to  uncer- 
tainty, and  so  prevent  the' gift  from  taking 
effect.  It  is  the  well-established  doctrine  cw 
the  New  York  courts  that  there  must  be  a 
defined  beneficiary  in  the  will,  and  that  the 
rule  is  not  complied  with  by  the  fact  that  a 

¥>wer  of  selection  is  given  to  the  trustee. 
ilden9.  Green,  130  NT.  29;  Rose  9  Hatch, 
125  N.  T.  427.  Read  9  Williams,  id  560; 
Foedick  9  Humpstead,  id  581  (gift  to  the 
poor  of  a  town,  not  limited  to  those  for  whom 
the  town  is  bound  to  provide,  invalid);  Hot- 
land  9.  Alcock,  108  N.  Y  312,  Gilman  9 
McArdle,  29  N  Y.  451 ;  Prichard  9.  Thomp- 
son, 95  N.  Y.  76,  Lew  9.  Uvy,  33  N  Y 
107,  In  re  Hoffen,  70  Wis.  522  (gift  to  the 
poor  of  A  town,  iuTalid).    Bat  tee  Webtter 
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laid  down  that  if  a  devise  be  to  one  of  the  sons  of  J.  S.  (he  having 
several  sons  (x)f^)  the  devise  is  void  for  uncertainty,  and  cannot  be 
made  good  (y).  And  if  a  man  devise  to  twenty  of  the  poorest  of  his  kin- 
dredy  this  is  void  for  the  uncertainty  who  may  be  adjudged  the  poor- 
est («).  So  where  the  devise  was  ''to  the  testator's  brother  and 
sister's  family/'  and  the  testator  bad  two  sistei-s  ;  the  devise  was  held 
BiAok  left  void  (a) ;  and  a  bequest  <'  to  and  amongst  my  nephews 
for  names.  ^^  nieces  John  and  Nanny  "  (followed  by  a  blank)  or  to 
such  of  them  as  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  **  the  tenant  of  life/' 
was  held  void  for  uncertaintyi  because  although  by  using  the  plural 
number,  <'  nephews  and  nieces,"  the  testator  showed  he  meant  to  in- 
clude more  than  one  of  each  sex,  yet  by  his  apparent  intention  to 
name  those  whom  he  intended  for  legatees,  it  was  made  doubtful 
whether  he  meant  to  include  all  (6). 

(x)  The  uncertainty  would  not  be  removable  by  parol  evidence .  for  the  terms  of  the  wiU 
show  that  the  testator  had  not  determined  which  of  them  to  make  the  object  of  his  bounty. 
See  W'lgr-  Wills,  p.  180,  Ashbumer  v.  Wilson,  17  Sim  204;  and  next  Chap. 

(y)  See  Strode  v.  Lady  Falkland,  8  Ch.  Bep  183.  2  Vern.  624,  635,  T.  Baym.  82.  So 
''one  of  my  sisters  to  be  executrix/*  Re  Blackwell,  2  P  D.  72. 

(z)  Webb's  case,  1  Roll.  Ab.  609,  (D)  1;  et  vid.  Scrope's  case,  49  Ed.  8.  pi.  4,  cited  2 
Bulst.  180,  nom.  Morris  and  Maule. 

(a)  Doe  d.  Hayter  v.  Joinville,  3  East,  172;  and  see  Doe  d.  Smith  9.  Fleming,  2  C.  M.  & 
R.  638. 

(b)  Greig  v.  Martin,  5  Jur  N  S.  329.    See  however  the  cases  Ch.  XXX.  s.  11. 

4 

V.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366  (eift  to  resident  poor  bodies  are  held  valid  where  they  do  not  con- 
of  a  town,  sustained,  distinguishing  Heiss  travene  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  as  they 
9.  Murphv,  40  Wis.  276)  Further  see  Chil  would  if  the  gift  were  to  a  body  to  be  incor- 
dren's  Aid  Soc.  v.  Johnston,  68  Md.  189  (gift  porated,  unless  it  was  to  be  incorporated 
to  be  divided  among  '*  benevolent  associa-  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rule.  See 
tions  of  this  city  for  the  benefit  of  white  and  Tilden  v  Green,  130  N  Y.  29,  47 ,  Seda 
colored  children,**  held  void  for  uncertainty) .  9  Huble,  76  Iowa,  429  (gift  to  unincorporated 
Powell  V.  Hatch,  100  Mo.  692  (residue  for  church,  sustained);  Byers  v.  McCartney,  62 
*' such  charitable  purposes  as  my  said  trustee  Iowa,  339  (title  descends  to  heir  of  testa- 
shall  deem  best,"  void  foruncerUinty),  but  tor  impressed  with  a  trust  in  fax-or  of  the 
see  Goodale  ».  Mooney,  60  N  H.  628,  ''for  body),  Dascomb  r  Marston,  80  Maine,  223 
benevolent  objecU,*'  sustained),  Howe  v  Wil-  (gift  to  a  town  for  the  worthy  and  unfortun- 
son,  91  Mo.  46  (gift  to  "charitable  institu-  a»e  poor,  half  to  be  expended  by  a  Woman's 
tions  of  St.  Louis,"  void).  See  Webster  v.  Aid  Society  formed  for  that  purpose,  sus- 
Morris,  66  Wis  366  (gift  for  charitable  pni^  tained  regardless  of  the  Question  whether 
poses  at  Urge,  void).  there  was  such  a  society),  Lilly  v.  Tobbein, 

4.  Gifts  to  unincorporated  bodies  These  are  102  Mo  104  See  Gray,  Perpetuities  §§  608, 
invalid  in  several  states;  in  some  states  on  et  seq.;  Bartlett  v.  King,  12  Mass.  637. 
the  ground  of  uncertaintv,  in  some  on  the  6  Omitting  trustee.  This  is  not  a  case  of 
ground  of  incapacity  in  tbe  beneficiaries,  in  uncertainty;  equity  will  not  allow  a  trust  to 
others  on  the  ground  of  remoteness  or  viola-  fail  for  want  of  a  trustee.  Tlius,  when  land 
tion  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  Bar-  is  deviswi  for  a  public  charity  and  no  trustee, 
num  V.  Baltimore,  62  Md.  276 ,  Rezer  v.  Perrv,  is  named,  the  testator's  heir  takes  in  trust  for 
68  Md.  112,  Martin  v.  Needles,  33  Md.  609 i  the  charitv.  or  equity  will  appoint  a  trustee. 
Methodist  Church  p.  Clark,  41  Mich.  730,  Missionarv  Soc.  v.  Chapman,  128  Mass.  265 
Little  V.  Willford,  31  Minn.  173;  White  v.  (citing  Bartlett  9.  Nye,  4  Met.  378;  Wash- 
Howard,  46  N.  Y.  144;  Sherwood  r.  Amen-  burn  9.  Sewall,  9  Met.  280;  North  Adams 
can  Bible  Soc.,  1  Keves,  561,  Bascom  9.  Al-  Soc.  v.  Fitch,  8  Graj',  421),  Missionary  Soc. 
bertson.  34  N.  Y.  684;  Rhodes  r.  Rhodes,  88  v.  Chapman,  128  Mass.  266;  Sohier  v.  Burr, 
Tenn.  637,  Reeves  9  Reeves,  5  Lea,  644  128  Mass.  221  (the  fact  that  a  gift  for  charity 
(sUtute);  Mong  v.  Roush,  29  W.  Ya.  119  cannot  tHke  effect  at  once,  for  want  of  proper 
(citing  Bible  Swietvv.  Pendleton,  7  W.  Va.  objects  or  trustees,  or  of  enahlin^r  acts,  will 
79).  l9ee  In  re  Fuller,  76  Wis.  431,  Tilden  not  defeat  it.  citing  Fellows  «  Miner,  119 
t  Green,  180  N  Y.  29.  Mas*.  641,  544). 

More  commonly,  however,  gifts  to  tach        ^  Whitesides  v.  Whitesides,  28  S.  C  825. 
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•  Bat  a  gift  to  a  class,  with  the  exception  of  one  person  of  [*341] 
the  class,  who  is  not  named,  or  cannot  be  ascertained,  is  not 
Yoid^  but  takes  effect  in  favor  of  the  whole  class  (c).    And  where  a 
testator,  after  devising  property  to  his  daughter  A.  in  fee,  and  if  she 
die  under  twenty-five  without  leaving  any  children,  then 
over,  gave  other  property  on  trust  to  be  conveyed  equally   except  a 
amongst  such  children  of  A.,  the  context  not  showing  JSmed."^' 
what  limit  was  intended  to  be  put  on  the  class  of  chil- 
dren ;  it  was  held  that  all  took  (d).     So  a  gift  to  the  testator's  ''  afore- 
said nephews  and  nieces,"  none  having  been  previously  named,  was 
held  to  include  all  (e) ;  and  a  bequest  to  the  children  of  A.,  including 
who  the  illegitimate  of  A.,  was 

held,  on  the  same  principle,  to  be  a  good  bequest  to  the  legitimate 
children  of  A.  (/),  but  to  include  no  illegitimate  child  (y). 

Again,  where  one  having  (A)  three  sons,  J.,  E.,  and  W.,  and  lands 
in  three  counties,  devised  the  lands  in  A.  to  J.,  the  lands  in  B.  to  E., 
and  the  lands  in  0.  to  W. ;  and  added,  that  if  any  of  his         . 
said  sons  died,  then  t?ie  one  of  them  to  be  heir  unto  the   three,  *'th6 
other.    A.,  the  eldest  son,  having  died,  the  land  devised  °"®tj|°  ^i,er " 
to  him  was  claimed  by  the  other  two;  but  the  Court 
(Fleming,  0.  J.,  doubting)  decided  that  nothing  passed  by  the  clause 
in  question,  as  it  was  not  certain  what  issue  should  have  it.     Some 
stress  was  laid  on  the  fact  that  the  original  devise  conferred  only  an 
estate  for  life. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  (t)  the  testator  devised  to  his  eldest  son 
Blackacre,  to  his  second  son  Whiteacre,  and  to  his  third  son  Greenacre, 
in  tail ;  and  further  willed  that,  in  case  any  of  his  said  sons  should 
die  without  issue,  the  survivor  to  be  each  other^s  heir.  The  eldest  son 
died  without  issue ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  one  or  both  the  sur- 
viving brothers  should  have  Blackacre  ?  And  the  Court,  on  the  first 
hearing  of  the  case,  was  in  great  doubt ;  but  it  was  afterwards  holdeu 
that  the  surviving  brothers  were  joint  tenants ;  and,  although 
the  word  '^survivor"  'was  in  the  singular  number,  yet,  in  [*342] 
sense,  upon  the  whole  matter  it  should  be  taken  and  con- 
strued as  for  the  plural  number:  (survivor  should  be  each  other's 
heir)  i.  e.,  each  survivor,  t.  c,  all  the  survivors. 

An  instance  of  a  bequest  held  void  for  uncertainty  on  aeeoont  of 

(c)  IlIingwoTth  r.  Cooke,  9  Hare,  37. 

{d)  Hope  V.  Potter,  3  K  &;  J  206. 

re)  Campbell  v.  Bouskell,  27  Beav.  325.  The  worl  ^aforesaid"  was  thus  rejected,  the  M. 
B.  preferring  that  course  to  construing  the  gift  tm  Bude  to  nephews  and  nieces  by  mistake 
for  grandchildren,  who  were  previously  named* 

J/)  Gin  V.  Bagshaw,  L.  &,  2  Eq.  746. 
a)  Mason  «.  Bateson,  26  Beav.  404. 
A)  Wood  V.  Ingersole,  1  Bulst.  61;  t.  e.,  but  ill  reported,  Cro.  Jac  260  ^  see  also  PoUexf. 
t;  Hill  and  Baker's  case,  cited  1  Bulst.  63;  and  see  Saville,  92,  93. 

(i)  Hambledon  v.  Hambtedon^  1  Leon.  262,  SaviUe,  92,  93,  Cro.  £1.  164,  ()wei>,  25;  see 
also  Brook,  title,  Devise,  pi.  tt. 
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the  vague  use  of  the  word  '*  survivors  "  occurs  in  a  case  (k),  where 
the  words  were,  ''  I  give  to  my  executors  the  sum  of  IfiOOL  upou 
trust  to  be  invested  ia  the  funds  of  the  bank  of  England,  during  the 
lives  of  the  survivors  or  survivor,  for  the  widows  of  John  Sayce  and 
Thomas  Draper,  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike." 
It  was  contended  for  the  two  legatees  that  the  words  '' survivors  or 
survivor  "  applied  to  the  executors,  and  did  not  affect  the  gift  to  the 
widows,  who,  therefore,  were  absolutely  entitled ;  but  Sir  J.  Leach, 
M.  B..,  observed  that  it  was  impossible  to  put  any  rational  construe- 
tion  upon  the  bequest,  which,  therefore,  was  void  for  uncertainty. 
Gift  to  Beveni  Uncertainty  is  sometimes  pfoduced  by  the  mention  of 
alternaUveiy.  several  objects  alternatively,  as  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to 
A.  or  B.  (0. 

In  the  early  case  of  Beal  v.  Wyman  (m),  where  a  question  arose  on 
these  words,  viz.  "  1  give  and  bequeath  one  half  of  my  lands  to  my 

wife,  and,  after  her  death,  I  give  all  my  lands  to  the 
males  of  any  heirs  males  of  any  of  my  sons  or  next  of  kin ; "  it  was 
of  my  sons  or     contended  that  the  words  "heirs  males  of  any"  of  his 

next  of  km/'  -•  .  ,  • 

sons  were  words  certain  enough  to  create  an  estate,  for 
ii  was  all  one  as  if  he  had  said,  "to  the  heirs  males  of  all  his  sons,  if 
they  have  heirs  males,  or  to  those  who  have  heirs  males  (n) ; "  and 
the  words,  "or  to  the  next  of  kin,''  were  also  certain  enough,  being 
joined  with  the  preceding  words,  and  should  be  meant  to  the  next  of 
kin  and  their  heirs  males,  if  his  sons  had  no  heirs  males :  for  in  a 
will,  if  there  be  words  to  express  the  meaning  of  a  testator,  it  is  suf- 
ficient though  the  words  be  not  apt.    On  the  other  side,  it  was  argued 

that  this  devise  was  void ;  for  it  appeared  not  what  heir  male 
[*343]  *  should  have  the  land,  whether  the  heir  male  of  his  son  or 

the  heir  male  of  his  next  of  kin,  for  the  words  were  dis- 
junctive ;  and  the  Court  seems  to  have  inclined  to  this  opinion,  but 
how  the  case  was  ultimately  disposed  of  does  not  appear. 

So,  in  Lowndes  v.  Stone  (o),  where  a  testator,  by  an  unattested 
will,  gave  the  remainder  of  his  estate  to  his  next  of  kin  or  heir*at- 

(ik)  Hoffman  v.  Hankey,  8  My.  &  K.  876.  Althoogh  the  similarity  of  expression  seemed, 
in  some  degree,  to  connect  this  with  the  preceding;  case,  yet  it  rather  belonp  to  the  class  of 
cases  m  which  bequests  have  been  held  to  be  void  on  account  of  the  uncertamty  as  to  the  ex- 
tent  of  interest  the j^fc  was  intended  to  comprise. 

(/)  In  the  case  ox  a  gift  to  several  persons  alternatively,  there  is  a  fatal  uncertainty  unlets 
the  secondly  named  person  can  be  considered  as  intended  to  be  subetituted  for  the  first  in 
some  event,  or  imless  the  word '*  or  *' can  be  changed  into  ^*  and,  "which  has  been  often 
vexata  quiestio     See  Ch.  XVL 

(m)  Styles,  240,  3  Dan  v.  514,  pi.  4  ;  and  see  Marwood  «.  Darrell,  Lee's  Ca  t.  Hard. 
91. 

(n)  Such,  it  is  probable,  would  now  be  held  to  be  the  construction  of  this  devise.  The 
other  question,  on  the  words  **  sons  or  next  of  kin,"  is  more  difficult.  Probably  they 
would  oe  construed  as  meaning  '*my  sons,  or  such  other  persons  as  may  happen  to  oe  my 
next  of  kin.'* 

(o)  4  Ves.  649  And  see  7  Sim.  363.  Lord  Loughborough's  expressions  are  hardly  recon- 
cilable with  the  notion  (2  K  &  J.  735)  that  he  construed  the  words  as  imnlymg  heirship  ao- 
cordmg  to  the  nature  of  the  property,  and  as  intimating  an  intention  tnat  the  rule  oi  the 
statute  should  prevail. 
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lav.    The  personalty  was  claimed  by  the  next  of  kin   j^  u  ^^^^  ^f 
and  the  heir  respectirely  j  the  latter  contending  that  the   kin  or  heiiv«t- 
testator  used  the  term  "  heir^t-law  "  as  explanatory  of    *^' 
the  former  expression,  meaning  ^'  such  next  of  kin  as  shall  be  my  heir- 
at-law."    Lord  Loughboroagh :  /^  You  have  a  fair  retort  upon  each 
other.     On  the  one  side,  it  is  contended  that  '  next  of  kin '  means 
'heir-at-law;'  on  the  other,  that  'heir-at-law'  means  'next  of  kin.' 
It  must  be  distributed  according  to  the  statute."     But  in  Re  Thomp- 
son's Trusts  (p)f  where,  after  a  life  estate  to  A.,  a  testator  directed 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid,  "  one- 
third  to  the  heirtf  or  next  of  kin  of  B.  deceased,  one-third 
to  the  heir«  or  next  of  kin  of  C.  deceased,  one-third  to   Q^xt  of  kin'* 
the  heir*  or  next  of  kin  of  D.  deceased ; "  Sir  G.  Jessel,   heid^to  mean 
M.  E.,  held  that  the  statutory  next  of  kin  were  entitled,   ■    "  ^^'^    »• 
they  being  the  persons  indicated  by  the  word  "  heirs  "  when  used 
wit^  reference  to  personalty  (q). 

Again,  in  Waite  v.  Templer  (r),  where  a  testator,  resident  in  India, 
bequeathed  a  share  of  his  personalty  to  A.,  "who  resided  at  L.  when 
I  left  England,  or  to  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,   xo  A.  '*or  hit 
or  assigns  forever;"  Sir  L.  ShadweU,  V.-C.,  held  that  f*^^^;. 
A.  having  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  legacy   traton,or 
failed,  his  Honor  being  of  opinion  that  the  additional  *^*c^^ 
words  were  too  uncertain  to  create  a  substitutional  gift. 

Uncertainty  sometimes  arises  from  property  being  devised  to  the 
same  uses  as  the  testator's  other  estates,  of  which  there  are  several, 
that  are  devised  to  different  uses  («).    It  may  also  be   Reference  to 
occasioned  by  the  testator's  apparent  misapprehension   van  of  other 
of  the  law  regulating  the  devolution  of  property ;  as  in   b^^more^ 
Thomas  v.  Thomas  (^),  where  a  testator,  after  charging   ^^^»^  one. 
his  real  and  personal  *  estate  with  the  payment  of  his  debts,  [*3443 
and  giving  it  to  his  wife  during  widowhood,  after  her  decease 
or  marriage  willed  that  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  "  be  divided 
according  to  the  statute  of  dietrihution  in  that  ca^e  made  and  pro* 
vided  ;  "  and  it  was  held  tiiat  the  real  estate  did  not  pass  to  the  next 
of  kin  under  this  clause,  the  Court  thinking  it  not  clear  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  the  real  estate  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  Stat- 
utes of  Distribution  regarding  personalty,  but  that  he  must  have  re- 
ferred to  some  statute  which  he  supposed  applied  to  real  estate. 

So  where  (u)  a  testator  bequeathed  certain  pictures,  &c.,  to  his 
executors  to  hold  as  heirlooms,  and  suffer  them  to  be  enjoyed  by  the 


(p)  9  Ch.  D.  607. 

(q)  See  Ch.  XXIX. 

(r)  9  Sim.  534;  see  also  Stone  «.  ETans,  9  Atk.  86.  Bnt  Waite  «.  Templer  was  diiuipproYed 
of  bv  Lord  St.  Leonards,  8  H.  L.  Ga.  657. 

($}  Leslie  «.  Doke  of  Devonshire,  2  B.  C  C.  187.  See  Re  Smith,  fiashford  «.  Chaplin,  45 
L.  T.  346. 

(0  3  B.  &  Cr.  885. 

(«)  Be  Marqaess  of  Bate,  Harqaesa  of  Bote  o.  Bydar,  37  Ch.  D.  196. 
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person  who  for  the  time  being,  under  the  limitations  of  ^^  a  certain  deed 
of  entail  bearing  date  the  day  of  ,  shall  be  entitled 

to  the  possession  of  "  M.  House ;  at  the  death  of  the  testator  no  such 
deed  as  referred  to  in  the  will  was  in  existence :  it  was  held  by  Sir 
J.  Bacon,  V.-C,  that  the  pictures,  &c.,  belonged  absolutely  to  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testator  as  the  person  entitled  in  possession  to  M. 
House. 

Id  certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest,  is  a  rule  no  less  applicable 
to  the  objects  than  (as  we  have  seen)  it  is  to  the  subjects  of  disposi- 
No  obection  ^^^ '  ^^^  therefore,  it  is  no  objection  to  a  gift  that  it  is 
that  devisee  is  80  framed  as  to  make  the  objects  dependent  upon  some 
tainedby*^"  cxtrinsic  circumstance,  though  it  be  an  act  performed, 
future  act  of  or  even  to  be  performed,  by  the  testator  himself  in  his 
^     '  lifetime.      As  in  Stubbs  v,  Sargon  (v),  where  a  testatrix 

directed  her  trustees  to  dispose  of  and  divide  the  proceeds  of  certain 
property  unto  and  amongst  her  partners,  who  should  be  in  copartner- 
ship with  her  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  or  to  whom  she  might  have 
disposed  of  her  business,  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as  her  said 
trustees  should  think  fit  and  deem  advisable.  It  was  objected  that 
the  gift  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  but  it  appearing  that  the  testatrix 
was,  at  the  date  of  her  will,  in  partnership  with  certain  persons,  to 
some  of  whom,  conjunctively  with  another  person,  she  on  the  dissolu- 
tion of  such  partnership  disposed  of  her  business.  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  K.,  and  on  appeal.  Lord  Cottenham,  held  that  these  latter  persons 
were  those  among  whom  the  trustees  were  to  divide  the  property  in 
such  shares  as  they  might  deem  advisable. 

In  many  cases  devises  to  several  persons  successively  have  been 
contended  to  be  void  on  account  of  the  uncertainty  respect- 
[*346]  ing  ♦  the  order  in  which  the  objects  are  to  take  (x).  Where 
the  devise  is  to  several  specified  individuals  in  succession,  the 
obvious  rule  is,  to  hold  them  to  be  entitled  in  the  order  in  which 
Gift  to  sererai  their  names  occur.  If  it  be  to  a  class  of  persons,  consti- 
not^wSinff  m  ^^^  such  in  virtue  of  birth  (y),  as  to  children,  sons,  or 
what  order.  brothers  («),  then  priority  according  to  seniority  of  age 
may  be  presumed  to  be  intended.  And  the  circumstance  of  a  condi- 
tion being  imposed  on  the  devisees  has  been  held  not  to  vary  the 
order  in  which  they  are  successively  entitled. 

Thus,  where  (a)  a  testator  devised  to  A.  and  his  brothers  succes- 

(o)  2  Eee.  258,  8  My.  &  Cr  507. 

(x)  See  an  instance  of  a  limitation  in  a  deed  held  to  be  void  on  account  of  nncertainty  of 
thin  nature,  Windsmore  v.  Hobard,  Hob.  313.    See  also  Eastwood  v,  Lockwood,  L.  R.,  Sfiq 
487,  495,  where  **  next  survivor  according  to  seniority  *'  was  held  on  the  context  to  mean 
next  younger. 

(y)  This  qualiflcation,  though  it  may  sound  strangely,  seems  requisite  in  order  to  exclude 
from  the  position  in  the  text  gifts  to  some  other  classes,  such  as  executors;  as  to  which  vide 
ante,  p-  311. 

(e)  Ongley  v  Peale,  2  Ld.  Baym.  1812,  2  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  868,  pi.  8i  Toong  «.  Sheppard,  10 
Beav  207. 

(a)  Ongloy  9.  Peale,  sapra. 
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sively,  but  not  to  ^be  entered  on  or  enjoyed  until  one  month  after 
their  marriages,  it  was  held  that  the  devise  was  not  (as  bontended) 
void  for  uncertainty ;  for  as  the  testator  named  A.  first,  who  was  the 
eldest  son,  the  word  ^'  successively  ^^  implied  that  the  estate  was  to  go 
to  his  next  brother  after  him ;  and  the  Court  agreed  that  the  clause 
about  marriage  made  no  alteration  in  the  exposition  of  the  will,  but 
only  added  a  restriction  to  the  devise,  which  before  was  general ;  and, 
therefore,  if  the  second  son  had  married  before  the  eldest,  yet  he 
could  not  have  taken. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Thomason  v.  Moses  (6),  where  the  .bequest 
was  of  the  interest  of  a  sum  of  money  to  the  testator's  father  for 
life,  then  to  his  brother  for  life,  and  then  to  be  continued  to  the  tes- 
tator's next  nearest  heir,  and  so  on,  and  neither  the  father  nor  the 
brother  was  the  testator's  heir,  the  gift  of  the  fund  after  the  death 
of  the  brother  was  held  void  for  uncertainty. 

In  Prestwidge  v.  Groombridge  (c),  the  Court  was  called  upon  to 
put  a  construction  upon  some  very  blind  words,  which,  had  the  case 
occurred  a  century  earlier,  would  probably  have  been  construction 
held  to  be  too  uncertain  to  create  a  gift  The  testatrix  of  veiyobscuro 
directed  the  interest  of  her  residuary  estate  to  be  applied  ^  ' 
in  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  education  of  her  nephews,  George 
and  Charles,  and  the  principal  to  be  applied  either  in  binding  them 
apprentices  at  the  age  of  fourteen,  or  to  be  reserved  till  they  attained 
twenty-one,  to  commence  business,  and  added,  *'  In  the  event 
of  the  elder  *  boys  George  and  Charles  (both  or  either  of  [♦346] 
them)  being  settled  before  this  will  comes  into  force,  I  pro- 
vide that  the  next  hoy  (James  or  Henry)  have  the  benefit^  and  so  onP 
(Jeorge  and  Charles  survived  the  testatrix,  but  died  under  twenty-one. 
The  residue  was  claimed  by  James,  as  being,  in  the  event  which  Iiad 
happened,  solely  entitled.  Henry  claimed  to  participate ;  and  the 
next  of  kin  also  put  in  a  claim  to  the  residue  as  undisposed  of.  Sir 
L.  Shadwell,  V.-C,  held  James  and  Henry  to  be  entitled.  The  inten- 
tion  of  the  testatrix,  he  considered,  was  to  make  a  provision  out  of 
the  fund  for  two  of  her  brother's  sons ;  and  if  the  provision  failed  as 
to  either  George  or  Charles,  that  James  should  be  supported  out  of 
it,  4tnd  if  it  failed  as  to  both,  Henry  also  should  be  supported  out 
of  it. 

In  Powell  V,  Davies  (d),  where  M.  devised  a  freehold  estate  to  A. 
for  life^,  and,  after  his  decease^  to  be  equally  divided  into  four  parts, 
between  one  child  of  A.,  one  child  of  B.,  one  child  of  C,  and  one  child 
of  D.,  for  them  to  receive  the  rents  and  divide  the  money  between 
them ;  and  it  was  his  desire  that  the  estate  should  never  be  sold  out 

(6)  8  Beav.  77. 
(c)  6  Sim.  in. 

(e?)  1  Beav.  539,  and  see  Bute  «.  Amherst,  T.  Rarm.  82,  post,  p.  406,  n.;  Aahborner  «. 
Wilson,  17  Sim.  804;  Wilson  «.  Wilson,  1  De  G.  &  S'.  153. 
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of  the  family,  provided  that  if  A.,  C.  and  D.  should  never  have  lawful 
children,  his  desire  was  that  their  parts  should  go  to  the  next  of  kin. 
At  the  date  of  the  will,  B.  had  one  child  born,  and  the  others  were 
unmarried ;  but  after  the  testator's  death,  each  of  them  had  several 
children.  It  was  held  that  the  devise  was  not  void  for  uncertainty, 
but  that  the  eldest  child,  whether  male  or  female,  of  each  of  the  four 
persons,  took  a  vested  estate.  Lord  Langdale  considered  that  the 
absence  of  a  devise  over  the  share  of  B.,  who  had  one  child,  indicated 
the  testator's  intention  that  the  existing  child  should  take  that  share, 
and  that  in  each  instance  the  eldest  or  only  child  should  be  entitled, 
since  the  share  vested  in  him  immediately  on  his  birth,  and  there- 
upon the  gift  over  failed. 

Charitable  ^*  must  be  remembered,  that,  with  respect  to  charities 

yld^^foru*^*  gifts  may  be  good,  which,  with  respect  to  individuals, 
certainty  of  would  be  void.  We  have  seen  that  charitable  bequests 
object.  are  not  void  for  uncertainty  in  the  object  (e) ;  and  where 

there  are  two  charities  of  the  same  name,  the  legacy  will  be  divided 
between  them,  if  it  cannot  be  ascertained  which  was  the  in- 
[♦347]  tended  object  (/).*  In  the  case  of  *  individuals,  the  gift 
would  be  void  for  uncertainty.  In  one  case,  however,  the  gift 
was  to  the  first  cousins  of  the  testator,  children  of  his  father's  brother, 
of  the  name  of  G. :  the  father  had  two  brothers  of  the  name  of  C, 
both  of  whom  had  children ;  and  the  gift  was  held  to  take  effect  in 
favor  of  the  children  of  both  brothers  (^).  The  decision  seems  op- 
posed to  all  the  other  authorities  on  this  subject 

However,  whether  a  testator  bequeathed  '<  to  the  surgeon  and  resi- 
dent apothecary  of  the  Dispensary  at  B."  19^.  9s.  each,  or  any  who 
may  hold  the  like  situations  at  my  decease,  and  it  appeared  there  was 
no  apothecary,  but  two  surgeons  and  a  dispenser,  those  persons  were 
each  held  entitled  to  a  legacy  of  the  specified  amount,  although  in 
other  bequests  the  testator  had  used  the  word  surgeons  in  the 
plural  (A). 

Where  there  are  in  the  same  testamentary  paper  gifts  to  each  of 
two  objects,  one  of  which  does  not  exist,  it  will  be  considered  that 
the  objects  are  not  identical,  and  one  gift  will  fail,  though  either 
gift  standing  alone  would  have  been  a  good  gift  to  the  existing 
object  (t). 

(e)  Unless  the  nncertainty  be  such  as  to  make  the  amount  of  the  charitable  gift  also  an- 
certain;  Flint  v.  Warren,  15  Sim.  026. 

(/)  Waller  V.  Cbilds,  Amb.  6S4:  Bennett  «.  Hayter,  3  Beav.  81;  Re  Clergy  Society,  8  EL 
&  J.  615;  Re  Alchin's  Trueto,  L.  R..  14  £q.  230.  And  see  Simon  «.  Barber,  6  Rosa.  112, 
where  thoagh  the  legacy  was  not  hela  void,  the  principle  of  dividing  it  does  not  seem  to  liave 
been  acted  npon. 

tHare  o.  Cartridge.  18  Sim.  167. 
Ellis  0.  Bartrum,  25  Beav.  109. 
Lee  V.  Pain,  4  Hare,  254;  see  also  Donglas  «.  Fellowes,  Kay,  114.    But  hi  Re  Magnire, 
,  9  Eq.  682,  the  existing  object  (a  chanty)  got  not  only  its  own  legacy,  but  (throngh 
cy-pr^)  the  other  also. 

1  Gilmer  «.  Stone,  120  U.  S.  686. 
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IV.  —  IClsnomAr  and  BCiBdesoriptioii.  —  It  is  clearly  not  essential 
to  the  validity  of  a  devise  that  all  the  particulars  which  the  testator 
has  included  in  his  description  of  the  subject  or  object  ^\\  particulars 
of  gift  should  be  accurate.    There  need  only  be  enough  »»  diMcnption 
of  correspondence  to  afford  the  means  of  identifying  matter  of  dia- 
both  (*).*  Thus,  the  devise  of  a  house  or  field,  described   J^'^^^j, 
by  name,  is  not  rendered  uncertain  by  its  being  men- 
tioned to  be  in  the  occupation  of  a  person  who  is  not  the  occupier ; 
for  as  the  property  was  adequately  described  in  the  first  instance, 
this  erroneous  and  unnecessary  addition  does  not  vitiate  the  de- 
vise (/).*    And  even  if  it  should  turn  out  thai  part  only  of  the 
house  or  field  so  named  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  person  desig- 
nated by  the  testator  as  the  occupant,  the  whole  nevertheless  would 
pass  (m).* 

*  A  reference  to  occupancy  often  comes  in  aid  of  a  defect  or  [*348] 
error  in  the  locality,  and  vice  versa.*    Thus,  a  devise  of  "  my 
lands  at  Bramstead,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  in  the  occupation  of 
John  Ashley,"  has  been  held  to  pass  lands  in  the  occupation  of  John 
Ashley,  at  Bramstead,  in  the  county  of  Hants  (n).  Even  i{i,take  ia 
without  the  reference  to  the  occupancy,  however,  in  this   locality  of 
instance  the  description  would  have  been  sufficient,  for        *' 
the  misnomer  of  the  county  in  which  a  parish  is  situate  produces  no 
uncertainty,  unless  the  testator  should  happen  to  have  property  an- 
swering to  the  description  in  a  parish  of  that  name  in  more  than  one 
county  (o). 

It  has  even  been  held  that  a  devise  of  houses  and  lands  lying  in  the 
parish  of  Billing,  and  in  a  street  called  Brook-street,  is  a  good  devise 

ik)  S«e  ParebaM  v.  Shallis,  9  H.  &  Tw.  354,  U  Jar.  403, 19  L.  J.  Ch.  518;  Howard  v. 
Conwar,  1  Coll.  87 ;  Stephens  v.  Powye,  1  De  u.  &  J.  S4.  A  clerical  error  in  description 
leading  to  a  manifest  absardity  or  incongruity  may  be  corrected  by  reference  to  the  context 
of  the  will,  see  Re  Northen*s  £eUte,  Salt  v.  pTm,  S8  Gh.  D.  153;  Hellor  «.  Daintree,  33  Ch. 
D.  199. 

(0  fiU4pie  9.  Gold,  Cro.  Gar.  447,  473;  Thompeon  «.  Tonaon,  And.  188, 8  Leon.  180. 

(m)  Goamberlaine  9.  Tamer,  Cro.  Gar.  189. 

in)  Hastead  v.  Searle,  1  Ld.  Ravm.  788. 

(0)  See  Owens  v.  Bean,  Finch,  ^95;  Brown  9.  Longley,  8Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  416,  pi.  14. 

X  See  Rogers  9.  Rogers,  78  Qa.  688;  Mis-  having  no  land  there,  it  is  held  that  evidence 

lionarj  Soc.  v.  Head,  131  111.  838;  Drew  v.  cannot  be  received  to  show  that  the  testator 

Drew,  88  N.  H.  489.  meant  section  thirty-three,  in  which  he  had 

>  It  IS  a  settled  rule  that  if  there  be  first  an  land,  and  that  the  draftsman  of  the  will  made 
unambigaoos  and  certain  description  of  a  a  mistake  in  the  matter.  Kurtz  v.  Hibner, 
fhin^t  uid  afterwards  another  description  fall-  55  111.  514.  See  Fitzpatrtck  v.  Fitzpatrick, 
ing  m  certamty,  the  latter  must  be  rejected,  supra.  Mistake  in  describing  the  location  of 
Jones  V.  Robinson,  78  N.  Gar.  396.  So,  too,  lands  devised,  made  by  the  draftsman  of  the 
if  a  description  of  person  or  property  be  will,  was  held,  however,  proper  ground  for 
partlv  false,  but  sofikdent  remain  to  identify  parol  evidence  to  show  the  tract  intended  in 
the  objec^  the  false  will  be  rejected,  and  the  Creasy  v.  Alverson,  43  Mo.  18. 
gift  sustained.  But  the  case  is  otherwise  if  a  *  A  description  though  false  in  part  may 
iafflcient  description  does  not  remain  after  with  reference  to  extrinsic  facts  be  perfectly 
lejeetin^  the  false;  and  parol  evidence  cannot  certain,  as  where  a  falne  description  is  super- 
be  received  to  correct  the  mistake.  Fitspat-  added  to  one  which  by  itself  would  be  cor- 
rick  9,  Fitipatrick,  86  Iowa.  674.  So  if  a  lect.  Patch  v.  White,  117  U.  S.  810. 
taitator  devise  land  in  **  section  thirty-two,"  <  See  Dodson  «.  Green,  4  Dev.  488. 


878  GIFTS  WHEN  VOID   FOB  UNCEBTAINTT.  [CH.  Xn 

of  lands  in  Biiling'Streetf  the  testator  having  no  lands  in  the  parish 
of  Billing  (py 

So  it  is  clear  that  a  leasehold  estate  will  pass  under  the  description 
Leasehold  ^^  freehold,  where  the  reference  to  its  name  or  local  sit- 
will  pass  as  uation,  and  the  fact  of  the  testator  having  no  freehold 
"freehold."  estate  answering  thereto^  leave  no  doubt  of  the  iden- 
tity (q) ;  and  vice  versa  (r). 

It  has  been  adjudged,  too,  that  under  a  devise  of  buildings  in  a 
specified  street,  houses  situate  in  a  lane  contiguous  to,  and  opening 
into,  that  street  pass,  for  want  of  a  subject  more  nearly  answering  to 
the  description  (s). 

The  same  principles  of  construction,  of  course,  apply  to  objects  of 
gift.  It  is  sufficient,  therefore,  that  the  devisee  or  legatee  is  so  des- 
In  deocriptioQ  ignated  as  to  be  distinguished  from  every  other  person, 
afiw^rtic*  1  *^^  ^®  inaptitude  of  some  of  the  particulars  introduced 
need  not  be  into  the  testator's  description  is  immaterial;  and  this 
correct.  whether  the  object  of  the  gift  be  a  corporation  or  an  in- 

dividual (<).*  Thus,  a  devise  "to  the  mayor,  jurats,  and  town-council 
of  the  ancient  town  of  Eye,"  has  been  held  to  be  good,  though  they 
were  incorporated  by  the  name  of  "  the  mayor,  jurats,  and 
[*349]  commonalty"  (m),  A  ♦bequest  "to  the  fellows  and  demies 
of  Magdalen  College,  Oxford,"  however,  has  been  decided  not 
adequately  to  designate  Magdalen  College,  whose  corporate  name  or 
Misnomer  of  style  is,  "  The  president  and  scholars  of  St.  Mary  Mag- 
corporations,  dalen"  (t;).  But  where  money  was  bequeathed  to  the 
provost  and  fellows  of  Queen's  College,  Oxford,  to  purchase  books  to 
be  added  to  the  library,  the  proper  name  of  the  corporation  being 
"  the  provost  and  scholars,  &c. : "  the  corporation  was  held  to  be  en- 
titled, principally  on  the  ground  that  the  library  belonged  to  the 
body  corporate,  who  were,  therefore,  the  proper  persons  to  make 
additions  to  it  (x).    And  where  a  bequest  to  "  the  Westminster  Hos- 

[p)  Brownl.  131.  8  Vin.  Ab.  277,  pi.  7. 
)  Denn  d.  Wilkin  a  v.  Kemeys,  9  East,  866. 
)  Daj  V.  Trif^,  1  P.  W  286,  post^  Doe  d.  Donning  «.  Lord  Cranstown,  7  M.  &  Wels.  1. 

h)  Doe  d  Humphreys  v.  Roberts,  5  B.  &  Aid.  407,  post;  but  ob8er\'e  that  these  cases  were 
before  1  Vict.  c.  26,  the  effect  of  which  on  such  questions  of  construction  is  remarked  upon, 
post,  Ch.  XIII. ;  See  also  Baddeley  v.  Oiugeil,  1  £xch.  819,  where  houses  in  an  inclosed  yard 
opening  into  a  street,  were  held  to  be  houses  "  within  the  street,''  so  as  to  be  liable  to  a  rate 
imposed  by  statute  on  **  houses  within  the  street." 

(t)  **  Person  *'  in  a  will,  may  include  a  corporation,  Re  Jeffcock,  W.  N.  1882,  p.  48. 

(u)  Att.-Gen.  o.  Corporation  of  Rre,  1  J.  B.  Moo.  267,  7  Taunt.  646  See  also  Fits.  Der. 
27,  Dalison,  78,  s.  8 :  10  Rep.  67 ;  Foster  v,  Walter,  Cro.  £liz.  106,  2  Leon.  166.  But  as  to 
gifts  to  corporations,  vide  ante,  p.  63. 

(v)  Att-Gen.  v,  Sibthorp,  2  R.  &  My.  107. 

(x)  Queen's  College  «.  Sutton,  12  l^m.  621.      ^ 

^  A  derise  of  a  tract  of  land  by  name,  and  honored  father,"  will  pass  the  whole  of  the 

described  as  lying  in  A.  county,  passes  the  homestead  farm,  though  it  appears  that  a  part 

whole  tract,  thongn  part  of  it  li'es  in  another  of  »t  was  not  devised  by  the  rather.    Drew  o. 

rountr.    Hammond  v.  Ridgelv,  6  Harr.  &  J.  Drew,  8  Fost.  489.    See  Woods  v.  Woods,  2 

246;  Dorsev  v.  Hammond,  1  tiarr.  &  J.  190.  Jonea,  Eq.  420. 

A  devise  o{  "all  my  homestead  farm  in  D..  *  Brewster  v.  McCall,  16  Conn.  374;  Tm^ 

being  the  same  farm  whereon  I  now  lire,  ana  teei  v.  Peaalee,  16  N.  H.  817. 
the  same  which  was  devised  to  me  by  my 
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pital,  Charing  Cross/'  was  claimed  by  the  Westminster  Hospital  in 
Broad  Sanctuary,  and  also  by  the  Boyal  Ophthalmic  Hospital,  and 
by  the  Charing  Cross  Hospital,  Agar  Street,  Strand,  the  latter  was 
held  entitled,  as  being  nearest  to  the  locality  mentioned,  and  as  being 
a  general  hospital  (y) :  the  testator,  when  he  intended  to  give  to  a 
hospital  of  a  special  character,  having  so  named  it  (z).  And  where 
the  description  is  equally  applicable  to  two  different  objects,  either 
of  which  would  have  been  sufficiently  designated  if  the  other  had  not 
existed,  evidence  is  admissible  to  remove  the  ambiguity,  by  showing 
which  of  them  was  known  to  the  testator,  and  (if  a  charitable  insti- 
tution) to  which  of  them  he  subscribed  (a).  If  this  evidence  fails  to 
indicate  which  the  testator  meant,  the  bequest  fails,  unless,  as  already 
noticed,  it  is  charitable  and  applicable  cy-pr^s  (b). 

As  a  general  rule,  Veritas  nominis  toUit  errorem  demonstrationis  ; 
so  that  where  there  is  a  person  to  answer  the  name,  it  will  be  imma- 
terial that  any  further  description  does  not  precisely  ap-   OeDerai  rule 
ply.    Thus  a  bequest  to  C.  M.  S.  and  C.  E.,  legitimate  son  "  ^  °^«' 
and  daughter  of  G.  S.,  was  held  to  be  a  good  bequest  to  persons  of 
those  names,  though  they  turned  out  to  be  illegitimate,  in  consequence 
of  an  anterior  marriage  of  their  father  being  established  (c). 
And  the  rule  has  prevailed,  although  besides  a  ♦  wrong  or  [♦SSO] 
inaccurate  description,  one  of  the  christian  names  of  the  lega- 
tee was  omitted ;  a  gift  to  "  my  niece  Elizabeth  "  being  held  a  suffi- 
cient description  of  Elizabeth  Jane,  a  great  grand-niece  (d). 

But  nihil  facit  error  nominis  cum  de  corpore  constat  {e) ;  and  there 
are  many  cases  in  which  the  description  is  such  as  to  lead  to  an  irre- 
sistible inference  that  the  person  named  was  not  the  per-  Misnomer  of 
son  in  the  testator's  mind.  Thus,  where  (/)  the  devise  iodividuala. 
was  to  William  Fitcaime,  eldest  son  of  Ckarles  Piteairne,  it  was  in- 
sisted that  the  eldest  son  had  no  title,  because  his  name  was  not  Wil- 
liam, but  Andrew ;  nevertheless  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the 
words  were  sufficient  to  point  him  out  with  certainty. 

So  (g)  under  a  bequest  to  "  John  and  Benedict,  sons  of  John  Sweet," 
a  son  named  James  (there  being  no  John)  was  held  to  be  entitled. 
It  was  proved,  too,  that  the  testator  used  to  call  him    ^  «-.i  j 

_,  ix-riTT-i.i  1  1  1       James  entitled 

Jackey ;  but  Lord  Hardwicke  appears  to  have  thought   under  gift  to 
this  evidence  unnecessary  to  establish  his  title.  ^^^^' 

(ff)  See  ace.  Re  A1chm*9  Trusts,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  230. 

(x)  Bradshaw  v.  Thomson,  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  295;  and  see  Wilson  9.  Squire,  1  T.  &  C  C. 
954;  Smith  v.  Ruger,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  905. 

(a)  Re  Eilverfs  Trusts.  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  170;  Re  Feam's  Will,  W.  N.  1879,  p.  8. 

(b)  Re  Clergy  Societv,  2  K.  &  J.  615. 

(c)  Standen  v,  StantUn,  2  Yes.  Jr.  589,  6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  193 ;  and  see  Doe  d.  Gaines  v. 
Rouse,  5  C.  B.  442;  Giles  v.  Giles,  1  Kee.  685;  Re  Blackman,  16  Beav.  377;  Ford  v.  Batlev, 
23  L.  J.  Cb.  225;  Pratt  v.  Mathew,  22  Beav.  334. 

(d)  Stringer  o.  Gardener,  27  Bear.  35,  4  De  G.  &  J.  468. 
(ej  11  Rep.  21  a. 

if)  Pitcaime  v.  Brase,  Finch,  403 ;   see  also  Gynes  v.  Kemstey,  1  Freem.  293 ;  Rivers* 
caMi  1  Atk.  410. 
(g)  Dowset  V.  Sweet,  Amb.  175. 
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and  description  are  almost  entirely  inapplicable,  the  general  purpose 
of  the  testator,  collected  from  the  circumstances,  will  sometimes 
point  out  the  object :  as  where  there  was  a  gift  for  life  to  Elizabeth, 
the  natural  daughter  of  the  testator's  servant,  ElizaJbeth^  a  single 
woman,  with  remainder  to  her  children.  The  servant  Elizabeth  was 
a  married  woman,  who  had  an  illegitimate  son  John,  who  had  died 
leaving  children,  and  a  legitimate  daughter  Margaret,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  children  of  John  were  entitled,  and  not  Margaret,  the  cir- 
cumstances being  such  as  to  lead  to  the  inference,  that  the  children  of 
the  illegitimate  child  of  the  servant  Elizabeth,  without  reference  to 
name  or  sex,  were  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty  (t). 

The  position  in  the  will  of  the  name  of  a  legatee  may  some- 
[*353]  times  *  prevent  uncertainty.  Thus,  in  Fox  v,  Collins  (u), 
where  legacies  were  given  to  S.  C,  A.  C.  of  St.  Ives,  and  S.  B., 
and  then  a  legacy  to  A.  C.  of  Hereford,  and  others,  and  the  residue 
Uncertainty  was  given  <<  to  the  said  S.  C,  A.  C,  and  S.  B.,"  it  was 
J^suion  0?  ^eld,  that  under  the  last  gift  A.  C.  of  St  Ives  was  en. 
nameinwai.  titled,  partly  on  the  ground  that  the  word  "said"  ap- 
plied to  the  three  persons  taken  together,  and  that  in  the  previous 
part  of  the  will  A.  G.  of  St.  Ives  waa  named  between  S.  G.  and  S.  B. 

If  the  ambiguity  is  not  removed  by  the  context  and  by  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  the  gift  necessarily  fails  for 

uncertainty ;  for  direct  evidence  of  the  testator's  inten- 
de*cripSn  *^on  is  inadmissible.  Thus  in  Drake  v.  Drake  (a),  where 
evenly  a  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  "  his  sister  Mary  Frances  T. 

*°^  D."  and  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  "  his  niece  Mary 

Frances  T,  D."  and  three  other  persons.  The  testator  had  a  sister-in- 
law,  but  no  niece  of  that  name,  though  he  had  nieces,  one  of  whom 
was  named  Frances  Isabella  T.  D.,  another  Mary  Garoline  T.  D.,  and 
a  third  Mary  Elizabeth  T.  D. ;  there  was  no  circumstance  showing 
that  one  niece  was  intended  to  take  the  share  of  residue  rather 
than  another,  and  nothing  to  take  it  from  a  niece  and  to  give  it  to  the 
sister-in-law,  unless,  without  any  evidence  to  prove  error  of  demon- 
stration, there  was  a  rigid  rule  that  the  name  should  prevaiL  It  was 
therefore  held  in  the  House  of  Lords  that  the  gift  of  one  fourth  of  the 

residue  failed. 

The  same  principles  are  applicable  for  the  construction  of  wills 

where  the  devisee  is  not  mentioned  by  name,  but  the 

«ce^M  part  description  is  composed  wholly  of  "  demonstration,"  as, 

of  the  descrip-  -^here  the  gift  is  to  the  first  or  second  son,  or  to  the 

children,  of  some  named  person.    Thus  in  Gamoys  v. 

(0  Ryall  9.  Hannam,  10  Bear.  537 :  and  see  Rickit*8  Trnst,  11  Hare,  399. 

(tt)  9  Ed.  107.  See  also  Doe  «.  Westlake.  4  B.  &  Aid.  57.  Other  cases  in  which  the  de- 
scription has  prevailed  over  the  name  are,  Re  Feltbam's  Trusts,  1  K.  &  J.  598;  Hodgson  ft 
Clarke,  4  D  F  &  J  394,  Re  Nunn's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  19  £q.  331;  Charter  v.  Charter,  L.  R.,  7 
H  L.  364  (an  important  case). 

(;t)  8  H.  L.  Ca.  172,  affirmmg  RomiUy,  M.  R.,  25  Bear.  642. 


GH.  Xn.]  WHAT  WORDS  WILL  CREATE  A  TRUST.  883 

Blundell  (y),  where  the  gift  was  to  the  ''  second  son  of  Edward  Weld, 
of  Lulworthy  for  life/'  and  there  was  among  other  subsequent  re- 
mainders, a  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  each  brother,  ex- 
cept ths  eldest,  of  Edward  Weld,  and  also  a  remainder  to  Lady  S.,  one  of 
the  sisters  of  Edward  Weld :  the  facts  were,  that  there  was  no  Edward 
Weld,  of  Lulworth,  but  there  was  a  Joseph  Weld  of  that  place, 
*  who  had  three  sons  and  an  elder  brother,  and  a  sister.  Lady  [*354] 
S.,  and  there  was  an  Edward  Joseph  Weld,  of  the  same  place 
(son  of  Joseph  Weld),  who  had  no  children  and  no  elder  brother, 
and  no  sister  named  Lady  S* ;  and  it  was  decided  that  the  second  son 
of  Joseph,  as  more  perfectly  answering  the  description,  was  the  per- 
son designated  to  taJ^e  the  first  estate  for  life  under  the  description 
of  the  second  son  of  Edward. 

Where  the  objects  of  gift  are  described  by  reference  to  locality, 
there  must  be  some  de&iite  local  limit    Thus,  a  gift  to  ^^^  ^^  j^^^g. 
persons  resident  in  the  hospitals  of  or  in  the  vicinity  of  nite  reference 
C,  has  been  held  void  for  Uncertainty  as  to  what  should  ^        ^^' 
be  said  to  be  in  the  vicinity  of  C.  {z). 

But  where  both  name  and  description  correctly  describe  Where  one 
one  person,  the  improbability  of  a  bequest  will  of  course   SJJJ^®JJ,5°'^ 
not  deprive  him  of  it  in  favor  of  another  who  answers   description  he 
the  description  and  (if  the  will  were  to  be  made  afresh)    JJiih^n^iing' 
has  greater  probability  on  his  side,  but  is  of  a  different  improbability, 
name  (a). 

V.  —  What  Words  wlU  create  a  Trast.  —  Sometimes  a  testator  dis- 
tinctly shows  an  intention  to  create  a  trust,  but  does  not  go  on  to 
denote  with  sufficient  clearness  who  are  to  be  its  objects : 
the  effect  of  which  obviously  is,  that  the  devisees  or  legar  trust  is  created, 
tees  in  trust  (whom  we  suppose  to  be  distinctly  pointed  but  the  object 
out)  hold  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  or  "°** 
persons  on  whom  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  disposition,  casts  it :  in 
other  words,  the  gift  takes  effect  with  respect  to  the  legal  interest, 
but  fails  as  to  the  beneficial  ownership. 

As  in  Stubbs  v.  Sargon  (6),  where  a  testatrix  indorsed  a  promis- 
sory note  for  2,000^.  to  Mrs.  Sargon,  which  she  accompanied  with  a 
letter,  declaring  the  note  to  have  been  given  to  Mrs.  Sargon  for  her 
sole  use  and  benefit,  independent  of  her  husband,  for  the  express 

(y)  1  H.  L.  Ca.  778.  See  also  Delmare  «.  Bobello,  3  B.  G.  C.  U7,  1  Yes.  Jr.  412;  Holmea 
V,  Castence,  19  Yes.  279 ;  Daubenv  v  Coghlan,  12  Sim.  607 ;  Re  Ingle's  Trust,  L.  R.,  11  £q. 
578 ,  Brtstow  v.  Bristow,  5  Beav.  ^1  (where  both  fathers  bore  the  same  name). 

(z)  Flint  V.  Warren,  15  Sim.  626.  As  to  the  extent  of  London  in  a  gift  to  '*  the  hospitals 
of  London,**  see  Wallace  v.  Att.-6en.,  33  Beav.  384. 

(a)  Mostjn  v.  Hostyn,  5  H  L.  Ca.  155,  23  L.  J.  Ch.  925.  The  second  of  the  two  christian 
names  (John  Henry)  was  omitted;  but  as  the  testator  bad  done  the  like  in  other  cases,  the 
•tatement  aboye  given  is  virtnally  correct     See  also  Re  Brake,  6  P.  D.  217. 

(h)  2  Kee.  2.55:  see  also  Hariand  v  Trigg,  1  B.  C.  C.  142;  Robinson  «.  Waddelow,  8  Sim. 
184,  stated  Ch.  aXIX.    See  also  cases  suted  ante,  p.  173  et  seq. 
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purpose  of  enabling  her  to  present  to  either  branch  of  her  (the  testa- 
trix's) family  anj  portion  of  the  principal  or  interest,  as  she  might 
consider  the  most  prudent ;  and,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  Mrs. 

Sargon,  by  that  bequest  the  testatrix  empowered  her  to  dis- 
[*355]  pose  of  the  said  sum  and  interest  by  deed  or  will  to  *  those 

or  either  branch  of  her  family  she  might  consider  most  de- 
serving; and  that  to  enable  her  (Mrs.  Sargon)  to  have  the  sole  use 
and  power  of  the  said  sum  of  2,000/.  due  by  the  above  note  of  hand, 
she  had  specially  indorsed  the  same  in  her  favor.  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  E.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  promissory  note  was  not  indorsed 
and  delivered  to  Mrs.  Sargon  for  her  own  absolute  use,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  the  money  secured  by  it  being  disposed  of  by  her  to  such 
parts  or  members  of  the  testatrix's  family  as  were  intended  to  be 
thereby  designated.  Unfortunately,  the  letter  was  so  expressed, 
that  the  objects  could  not  be  ascertained;  and  the  trust  being  too 
indefinite  for  the  Court  to  act  upon,  the  2,000/.  must  be  treated  as 
part  of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate.  On  appeal.  Lord  Gottenham 
was  of  the  same  opinion  (c). 

In  Corporation  of  Gloucester  t;.  Wood  (</),  one  of  several  testar 
mentary  papers  contained  the  following  words:  ^'In  a  codicil  to  my 

Co  ration  of  ^^  ^  ^^®  ^  *^®  Corporation  of  Gloucester  140,000/. 
Gloucester «.  In  this  I  wish  that  my  executors  would  give  60,000/. 
Wood.  more  to  them,  for  the  same  purpose  as  I  have  before 

named."  No  codicil  or  testamentary  paper  containing  any  gift  to  the 
corporation  could  be  found ;  and  it  was  decided  by  Sir  J.  Wigram 
that  neither  legacy  could  be  supported  as  a  gift  to  the  corporation 
for  their  own  use  (though  he  admitted  that  a  gift  to  A.  '^  for  a  pur- 
pose "  may  sometimes  be  equivalent  to  a  gift  to  A.  absolutely),  nor 
as  a  general  charitable  legacy  (though  it  was  improbable  that  a  cor- 
poration was  intended  to  hold  in  trust  for  a  private  person):  the 
purposes  of  the  gift  were  therefore  uncertain,  and  the  corporation 
were  trustees  for  the  residuary  legatees.  This  decision  was  affirmed 
in  the  House  of  Lords  (e). 

So  if  the  gift  be  expressly  ^'  in  trust,"  though  to  be  disposed  of  in 
such  manner,  and  for  such  purposes  as  the  donees  think  fit,  they  are 
Wba«  ffift  in  ^^ustees,  and  the  beneficial  interest  results  to  the  heir  or 
trut  though  next  of  kin  (/) :  and  a  gift  ''to  be  expended  and  appro- 
discretionai.  pnated  in  such  manner  as  the  dohees,  or  a  majority  of 
them,  shall  in  their  discretion  agree  upon,"  would  probably  without 
the  words  ''  in  trust,"  produce  the  same  result  (^). 

For  technical  language,  of  course,  is  not  necessary  to  create  a 


c)  8  Bfy.  &  Cr.  607. 
)  3  Hare,  181. 


(e)  1  H.  L.  Ca.  27S,  and  see  Aston  «.  Wood,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  419;  BrigKs  v.  Penny,  8  De  G. 
&  S.  525,  3  M.  &  Gord.  546,  with  which  cf.  Stead  «.  Mellor,  5  Ch.  D.  835. 

f)  Fowler  v.  Garlike,  1  R.  &  Ifr.  232.    See  also  Backle  v.  Bristow,  10  Jur  N.  S.  1005. 
})  Per  Wood,  y.-C.,  Bockle  «.  Bristow,  sup.;  cf.  Gibbs  v.  Romsej,  2  V.  &  B.  294. 
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*  trust     It  is  enough  that  the  intention  is  apparent.^     In  [*356] 
considering  the  question,  what  expressions,  though  infor- 
mal, are  sufficient  to  manifest  that  intention,  it  will  be  convenient 
to  deal  separately  with  the  cases  (1)  on  precatory  trusts,  and  (2)  on 
words  purporting  to  declare  the  purpose  of  the  gift. 

It  has  been  long  settled,  that  words  of  recommendation,  request, 
entreaty,  wish,  or  expectation,  addressed  to  a  devisee  or  legatee,  will 
make  him  a  trustee  for  the  person  or  persons  in  whose   i.  Precatory 
favor  such  expressions  are  used ;  ^  provided  the  testator   trust. 


^  Tnuts  under  a  statute  need  not  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  language  of  the  statute.  It  is 
sufficient  if  a  purpose  within  the  statute 
IS  clearly  intended  by  the  laxignage  used. 
Donovan  v.  Van  De  Mark,  78  N.  T.  344.  re- 
versing 18  Hun,  200,  in  which  it  was  neld 
that  a  trust  to  manage  an  estate,  and  to  re- 
ceive the  rents  and  profits,  had  been  created 
by  the  will,  distinguishing  Verdin  v,  Slocnm, 
71  N.  T.  845,  in  which  trustees  were  to  per- 
mit the  beneficiary  to  take  all  the  rents,  «c , 
they  exercising  no  control  or  discretion. 

>  See  Pennock's  EsUte,  20  Penn.  St.  288 ; 
Burt  0.  Herron,  66  Penn.  St.  400;  Biddle's 
Appeal,  80  Penn.  St.  258 ;  Paisley's  Appeal, 
70  Penn.  St.  153;  Kinter  v.  Jenks,  43  Penn. 
St.  445;  Hess  v.  Sinffler,  114  Mass.  66;  Van 
Amee  v.  Jackson,  85  Vt.  176;  Ingram  «.  Fra^ 
ley,  29  Qa.  553;  Bull  v.  Bull,  8  Conn.  47; 
Gilbert  v.  Chapin,  19  Conn.  342 ;  Harper  v. 
Phelps,  21  Conn.  257;  Chase  o.  Plummer,  17 
Md.  165;  Rhett  v.  Mason,  18  Gratt.  541 ;  Steele 
V.  Levisay,  11  Gratt.  454;  Jones  v.  Jones, 
124  111.  254. 

The  difficulty  in  this  matter  of  precatory 
trusts  18  not  in  regard  to  the  test,  but  whether 
the  particular  expression  comes  within  the 
test.  The  test  is.  Did  the  testator  exercise 
wUl  in  the  particular  case  ?  Is  the  language 
in  question  to  be  deemed  imperative  ?  Lan- 
guage m^  be  imperative  in  law  though 
not  so  in  rorm.  Cotton  o.  Colton,  127  U.  S. 
300  (citing  Briggs  v.  Tenny,  3  Macn.  &  G. 
546),  Noe  v.  Rem,  93  Mo.  t{67,  Anderson  v, 
Hammond,  2  Lea,  281  (citing  Anderson  v. 
McCo Hough,  3  Head,  614;  Thompson  v.  Mo- 
Kissick,  3  Hum.  631);  Wilmoth  v.  Wilmoth, 
34  W.  Va.  426.  Direct  words  of  volition  are 
never  necessary  for  the  expression  of  will; 
it  is  always  sufficient  that  volition  can  be 
read  out  of  the  whole  context  or  instrument, 
however  inartificial  or  inexa^'t  the  language. 
The  mere  fact,  therefore,  that  the  testator  has 
made  use  of  the  word  "wish,"  ** desire,'* 
"  request,'*  **  hope/'  or  any  other  word  not 
necessarily  importing  will  (i.  e.  command), 
instead  of  the  word  *'  will "  or  the  like  un- 
ambiguous term,  does  not  indicate  an  absence 
of  ample  direction.  Indeed,  gifts  are  most 
fre(^uently  made  by  the  use  of  the  words 
"wish"  or  "desire,"  and  unless  there  be 
such  accompanying  language  as  clearly  in- 
dicates that  the  testator  intends  to  give  a 
discretion  to  the  donee  as  to  carrying  out  the 
bounty,  or  as  shows  that  the  performance  of 


the  wish  cannot  justly  be  enforced,  the  wish 
amounts  to  will. 
Such  words  then  as  "I  wish"  or  "I  de- 
or  "I  request"  prima  facie  import 


sire 


if 


command.  See,  e.  g,  Colton  v,  Colton,  127 
U.  S.  300;  McCartnev  o.  Osbum,  118  111.  403; 
Hopkins  9.  Glunt,  ill  Penn.  St.  287,  Fox'e 
Appeal,  99  Penn.  St.  525;  Burt  o.  Herron,  66 
Penn.  St.  400;  Brasher  t.  Marsh,  15  Ohio  St. 
103.  See,  however,  Brunson  o.  Ring,  2  Hill, 
Ch.  483;  Lines  e.  Darden,  5  Fla.  51.  The 
real  difficulty  (although  the  authorities  are 
not  fully  agreed  upon  what  has  just  been 
stated,  of  the  correctness  of  which  in  principle 
there  can  be  little  doubt)  arises  when  words 
of  less  decided  import  are  employed;  words 
expressive  of  confidence  or  trust  (not  in  a 
tecnnical  sense),  or  of  hope,  recommendation, 
or  entreaty.  The  true  (question,  however,  in 
all  cases,  to  put  the  test  in  more  specific  form, 
is  whether  the  confidence  or  hope  expressed  is 
meant  to  govern  the  conduct  of  the  party  ad- 
dressed or  mentioned,  or  whether  it  is  a  mere 
indication  of  that  which  he  thinks  would  be 
a  reasonable  or  suitable  exercise  of  tiie  di)«- 
cretion  of  such  partv;  leaving  him,  however, 
to  the  exercise  of  fiis  own  discretion.  See 
Jones  V,  Jones,  124  111.  254;  Sturgis  v.  Paine, 
146  Mass.  354;  Bacon  v.  Ransom,  139  Mass. 
117;  Warner  v.  Bates,  98  Mass.  274 ;  Howard 
0.  Carusi,  109  U.  S.  725;  Rowland  v,  Rowland, 
29  S.  C.  54. 

A  trust  is  not  to  be  lightly  raised,  according 
to  the  modem  authorities.  Colton  v.  Colton. 
127  U.  S.  300  (citing  Hess  o.  Si  gler,  114 
Mass.  56,  59;  Warner  v.  l^len,  98  Mass.  274); 
Giles  0.  An<>low,  128  III.  187 ;  Mills  v.  New- 
berrv,  112111.  123. 

Tfie  following  are  recent  cases  upon  the 
subject :  — 

**  I  request "  does  not  import  an  option  to 
refuse.  Colton  e.  Colton,  127  U.  S.  800 
(citing  Foley  o.  Parry,  2  Mylne  &  K.  138). 

*•  I  recommend."  See  In  re  Whitcomb, 
86  Cal.  265;  Webster  «.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366. 

No  trust  is  raised  from  precatory  words 
where  the  donee  at  his  discretion  may  apply 
the  property  to  other  purposes,  or  where  tnere 
is  an  express  direction  that  the  donee's  ab- 
solute interest  is  not  to  be  curtailed,  or  where 
the  donee  is  to  take  "  free  and  unfettered." 
Giles  t).  Anslow,  128  111.  187. 

Gift  of  real  and  personal  estate  in  fee  simple 
to  testator's  younger  sons.  Then  "  In  making 
this  disposition  of  my  property  I  asaamie  that 
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has  pointed  out,  with  sufficient  clearness  and  certainty^  both  the  sub- 
ject-matter (A)  and  the  object  or  objects  of  the  intended  trust^ 

Thus,  in  Massey  v.  Sherman  (i),  where  a  testator  devised  copyholds 
to  his  wife,  not  doubting  that  she  would  dispose  of  the  same  to  and 
amongst  his  children  as  she  should  please,  this  was  held  to  be  a  trust 
for  the  children,  as  the  wife  should  appoint. 

So,  in  Prevost  t;.  Clarke  (A;),  a  testatrix  gave  the  residue  of  her 
property  equally  between  her  sons  and  daughter ;  and,  after  direct- 
Pravost  V.  ^^S  ^^®  share  of  the  daughter  to  be  invested  in  public 
Clarke.  securities,  &c.,  added,  "  Convinced  of  the  high  sense  of 

honor,  the  probity  and  affection  of  my  son-in-law,  E.  C,  I  entreat 
him,  should  he  not  be  blessed  with  children  by  my  daughter,  and 
survive,  that  he  will  leave  at  his  decease,  to  my  children  and  grand- 
children the  share  of  my  property  I  have  bestowed  on  her."  Sir  J. 
Leach,  Y.-C,  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  these  words  created  a  con- 
tingent trust  (subject  to  the  power  of  selection)  in  favor  of  the  chil* 
dren  and  grandchildren. 

Again,  in  Pilkington  v.  Boughey  (l),  the  testator,  after  reciting  that 
he  had  purchased  an  estate  for  a  particular  charitable  purpose,  de- 
PiikiDgton «.  vised  it  upon  such  trusts  as  certain  persons  should  in 
Boughey.  her,  his,  or  their  discretion,  direct  or  appoint,  but  he 

trusted  they  would  exercise  such  power  in  doing  such  charitable  acts 
as  they  knew  he  would  most  approve  of.  It  was  held  that  a  gift  for 
charity  was  clearly  pointed  out,  so  that  a  trust  would  have  attached 
if  the  purpose  had  been  legal. 


(A)  See  Re  Pinckard's  Tnut,  4  Jur.  K.  S.  1041,  27  L.  J.  Ch  4S2;  Reeres  v.  Baker,  18  Bear. 
873.  Macnab  v.  Whitbread,  17  id  299 :  Smith  v.  Smith,  8  Jur.  K.  S.  967 ;  Hood  o.  Oglander, 
34  Bear.  528. 

(i)  Amb.  520;  t.  e,  nom.  Macer  v.  Shurmer,  1  Atk.  889.  See  also  Wynne  «.  Hawkint,  1 
B.  C.  C.  179;  Parsons  v.  Baker,  1&  Yes.  476;  Malone  v.  O'Connor,  2  LI.  &  Go.  466. 

(k)  2  Mad.  458. 

(/)  12  Sim.  114. 


my  eldest  son  will  understand  and  appreciate 
my  reasons  for  giving  whatever  property  I 
may  have  at  my  decease  to  his  younger 
brothers,  and  that  thev  on  their  part  wilt  not 
fail  to  do  for  him  and  his  family  alt  in  the  cir- 
cumstances the  tmest  fraternal  regard  may 
require  them  to  do.**  No  trust  for  the  eldest 
son.  Rose  v.  Porter,  141  Mass.  809.    See  Stur- 

fis  V.  Paine,  146  Mass.  354;  Davis  v.  Maitey, 
34  Mass.  588. 

To  husband  of  testatrix  for  life  the  use  and 
income  of  her  estate,  **  m  the  full  confidence 
that  upon  my  decease  he  will,  as  has  hereto- 
fore been  done,  continue  to  give  and  afford 
my  children  such  protection,  comfort,  and 
support  as  they  or  either  of  them  stand  in 
need  of.*'  A  trust.  Warner  v.  Bates,  98  Mass. 
274.  The  courts  will  more  readily  construe 
the  words  as  binding  when,  that  would  be  in 
line  with  a  moral  duty.    Id. 

'*  I  make  this  bequest  in  the  full  faith  that 
my  husband  will  properly  provide  for  the  two 
cliildren  of  my  deceased  brother  S.,  whom  we 


have  undertaken  to  raise."  A  trust,  "in 
view  of  the  ciicumstances."  Noe  o.  Kern, 
93  Mo.  367  (citing  Warner  «.  Bater,  98  Mass. 
274,  supra;  Knox  v.  Knox,  59  Wis.  172,  in- 
fra). 

'*  I  would  father  prefer  not  to  have  a  di- 
vision made  of  my  estate  until  the  youngest 
child  of  H.  arrives  at  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years.**  Not  a  trust.  Warner's  Estate,  180 
Penn.  St.  859. 

**  I  wish  **  unqualified  is  mandatory.  Fox's 
Appeal,  99  Penn.  St.  882. 

''  For  sole  and  separate  use  of  herself  and 
children.**  No  trust.  WJlmoth9.Wilmoth,34 
W.  Ya.  426  (citing  Bain  v.  Buff,  76  Ya.  871). 

*'  Having  full  confidence  in  my  said  wife 
and  reauest  at  her  death  she  will  divide 
Muallv'*  &c.  A  trust.  Knox  v.  Knox,  59 
W^is.  178. 

Further,  p.  ?61,  note. 

1  Cotton  «.  Cotton,  127  U.  8.  800;  Noe  v. 
Kern,  93  Mo.  867  (citing  Schmucker  v.  Reel, 
61  Ho.  596;  Knight  v.  Knight,  8  Beav.  172). 
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In  Foley  v.  Parry  (m),  the  testator  gave  property  to  his  wife  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  nephew  for  life,  and  then  stated 
it  *  to  be  his  particular  wish  and  request,  that  his  wife,  and  [*3o7] 
another  person  who  took  nothing  under  the  will,  should  su- 
perintend and  take  care  of  the  education  of  the  nephew,  so  as  to  fit 
him  for  any  respectable  employment ;  and  it  was  decided  poley  v. 
by  Lord  Brougham,  affirming  the  decision  of  Sir  L.   P^rry* 
Shadwell,  that  the  nephew  was  entitled  to  be  educated  and  main- 
tained out  of  the  income  of  the  property  given  to  the   precatoiy 
widow  till  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one :  the  duty   ^^^^ 
was  to  be  performed  by  means  of  the  fund  given. 

So,  in  Broad  v.  Bevan  (n),  where  the  testator  ordered  and  directed 
his  son  J.  (to  whom  he  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate)  to  take 
care  and  provide  for  his  (the  testator's)  daughter  A.,  during  her  life 
—  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  B.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  daughter  was  entitled 
to  have  a  provision  made  for  her  out  of  the  residue,  in  addition  to  an 
annuity  of  51.  which  was  bequeathed  to  her. 

Trusts,  or  powers  in  the  nature  of  trusts,  have  also  been  held  to  be 
created  by  the  following  expressions :  —  "I  desire  him  to  give  (o) ; " 
"  I  hereby  request  (p) » ; "  « it  is  my  dying  request  (q) ;  '*     ^ 
'^  empower  and  authorize  her  to  settle  and  dispose  of  the   doubtfulwoi^ 
estate  to  such  persons  as  she  shall  think  fit  by  her  will,   ^'^^"^  * 
confiding  in  her  not  to  alienate  the  estate  from  my  near- 
est family  (r) ; "  "  advise  him  to  settle  (a)  ; "  "  it  is  my  will  and  de- 
sire (t) ; "  **  my  dear  daughters,  is,  that  you  do  give  my  granddaughter 
1000/.,  this  is  my  last  wish  (u) ; "  "  require  and  entreat  (x) ; "  "  re- 
commend (y)*f^  ^'trusting  that  he  will  preserve  the  same,  so  that 
after    his  decease   it   may  go  and  be  equally  divided,   &c.  (z) ; " 
''well  knowing  (a)  ; "  ''under  the  conviction  that  she  will  dispose, 

(m)  6  Sim.  188,  S  My.  &  K.  138. 

(»)  1  Ross.  511,  n.  See  also  Wilson  v.  Bell,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  681,  where  the  devise  being 
to  the  son  for  life,  a  direction  that  his  sister  should  reside  with  and  be  maintained  by  him 
was  held  not  to  operate  after  his  death. 

(o)  Mason  v.  Limbery,  cited  in  Vernon  v.  Yemon,  Amb.  4. 

Ip )  Kowlan  0.  Nelligan,  1  B.  C.  C  489;  Shelley  v,  Shelley,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  540. 

(q)  Pierson  v.  Garnet,  2  B.  C.  C.  38,  236;  and  see  Re  O'Beime.  IJ.  &  Lat.  352. 

(r)  Griffiths  v.  Evans,  5  Bear.  241.  The  derise  to  the  donee  of  the  power  was  in  tail.  If 
it  had  been  in  fee,  a  trust  would  scarcely  have  been  created  without  the  word  **  confiding;  ** 
•ee  Brook  o.  Brook,  3  Sm.  &.  Gif .  280 :  Alexander  v,  Alexander,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  898. 

(t)  Parker  v.  Bolton,  5  L.  J.  N.  S.  Ch.  98. 

^0  Birch  v.  Wade,  3  V.  &  B.  198.    But  see  89  Oh.  D.  258,  post,  p.  865. 

f «)  Hinxman  v,  Poynder,  5  Sim.  546. 

(x)  Taylor  tr.  Geonre,  2  V.  &  B.  878. 

rv)  Malim  v.  Keighlev,  2  Yes.  Jr.  333,  529;  see  aim  Paul  «.  Compton,  8  Yes.  380;  Ford 
o.  Fowler,  3  Beav.  146;  E^nott  v.  Cottee,  2  Phil.  192;  Cholmondeley  «.  Cholmondelev.  14  Sim. 
690;  under  the  circumstances  in  Meggison  v.  Moore,  2  Yes.  Jr.  6dib,  **  recommend  *^  was  held 
not  to  create  a  trust    See  also  Johnston  v,  Rowlands,  poet,  p.  359. 

(s)  Baker  «.  Moeley,  12  Jur.  740. 

(a)  Briggs  v.  Penny,  3  De  G.  &  S.  539,  8  M.  &  Gord.  546;  per  Wood,  Y.-C.,  Johns.  289. 
But  see  per  Jessel,  M.  R.,  5  Ch.  D.  227. 

1  Cdton  9,  Colton,  127  U.  S.  800.  >  See  In  re  Whitcomb,  86  Cal.  266;  Webster 

«.  Moms,  66  Wis.  866. 
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[*  368]  &c.  (5); "  "to  apply  *  the  same  (c) ; "  and  by  a  direction  to 
trustees  to  convey  to  the  eldest  son  at  twenty-one,  "  but  so  that 
the  settlor's  wish  and  desire  may  be  observed,  which  is  hereby  de- 
clared, that  the  other  children  may  be  allowed  to  participate  (d)" 

But  if  the  testator's  language  amounts  merely  to  a  general  expres- 
sion of  goodwill  towards  the  objects  in  question,  and  does  not  intimate 
any  definite  disposing  intention  in  their  favor,  as  where 
sions  of tbd-  ^®  adds,  "  I  have  no  doubt  but  A.  B.  (the  legatee)  wiU 
nesa  not  suffi-  }^  kind  to  my  children,"  such  words  are  inoperative  to 
qualify  the  legatee's  interest  (e).  The  same  construction 
has  prevailed  in  some  instances  in  which  the  indefiniteness  was  of  a 
less  palpable  character,  as  where  a  testator  gave  leasehold  estates  at 
S/to  his  brother  J.  H.  forever,  "  hoping  he  will  continue  them  in  the 
family  (/)."  And  the  tendency  of  recent  decision  is  strongly  against 
holding  indefinite  expression  to  create  a  trust  (g),  \ 

Expressions  sufficient  per  se  to  create  a  trust  may  be  deprived  of 
their  effect  by  a  context  expressly  declaring  (A),  or  by  implication 

•  showing  that  no  trust  was  intended ;  as,  if  a  testator, 

expressions  after  settling  a  fund  on  his  daughters  and  their  children, 
context*^  **y  by  codicil  revokes  that  bequest  on  account  of  the  incon- 
venience o£  having  the  money  tied  up,  and  leaves  the 
property  "to  be  disposed  of  by  the  husbands  for  the  good  of  their 
families,"  no  trust  will  be  created  in  favor  of  the  wives  and  chil- 
dren ;  otherwise  the  inconvenience  complained  of  would  continue  (t). 
Where  the  gift  And  where  the  words  of  a  gift  expressly  point  to  an 
donee'8'a6«o-  oh^olute  enjoyment  by  the  donee  himself  (y),  the  natural 
lute  use,  pre-  construction  of  Subsequent  precatory  {k)  words  is  that 
do^nScreiiS  ^^^7  express  the  testator's  belief  or  wish  without  im- 
m  truat.  posing  a  trust.^ 

Thus,  in  Meredith  v.  Heneage  (Q,  where  the  testator,  after  having 
given  his  real  and  personal  estate  in  the  fullest  terms  to  his  wife, 
Merediths.  declared  that  he  had  devised  the  whole  of  his  real  and 
Heneage.  personal  estate  to  his  wjtfe,  "  unfettered  and  unlimited^** 

(b)  Barnes  v.  Grant,  26  L  J.  Ch.  92,  2  Jar.  N.  8  1197,    Bat  tee  peat,  p.  <65. 

[c)  Salusbury  v.  Denton,  3  K.  &  J.  529. 
rf)  Liddard  v,  Liddard,  28  Beav.  266.  ^   ^     ,   .  ^    ^      ^ 

U)  Bageem  v.  Yeates,  8  Vin.  Ab.  72,  pi.  27.    See  also  Re  Bond,  i  Ch.  D.  288. 

(/)  Harland  v,  Trigg,  1  B.  C.  C.  U2. 

(a)  See  post,  p.  365. 

(X)  Young ».  Martin,  2  Y.  &  C.  C  C.  682.  ..       .         ^  „   .  ^ 

(0  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  898.  not  appealed  on  this  point  6  D.  M.  &  G. 
69.3.  See  also  Shepherd  «.  Nottidge,  2  J.  &  H.  766;  Eaton  v.  Watts,  L.  B.,  i  Eq.  161; 
M'Cormick  v.  Grogan,  L.  R.,  4  H.  L.  82.  .  .  ^ 

(j)  *'  Absolute  *'  property  means  not  only  anlimited  in  estate,  but  unfettered  by  trust  or 
conlition.  Per  James.  V.-C.,  Irvine  v.  SuUivan,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  678;  and  per  Wood,  V.-C., 
Godfrey  v.  Godfrey,  2  N.  R.  16.  ^        ^      « 

(k)  l^ecus,  if  the  words  are  imperatiye,  Bonser  «.  Kinnear,  2  Giff.  195;  Eyana  9,  Etbss,  18 
W.  R.  508;  Curtis  «.  Graham,  id.  998. 

(0  1  Sim.  642, 10  Pri.  806. 

1  See  note  to  p.  826,  ante. 
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in  full  confidence,  and  with  the  firmest  persuasion  that  in  her  future 
disposition  and  distribution  thereof  she  would  distinguish 
the  ♦  heirs  of  his  late  father  by  devising  and  bequeathing  the  [♦  359] 
whole  of  his  said  estate  together  and  entire  to  such  of  his  said 
father's  heirs  as  she  might  think  best  deserved  her  preference;  it 
was  held  in  D.  P.  that  the  wife  was  absolutely  entitled  for  her  own 
benefit,  Lord  Eldon  considering  that  the  testator  intended  to  impose 
a  moral  but  not  a  legal  obligation  on  his  wife;  for  which  he  relied 
much  (as  did  also  Lord  Redesdale)  on  the  words  "unfettered  and  un- 
limited." Lord  Eldon  also  adverted  to  the  great  difBculty  of  recon- 
ciling the  testator's  direction  that  the  estate  should  go  "  entire  "  with 
his  direction  respecting  its  "  distribution." 

So,  in  Wood  v.  Cox  (w),  a  testatrix  gave  all  her  estate,  real  and 
personal,  to  A.  (and  B.,  their),  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  "/•r 
his  and  their  ovm  use  and  benefit  forever,  trusting  and  ^^^  ^  ^^ 
wholly  confiding  in  his  honor  that  he  will  act  in  strict 
conformity  to  my  wishes."  And  she  appointed  A.  and  B.  executors. 
On  the  same  day  the  testatrix  executed  a  testamentary  paper,  by 
which  she  gave  several  annuities  and  legacies  (among  others  a  legacy 
of  100/.  to  her  father,  who  was  her  sole  next  of  kin),  and  which  con- 
cluded with  the  following  words  in  the  testatrix's  handwriting: 
**  Such  is  the  will  of  Sarah  Compton."  The  words  "  and  B.  their," 
originally  written  in  the  will,  were  obliterated  by  the  direction  of  the 
testatrix.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  E.,  held  that  A.  was  a  trustee  for  the 
next  of  kin,  but  his  decision  was  reversed  by  Lord  Cottenham  (n), 
who  said  that  to  make  A.  a  trustee  of  the  whole  property,  the  words 
"  for  his  own  use  and  benefit "  must  be  expunged  from  the  will,  or, 
by  reason  of  some  irresistible  evidence  derived  from  other  parts  of 
the  testamentary  disposition,  treated  as  if  they  had  never  been  in- 
serted, a  constniction  which  nothing  hut  absolute  necessity  could 
justify. 

In  Johnston  v.  Rowlands  (o),  the  gift  was  to  the  testator's  wife,  to 
be  disposed  of  "  by  her  will  in  su^h  way  as  she  shall  think  propevy^ 
but  he  recommended  her  to  dispose  of  one  moiety  among  Johnston  «. 
her  own  relations,  and  the  other  among  such  of  his  own   Rowlands, 
as  she  should  think  proper.     Sir  J.  K.  Bruce,  V.-C,  said,  "  That  the 
word  'recommend'  may  amount  to  a  command  in  a  particular 
♦  instrument,  and  may  create  a  binding  trust,  is  certain.    It  [*360] 
is  equally  certain  that  the  word  is  susceptible  of  a  different 
interpretation,  of    an   interpretation  consistent  with  the  legal  and 

(m)  1  Kee.  817.  See  also  Webb  «.  Woods,  3  Sim.  N.  S.  267;  White  «.  Briggs,  15  Sim. 
83:  Parnall  v.  Parnall,  9  Ch.  D.  97;  and  the  followinj^  cases  bearing  on  the  subject,  Winch 
V.  Brutton,  14  Sim.  379;  Bardswell  v.  Bardswell,  9  Sim.  319;  Williams  v.  Williams,  1  Sim. 
N.  S.  358,  post,  364;  Huskisson  v.  Bridge,  15  Jur.  1^\  Fux  v.  Fox,  37  Beav.  301  i  Green  o. 
Marsden.  1  Drew.  646,  M'CuUoch  v.  M'CuHoch,  11  W.  R.  504. 

(»)  a  My.  &  Cr.  684.    See  also  Irvine  «.  Sullivan,  L.  R.,  8  £q.  673,  a  very  similar  casa. 

(o)  3  De  G.  &  S.  356. 
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equitable  power  of  the  person  recommended  to  depart  from  the  re- 
commendation."   He  thought  that  no  trust  was  created. 

It  remains  to  notice  the  case  of  Ware  (or  Wace)  v.  Mallard  (/?), 
where  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal 
Ware  v.  M«l-  property  to  his  wife,  her  heirsy  executors,  administratarsy 
lard,  contra;  ^^  cLssigns,  to  and  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  in  full 
confidence  that  she  would  in  every  respect  appropriate  and  apply  the 
same  unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  children.  Sir  J.  Parker, 
y.-C.y  decided  that  the  widow  took  a  life  estate  with  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment among  tlie  children.  No  reasons  are  reported.  If  the 
words  *^  in  full  confidence/'  &c.,  created  a  trusty  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  the  widow  could  take  any  beneficial  interest  whatever:  and  if 
they  did  not,  it  is  equally  difficult  to  understand  how  she  could  be 
entitled  to  less  than  the  whole. 

The  authority  of  the  V.-C.  has  given  some  currency  to  this  de- 
cision (2).     But  the  better  opinion  is,  that  in  such  a  case  no  trust  is 

imposed  on  the  widow.  Thus,  in  Ke  Hutchinson  and 
questioaed.  Tenant  (r),  where  a  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estates  to  his  '^  dear  wife  absolutely,  with  full  power  for  her  to 
dispose  of  the  saine  as  she  may  think  fit  for  the  benefit  of  my  family, 
having  full  confidence  that  she  will  do  so,"  it  was  held  by  Sir  G.  Jes- 
sel,  M.  K.,  that  the  wife  took  absolutely.  He  considered  the  case  un- 
distinguishable  from  Lambe  v.  Eames  {s),  where  a  testator  gave  his 
estate  to  his  widow  *^  to  be  at  her  disposal  in  any  way  she  may  think 
best  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  family," — ^upon  which  a  strong 
opinion  was  expressed  by  the  L.J  J.  that  no  trust  was  created ;  but 
assuming  that  there  was,  it  could  not  be  extended  to  mean  a  trust 
for  the  widow  for  life  with  remainder  for  the  children  in  such  shares 
as  she  might  think  fit  to  direct.^ 

It  should  be  observed  that  in  some  of  the  cases  where  Sir  J. 
Parker's  construction  has  prevailed  there  has  been  a  refer- 
[*361]  ence  to  *  the  donee's  death  as  the  time  when  the  recommend- 
ed disposition  was  to  take  effect  (t) ;  and  this  may  have  been 
taken  as  marking  the  point  of  time  when  the  interest  of  the  other 

(p)  21  L.  J.  Ch.  355, 16  Jur.  492. 

(q)  Gullv  V.  Cref^oe,  24  Beav.  186;  ShoreU4)n  «.  Shoyelton.  82  Bear.  143;  Curnick  v. 
Tacker,  L\  R.,  17  £q.  320;  Le  Marcbant «.  Le  Marchant,  L.  R.,  18  £q.  414.  Qu.  whether 
in  Curnick  «.  Tacker  a  dictum  of  Kindemler,  V.-O.,  in  Palmer  v.  SimmondB,  2  Drew.  221, 
was  correctlyinterpreted  as  a  surrender  by  dim  of  the  principle  which  he  enforced  in  Webb 
V.  Wools.  Were  not  his  remarks  directed  exclusivety  to  the  words  '* confidence"  and 
"  residuary  estate  "  ?    There  was  at  least  nothmg  said  aboat  a  life-etUte. 

(r)  8  Cb.  D.  540. 

{»)  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  597.  See  also  ICackett  v.  Mackett,  L.  R.,  14  Rq.  49 ;  Re  Adams  and 
Kensington  Vestry,  27  Ch.  D.  894;  Mussoorie  Bank  «.  Raynor,  7  App.  Ca.  821.  See  these 
cases  referred  to  again,  poet. 

(t)  Gully  V.  Cregoe,  24  Beav.  185  ;  Le  Marcbant  v.  Le  Marchant,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  414; 
Cholmondeley  V.  Cholmondeley,  14  Sim.  590  (but  here  the  words  were  only.  **to  be  hen 
independent  of  her  husband'*— as  to  which  see  also  Stuobs  v.  Saigon,  8  My.  &  Gr.  513. 

^  Comp.  Oibbins  v.  Shepard,  125  Masa.  541 ;  Bamibrth  v.  Bamfoith,  188  Mass.  280  ,• 
Webb  9,  Wools,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  267. 
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beneficiaries  was  to  commence^  as  well  as  negativing  the  widow's 
right  to  dispose  of  the  corpus  in  her  lifetime  (u).  But  the  distinction 
is  discountenanced  by  Meredith  v.  Heneage,  and  Johnston  v.  Row- 
lands, and  in  expressing  his  dissent  from  the  construction  in  ques- 
tion, Sir  G.  Jessel  drew  no  distinction  between  the  cases  where  such 
a  reference  existed  and  where  it  did  not 

And  with  regard  to  the  general  question  of  precatory  trusts  (t.  e., 
where  the  terms  used  do  not  expressly  point  to  an  absolute  enjoyment 
by  the  donee  himself,  the  Courts  seem  to  be  sensible  that 
they  have  gone  far  enough  in  investing  with  the  efficacy  doctrine^of  ^ 
of  a  trust  loose  expressions  of  this  nature,  which,  it  is  pro-  ^^^^^ 
bable,  are  rarely  intended  to  have  such  an  operation  {x). 
Accordingly  we  find,  of  late,  a  more  strict  and  uniform  requisition  of 
definiteness  in  regard  to  both  the  subject-matter  and  objects  of  the  in- 
tended trust,  than  can  be  traced  in  some  of  the  earlier  and  a  few  of 
the  more  modern  adjudications.^ 

(«)  In  Hurt  V.  Tribe,  IS  Beav.  815, 1  D.  J.  &  S.  418|  there  was  in  ezprest  "recommenda- 
tion '*  not  to  do  80. 

(x)  See  this  opinion  adopted  by  James,  L.  J.,  Lambe  v.  Eames,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  599.  See 
also  Re  Adams  and  Kensington  Vestry,  27  Ch.  D.  at  pp.  408,  410,  and  Re  Diggles,  Gregoiy 
V.  Edmondson,  89  Ch.  D.  at  p.  257. 

^  Wherever  the  objects  of  the  supposed        A  strong  disposition  has  been  indicated  in 

recommendatory  trust  are  not  certain  or  defi-  modem  times  to  limit  this  doctrine  of  recom- 

nite ;  wherever  the  property  to  which  it  is  to  mendatory  trusts,  so  far  as  to  give  to  the 

attach  is  not  certain  or  definite  ;  wherever  a  words  of^  wills  their  natural  and  ordinary 

clear  discretion  and  choice  to  act,  or  not  to  sense,  unless  it  is  clear  that  they  are  designed 

act,  is  given ;  wherever  the  prior  dispositions  to  be  used  in  a  peremptory  sense.    See  2 

of  the  property  import  absolute  ana  uncon-  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  1069  ;  Sale  v.  Moore,  1  Sim. 

trollable  ownership,  —  in  all  such  cases,  courts  534;' Shaw  «.  Lawless,  1  Lloyd  &  G.  558; 

of  equity  will  retuse  to  create  a  trust  from  Ford   «.  Fowler,  3  Beav.   146;    Knight  v. 

words  of  this  character.    In  the  nature  of  Knight,  id.  148  ;  Hart«.  Hart,  2  Desaus.  83; 

things  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between  a  Van  D vck  v.  Van  Beuren,  1  Caines,  84 ;  Bull 

power  and  a  trust.    In  the  former,  the  party  9.  Yardy,  1  Yes.  (Summer's  ed.)  270,  note 

may  or  may  not  act  in  his  discretion.    In  the  (6).    A  clause  in  a  will  expressing  the  tes- 

latter,  the  trust  will  be  executed,  notwith-  tator's  '*  will  and  mtenUon  thst  W.  may  di»- 

standing  his  omission  to  act.    2  Story,  Eq.  pose  of  the  furniture,  plate,  pictures,  and  all 

Jur.  §  1070;  Moggridge  v.  Thackwell,  7  Yes.  other  articles  now  in  my  house,  absolutely,  as 

(Summer's  ed.)^  b,  note  (d)  and  cases  cited;  he  may  deem  expedient,  in  accordance  with 

Morice  v.  Bishop  of  Durham,  9  Yes.  (Sum-  my  wishes  as  otherwise  communicated  by  me 

mer's  ed.)  399,  note  (a)  and  cases  cited  ;  2  to  him,'*  gives  W.  the  absolute  property  in 

Williams  (6th  Am.  ed.),  108  ;  Bull  v.  Bull,  8  these  articles,  even  though  the  will  contain  a 

Conn.  47.  previous  residuary  bequest  to  W.  for  life, 

On  the  other  hand,  where  the  objects  of  the  with  remainder  over.  Wells  «.  Doane,  3 
supposed  trust  are  certain  and  definite,  and  Gray,  201.  So  where  legacies  are  given  to 
the  propertv  is  clearly  pointed  out,  where  the  persons  generally,  with  the  additional  expres- 
relalions  of  the  testator  and  beneficiary  are  sion  **to  be  at  their  disposnl,"  the}'  are  con- 
such  as  to  indicate  a  strong  motive  for  the  sidered  to  be  immediate  vested  interests  *in 
bounty,  and  especially  where  the  clause  m  tlie  legatees,  so  as  to  be  transmissible  to  their 
(question  is  so  expressed  as  to  warrant  the  peraonal  representatives,  although  they  make 
inference  that  it  was  designed  to  be  peremp-  no  disposition  of  the  property.  1  Roper,  Leg- 
torv,  a  trust  is  created.  Warner  v.  Bates,  98  ft<:ios,  by  White,  429,  430,  Ch.  10,  §  7.  See 
Mass.  274,  277;  Malim  v.  Kelghley,  2  Yes.  Hixon  v.  Oliver,  18  Yes.  108;  Barfoid  v. 
Jr.*  383,  529;  Bernard  V.  Minshull,  H.  R.  Y.  Street,  16  Yes.  139;  Martin  v.  Doucii,  1 
Johns.  287  ;  Williams  v.  Williams,  1  Sim.  N.  Chan.  Cas.  198  ;  Robinson  e.  Dusgate,  2 
S.  358,  Bonser  v.  Kinnear,  2  Giff.  195;  Yem.  180  ;  Maskelyne  r.  Maskelyne,  Amb. 
Knight  V.  Boughton,  11  Clark  &  P.  513,  551;  750;  Bull  v.  Kingston,  1  Men  v.  814. 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  2  Gratt.  1 ;  Coates*  Further,  ante,  p.  856,  note. 
Appeal,  2  Barr,  129;  Van  Amee  v.  Jackson, 
35  Yt.  173;  Whipple  v.  Adams,  1  Met.  444  ; 
Homer  v.  Shelton,  2  Met.  194,  206. 
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Thus,  in  Cartis  v.  Eippon  (y),  where  a  testator  gave  all  hp  real  and 
personal  estate  to  Ms  wife,  trusting  that  she  would,  in  love  to  the 
inBUnces  of  children  committed  to  her  care,  make  such  use  of  it  as 
words  being      should  be  for  her  own  and  their  spiritual  and  temporal 

too  indefinite  -  i      •  i  j-         j.        •  ^ 

to  create  a        good,  remembering  always,  according  to  circumstances, 
*'"*^-  the  church  of  God  and  the  poor.    Sir  J,  Leach,  V.-C, 

held  the  wife  to  be  absolutely  entitled,  the  testator's  intention  evi- 
dently being  to  leave  the  children  dependent  on  her. 

So,  in  Abraham  v.  Alman  («),  where  a  will  contained  the  following 
passage  :  <<  I  do  likewise  will  and  bequeath  to  my  only  son  J.  the  sum 
of  60^.  sterling  per  year  forever ;  also  to  provide  for  the  two  daughters 
Words  too  ^^  ^y  child  H.  E.,  namely,  S.  E.  and  E.  E.,  and  the  re- 
indefinite  to  mainder  of  my  property  to  the  two  children  of  my  daugh- 
create  a  trust    ^^  g  ^ „  _  j^^^  Qifford,  M.  R.,  held  that  the  words 

in  question  did  not  create  a  trust  on  the  60Z.  a-year,  or  the  remain- 
der of  the  property  bequeathed  to  the  children  of  S.  A. ; 
[*  362]  *  the  former  was  a  distinct,  independent  bequest ;  and  it  was 
not  clear  that  the  testator  intended  to  make  a  provision  for 
the  daughters  of  H.  E.,  out  of  the  latter ;  the  Court  had  no  means  of 
determining  what  that  provision  was  to  be,  or  in  what  manner  or  out 
of  what  fund  to  be  made. 

Again,  in  Sale  v,  Moore  (a),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  the  re- 
mainder of  what  he  should  die  possessed  of,  after  payment  of  debts 
and  legacies,  to  his  dear  wife,  adding,  "  recommending  to  her,  and  not 
doubting,  as  she  has  no  relations  of  her  own  family,  but  that  she  will 
consider  my  near  relations^  should  she  survive  me,  as  I  should  consider 
them  myself  in  case  I  should  survive  her.''  In  a  preceding  part  of 
the  wiU,  the  testator  had  assigned  as  a  reason  for  his  not  leaving  his 
brother  and  sister  anything,  that  they  were  provided  for,  and  that  he 
could  not  do  so  without  taking  from  his  wife's  property,  who  was 
more  in  need  of  it,  —  Sir  A.  Hart,  V.-C,  held  that  the  effect  of  the 
whole  was,  that  no  trust  for  the  relations  was  created. 

So,  in  Hoy  v.  Master  (b),  where  a  testator  willed  the  whole  of  his 
property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  that,  after  her  decease,  one-third 
should  devolve  to  his  beloved  daughter,  M.,  and  that  the  other  two- 
thirds  should  be  at  the  sole  and  entire  disposal  of  his  said  wife, 
L.  B. ;  '^  trusting  that,  should  she  not  marry  again  and  have  other  chil- 
dren, her  affection  for  our  joint  offspring,  the  said  M.  B.,  would  induce 
her  to  make  her  said  daughter  her  principal  heir."  The  wife  did 
not  marry  again,  and  disposed  of  her  property  to  a  stranger ;  where- 
upon it  was  claimed  by  the  daughter,  on  the  ground  that  the  wife  had 
a  life  interest  only,  with  a  power  of  appointment  in  favor  of  the 

(if)  5  Mad.  434. 

(t)  1  Russ.  609. 

(a)  1  Sim.  534 ;  see  also  Reeres  v.  Baker,  IS  Beav.  873, 

(6)  6  Sim.  668. 
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children  of  any  future  marriage,  with  an  alternative  trust  for  the 
daughter  absolutely.  But  Sir  L.  Shadwell  held  that  the  wife  took 
the  two-thirds  absolutely. 

Again,  in  Lechmere  v.  Lavie  (e),  where  a  testatrix  made  a  codicil  to 
her  will  in  the  following  words :  — ''  I  hope  none  of  my  children  will  ac- 
cuse me  of  partiality,  in  having  left  the  largest  share  of  my  property 
to  my  two  eldest  daughters,  my  sole  motive  for  which  was  to  enable 
them  to  keep  house  so  long  as  they  remain  single ;  but  in  case  of 
their  marrying,  I  have  divided  it  amongst  all  my  children.    If  they 
die  single,  of  course,  they  will  leave  what  they  have  amongst 
their  brothers  and  sisters,  or  their  *  children"    Sir  J.  Leach,  [*  363] 
M.  E.,  considered  that  these  words  were  not  intended  to 
create  an  obligation  upon  the  two  eldest  daughters,  as  they  applied 
not  simply  to  the  property  given  by  the  testatrix,  but  to   ^^rds  too 
all  property  which  the  daughters  might  happen  to  pos-  indefinite  to 
sess  at  their  deaths,  leaving  what  she  gave  by  her  will  at  ^'^^  *  ^^^ 
their  disposition  during  their  lives,  and  extending  to  property  which 
might  never  have  belonged  to  her,  and  wanting  altogether  certainty 
of  amount. 

It  is  submitted,  however,  that  the  uncertainty  in  regard  to  the 
subject  of  gift  arose,  not  from  the  testatrix  having  combined  in  the 
trust  with  her  own  property  that  of  her  daughters  themselves,  which 
she  could  not  dispose  of  {d),  but  from  the  absence  of  any  clear  indi- 
cation of  intention  that  the  trust  was  to  affect  all  the  property  which 
the  daughters  derived  from  the  testatrix.  The  expression  ''what 
they  have ''  would  seem  to  imply  that  the  legatees  might  dispose 
of,  as  absolute  owners,  any  part  they  chose,  and  that  the  trust 
should  apply  only  to  what  remained.  This  brings  the  case  within 
the  principle  of  Wynne  v.  Hawkins  (e),  where  a  testator  bequeathed 
what  he  should  leave  behind  him  to  his  wife,  ''  not  doubting  that  she 
would  dispose  of  whai  should  he  left,  at  her  death,  to  their  two 
grandchildren."  Lord  Thurlow  said  that  the  words  ''  not  doubting  " 
would  be  strong  enough ;  but  that  where,  in  point  of  intent,  it  was 
uncertain  what  property  was  to  be  given,  and  to  whom,  the  words 
were  not  sufficient,  because  it  was  doubtful  what  the  confidence  was 
which  the  testator  had  reposed ;  and,  where  that  did  not  appear,  the 
scale  leaned  to  the  presumption  that  he  meant  to  give  the  whole  to 
the  first  taker. 

So,  in  Horwood  v.  West  (/),  where  a  testator  recommended  his 
wife  to  give  by  her  will  what  she  should  die  possessed  of  under  his 
will  in  a  certain  manner  —  Sir  J.  Leach,  Y.-C,  assumed,  that  if  these 
words  had  been  uncontrolled  by  the  context,  the  trust  must  have 

(e>  9  My.  &  K.  m. 


^)  Ai  to  this,  aee  Lefroy  v.  Flood,  4  Ir.  Ch.  Bep.  1, 12. 
<)  1  B.  C.  C.  17P     Ai  to  caaet  of  this  dus,  ride  ante,  pp.  389,  883. 
)  Sim.  &  St.  bd7. 
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been  yoid  for  uncertainty ;  but  he  thought  that  it  was  evident,  from 
a  direction  in  the  Will  to  the  wife  to  secure  to  herself,  on  a  second 
marriage,  whatever  she  should '  possess  by  virtue  of  his  will,  that 
the  testator  intended  the  trust  in  question  to  be  co-eztensive  with 
such  direction,  i.  e.,  to  extend  to  all  the  property  the  wife  derived 
from  the  testator. 

It  should  be  observed,  however,  in  regard  to  the  objection 
[•364]  of  *  uncertainty,  that  the  preceding  cases,  though  frequently 
referred  to  as  if  they  were  the  subject  of  a  peculiar  rule, 
Words  too  Dtterely  require,  in  common  with  all  others,  that  the 
indefinite  to  intention  of  the  testator  should  be  manifested  with 
create  a  trust,  sufficient  certainty  to  enable  the  Court  to  act  judicially 
upon  it. 

So  in  Ez  parte  Payne  (^),  where  a  testator,  after  devising  the 
property  in  question  to  his  daughter  in  fee,  proceeded  to  declare  that 
the  estate  was  intended  as  some  reward  for  her  attention  to  him,  and 
was  kept  separate  from  the  other  interests  she  would  take  under  his 
will  as  a  testimony  thereof.  And  he  directed  his  daughter  to  keep 
the  premises  in  good  repair;  and  in  case  she  should  marry,  he 
strongly  recommended  her  to  execute  a  settlement  of  the  estate,  and 
thereby  to  vest  the  same  in  trustees,  to  be  chosen  by  her,  for  the  use  of 
herself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  husband  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  the  children  she  might  happen  to  have,  or  to  such  other  uses  as 
his  daughter  should  think  proper,  to  the  intent  that  the  said  estate, 
in  the  event  of  her  marriage,  might  be  effectually  protected  and 
secured.  The  question,  on  petition,  was,  whether  the  daughter  (who 
was  unmarried)  could  make  a  good  title  to  the  devised  property  in 
fee.  It  was  contended  for  her  that  she  could,  for  that  neither  the 
persons  to  take  nor  the.  estates  themselves  were  certain ;  and  that, 
even  if  the  daughter  married,  she  might  limit  the  estate  to  such 
uses  as  she  thought  proper :  and  of  this  opinion  was  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. 

And  in  Williams  v.  Williams  (A),  where  the  testator  by  his  will  be- 
queathed property  to  his  wife  absolutely  for  her  own  use  and  benefit, 
Williame  v.  ^^^  Subsequently  in  a  letter  to  her,  wrote  as  follows :  '<  I 
Wiiliama.  hope  my  will  is  so  worded  that  everything  that  is  not  in 
strict  settlement  you  will  find  at  your  command.  It  is  my  wish  that 
you  should  enjoy  everything  in  my  power  to  give,  using  your  judg- 
ment where  to  dispose  of  it  amongst  your  children  when  you  can  no 
longer  enjoy  it  yourself,  but  I  should  be  unhappy  if  I  thought  it 

(g)  2  Y.  &  C.  636  ;  Bee  also  Kniffht  v.  Knight,  8  Beav.  148;  a.  e.  nom.  Knight  v.  Bough- 
ton,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  513,  8  Jur.  923;  Lefrov  v.  Flood,  4  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  1  (in  which  great  reliance 
was  pUced  on  the  fact  that  the  approbatfon  of  the  devisee  was  re(|oired  to  the  conduct  of  the 
persons  claiming  as  cestuis  que  trust;  the  force  of  which  requisition  must,  however,  depend 
on  circumstances,  Bonser  v.  Kinnear,  2  Gif.  195);  Quayle  v.  Davidson,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C. 
268;  Maud  r.  Maud,  27  Beav.  615;  Scott  v.  Key,  35  Beav.  291  (as  to  one-third);  but  lea 
Malone  v.  0*Conner,  2  U.  &  Cio.  465. 

(A)  1  Sim.  N.  8.  868. 
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possible  that  any  one  not  of  your  family  should  be  the  better 

for  what  I  feel  confident  you  will  so  well  direct  the  *  dis-  [*365] 

posal  of.''    It  was  held  by  Lord  Cranworth^  V.-C.,  that  no 

trust  was  created:  he  thought  the  words  of  the  codicil  could  not 

operate  to  cut  down  the  absolute  interest  given  to  the  wife :  but  he 

relied  chiefly  on  the  uncertainty  of  the  objects  to  whom  the  precatory 

words  referred  (♦). 

The  three  following  decisions  strongly  illustrate  the  reluctance  of 
the  Courts  at  the  present  day  to  extend  the  doctrine  of  precatory 
trusts,  by  giving  a  binding  force  to  expressions  which  are  merely  in- 
tended to  express  the  wishes  of  the  testator,  or  at  most  to  impose 
on  the  donee  a  moral  obligation. 

In  Be  Adams  and  the  Kensington  Vestry  (k)^  a  testator  gave  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate  and  effecte  to  his  wife,  **  in  full  confidence  " 
that  she  would  do  what  was  right  as  to  the  disposal  B^^^^tj^un, 
thereof  between  his  children  either  in  her  lifetime,  or 
by  will  after  her  decease.  It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  (affirm- 
ing the  decision  of  Pearson,  J.),  that  these  words  gave  to  the  widow 
an  absolute  interest  unfettered  by  any  trust 

Again,  in  Mussoorie  Bank  v.  Baynor  (Z),  a  testator  gave  the  whole 
of  his  property  to  his  wife,  ''  feeling  confident "  that  she  would  act 
justly  to  their  children  in  dividing  the  same  when  no   Mussoorie 
longer  required  by  her.     It  was  held  by  the  Judicial   Bank  v. 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  that  the  widow  took   **^'°°'" 
an  absolute  interest  unaffected  by  any  trust  in  favor  of  the  children. 
Stress  was,  in  this  case,  laid  on  the  uncertainty  as  to  the  subject- 
'  matter  of  the  gift,  the  property  being  given  over  only  when  no  longer 
required  by  the  first  taker. 

And  in  Re  Diggles,  Gregory  v,  Edmondson  (m),  where  a  testatrix 
gave  all  her  property  to  her  daughter,  adding  '*  and  it  is  my  desire 
that  she  allows  to  A.  G.  an  annuity  of  251,  during  her 
life,"  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  the  will  ^  ^^'"' 
created  no  trust  or  charge  as  to  the  annuity,  but  only  a  request  to  the 
daughter  making  it  merely  her  moral  duty  to  pay  reasonable  attention 
to  the  wishes  of  the  testatrix.  In  that  case,  Bowen  L.J.  (n),  said : 
"Just  as  uncertainty  of  the  property  and  object  are  reasons  for  not 
construing  the  will  as  creating  a  trust,  so  also  the  fact  that  a  trust 
would  cause  embarrassment  and  difficulty  is  a  reason  for  coming  to 
the  same  conclusion."  And  Fry,  L.  J.  (o),  expressed  himself  to  the 
same  effect. 

(«)  As  to  the  meftnlng  of  **  familj/*  see  L.  B.,  6  Ch.  D.  600,  8  Ch.  D.  542,  and  post,  Ch. 

(k)  24  Cb.  D.  109.  27  Ch.  D.  894  ;  soe  ftlso  Re  Hatchinson  and  Tennant,  ante,  p.  860. 
(0  7  App.  Ca.  821. 
(m)  89  Ch.  D.  258. 
(»)  Ibid,  at  p.  257. 
(0)  Ibid,  at  p.  258. 
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[*366]  *  It  will  be  observed  that  in  all  these  cases  the  consequence 
of  holding  the  expressions  to  be  too  vague  for  the  creation  of 
a  trust  was,  that  the  devisee  or  legatee  retained  the  property  for  his 
or  her  own  benefit ;  and  in  this  respect  these  cases  stand  distinguished 
from  those  (p)  in  which  there  was  considered  to  be  sufficient  indica- 
tion of  the  testator's  intention  to  create  a  trust,  though  the  objects 
of  it  were  uncertain :  a  state  of  things  which,  of  course,  lets  in  the 
claim  of  the  heir  or  next  of  kin  to  the  beneficial  ownership.  In  such 
cases  there  is  no  uncertainty  as  to  the  intention  to  create  a  trust,  but 
merely  as  to  the  objects ;  in  the  other  class  of  cases  it  is  uncertain 
whether  any  trust  is  intended  to  be  created.  But  inasmuch  as  un- 
certainty in  the  object  furnishes  a  strong  argument  that  a  testator 
did  not  intend  to  create  a  trust,  it  is  obvious  that  the  two  classes  of 
.  cases  are  intimately  connected  with  each  other.    For  the 

rule  requiring  ^^^  that  a  Certain  subject  and  a  certain  object  are  neces- 
ceruiiity  of       gary  to  Constitute  a  trust,  where  the  words  used  are  pre- 

ooject  ana  x  i        j  -, 

subject  for  a  catory  only,  does  not  mean  that  the  subject  or  object 
gj^^'y  must  be  so  defined  that  it  can  in  fact  be  ascertained  by 

the  Court     A  precatory  trust  "  for  the  benefit  of /* 

or  of  ''  the  person  named  in  such  a  paper,"  where  no  such  paper  is 
found,  or  "for  such  objects  as  I  have  communicated  to"  the  donee, 
where  no  such  communication  has  been  made  (q),  would  completely 
exclude  the  donee  from  all  beneficial  interest,  although  it  leaves  the 
object  wholly  unascertained  (r).  But  what  is  meant  by  the  rule  is 
this :  in  ascertaining  whether  the  precatory  words  import  merely  a 
recommendation,  or  whether  they  import  a  definite  imperative  direc- 
tion to  him  as  to  his  mode  of  dealing  with  the  property,  the  Court 
will  be  guided  by  the  consideration  whether  the  amount  he  is  requested 
to  give  is  certain  or  uncertain,  and  whether  the  objects  to  be  selected 
are  certain  or  uncertain ;  and  if  there  is  a  total  absence  of  explicit 
direction  as  to  the  quantum  to  be  given,  or  as  to  the  objects  to  be  se- 
lected by  the  donee  of  the  property,  then  the  Court  will  infer  from  the 
circumstance  of  the  testator  having  used  precatory  words,  expressive 

only  of  hope,  desire  or  request,  instead  of  the  formal  words 
[*367]  usual  for  the  creation  of  a  trust,  that  those  words  are  used,  *  not 

for  the  purpose  of  creating  an  imperative  trust,  but  simply 
as  suggestions  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  for  the  guidance  of  the 
donee  in  the  distribution  of  the  property ;  the  testator,  placing  im. 
plicit  reliance  upon  his  discretion  and  leaving  him  the  sole  judge 
whether  he  will  adopt  those  suggestion  or  not,  and  whether  he  will 

( p)  StnblM  V.  Sargon,  Fowler  v.  Gkrlike,  Corporation  of  Gloucester  v.  Wood,  Briggs  v. 
Pennv,  ante,  p.  3M  et  sen. 

(9)  Bernard  v.  Minnhull,  Johns.  S76,  see  Re  Boves,  Bores  v.  Carritt,  86  Ch.  D.  531.  Bat 
where  the  ^ft  was  "nubject  to  such  disposition  thereof  of  of  any  part  thereof  a^  the  testator 
miffht  by  deed  or  writing  thereafter  direct,'*  it  was  held  there  was  no  trust,  the  testator  not 
hnving  made  up  his  mind  whether  ha  would  make  any  sach  disposition  or  not,  Fenton  v. 
H'nkins,  9  W.  R.  800. 

(r)  See  note  (j>). 
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dispose  of  the  property  in  the  manner  indicated  by  the  testator,  or  in 
any  other  manner  at  his  absolute  discretion.  The  question  is  not 
whether  the  object  is  so  defined  that  it  can  be  distinctly  ascertained 
by  the  Court,  but  whether  the  object  is  purposely  left  to  be  selected 
by  the  donee  («) ;  as,  for  instance,  where  the  testator  expresses  a 
desire  that  the  donee  shall ''  distribute  the  fund  as  thsy  think  will 
be  most  agreeable  to  his  wishes''  (t),  ^ 

Secondly,  we  are  to  consider  whether  in  cases  where  words  are 
added  expressing  a  purpose  for  which  the  gift  is  made,  such  purpose 
is  to  be  considered  obligatory.    Where  the  purpose  of       ^ 
the  gift  is  the  benefit  solely  of  the  donee  himself,  he  can   specified  pur- 
claim  the  gift  without  applying  it  to  the  purpose,  and   P^®- 
that,  it  is  conceived,  whether  the  purpose  be  in  terms    where  the 
obligatory  or  not.    Thus,  if  a  sum  of  money  be  be-  PT*S*i*'*"* 
queathed  to  purchase  for  any  person  a  ring  (u),  or  a  life   donee  alone, 
annuity  (x),  or  a  house  (y),  or  to  set  him  up  in  busi-  JJ|^^Jf|^i* 
ness  (z),  or  for  his  maintenance  and  education  (a),  or  to 
bind  him  apprentice  (6),  or  towards  the  printing  of  a  book,  the  profits 
on  which  are  to  be  for  his  benefit  (e),  the  legatee  may  claim 
the  money  ♦  without  applying  it  or  binding  himself  to  apply  [♦SGS] 
it  to  the  specified  purpose ;  and  even  in  spite  of  an  express 
declaration  by  the  testator,  that  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  receive 
the  money  (rf). 

So,  where  (e),  a  testator  after  giving  certain  legacies,  directed  his 
executors  to  carry  on  his  business  until  his  son  should  attain  the  age 

(j)  See  jadgment  of  Wood,  V.-O.,  Bernard  v.  MinshoU,  Johns.  287,  290. 

h)  Stead  V  Mellar,  5  Ch.  D.  225. 

(tt)  Apreece  «.  Apreece,  1  V.  &  B.  864. 

(x)  Dawson  v.  Hearn,  1  R.  &  My.  606;  Ford  v,  Batlej,  17  Beav.  803;  Re  Browne*8  Will, 
97  BeaT.  824.  It  makes  no  difference  whether  it  be  a  bequest  of  a  specified  sum  to  purchase 
an  annuity,  or  a  direction  to  purchase  an  annuity  of  a  specified  amount,  Yates  v.  Compton, 
2  P.  W.  ^8. 

iy)  Knox  V.  Hotham,  15  Sim.  82. 
s)  Gough  V,  Bult.  16  Sim.  45. 
a)  Webb  v.  Kellv,  9  Sim.  472;  Tonnghasband  v.  Gisbome,  1  Coll.  400;  Presant  v, 
Goodwin,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  544,  29  L.  J.  Prob.  115.  It  follows  that  if  the  legatee  die  before 
receiving  his  legacv,  his  representative  is  entitled,  Tates  o*  Gompton,  2  P.  W.  808 ;  Barnes 
V,  Rowley,  3  Yes.  305;  Palmer  v.  Crauford,  3  Sw.  482,  Bayne  v,  Crowther,  20  Beav.  400, 
Attwood  V.  Alford,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  479. 

(5)  Barlow  v.  Grant,  1  Vem.  255;  Nevill  v.  Nevill.  2  id.  481;  but  see  Woolridge  v.  Stone, 
4L.  J.  O.  S.  Ch.  56;  see  further,  Barton  v.  Cook,  5  Ves.  461;  Leche  v.  Kilmorey,  T.  &  R. 
207;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Haberdashers*  Company,  1  My.  &  K.  420;  Lewes  v.  Lewes,  16  Sim.  266, 
Noel  V.  Jones,  id.  309 ,  in  Lockhart  v.  Hardy,  9  Beav.  379,  a  legacy  to  a  devisee  to  pay  off 
a  mortgage  debt  on  the  estate  devised  to  him  was  held  good,  though  the  mortgage  was  'fore- 
closed in  the  testator's  lifetime.  And  see  £arl  of  Lonsdale  «.  Countess  Berchtolat,  3  K.  &  J. 
185;  Re  Colson's  Trusts,  Kay,  133  (enjoyment  of  repairing  fund  accelerated  by  disentailing 
the  estate) ;  Norton  v.  Johnstone,  30  Ch.'  D.  649  (accumulation  of  rents  directed  to  pay  on 
mortgage,  mortgage  being  otherwise  discharged,  devisee  for  life  held  entitled  to  accumula- 
tions); and  cases  cited  nnte,  p.  281,  n.  (e). 

(c)  Re  Skinner's  TmstSi  1  J.  &  H.  102,  in  which  it  was  a  question,  of  some  difficulty, 
whether  the  principal  object  of  the  bequest  was  the  benefit  of  the  person  named,  or  the  pub- 
lication of  the  testator's  opinions. 

(d)  Stokes  V,  Cheek.  28  Beav.  620. 

(e)  Re  Cameron,  Nixon  v.  Cameron,  26  Ch.  D.  19. 

1  A  ^ft  to  enable  a  legatee  to  confer  a  Rich  Eo.  238,  255 ;  Craig  «.  Beatty,  U  S. 
bounty  is  not  in  trust    Ford  v.  Porter,  11     C.  875,  377. 
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Direction  to  of  thirty  years,  bat  did  not  dispose  of  the  profits  or 
uto?8^bulS!'  otherwise  dispose  of  his  residuary  property  which  com- 
°«»-  prised  a  freehold  mill  in  which  the  business  was  carried 

on,  and  also  personal  estate :  it  was  held  that  neither  the  son  who 
was  the  heir-at-law,  nor  the  next-of-kin  of  the  testator  were  bound  by 
the  direction  for  carrying  on  the  business  any  further  or  otherwise 
than  might  be  necessary  for  raising  the  legacies. 

These  cases  rest  on  the  principle  that  the  Court  will  not  compel 
that  to  be  done  which  the  legatee  may  undo  the  next  moment,  as  by 
Principle  of  Selling  the  thing  to  be  purchased  or  giving  up  the  busi- 
the  cues.  ness :  and  we  shall  hereafter  see  (/),  that  the  same 

principle  applies  where  property  is  directed  to  be  converted,  for  the 
donee  may  claim  it  in  its  original  state ;  but  of  course,  in  such  case, 
if  there  be  more  than  one  donee  interested  in  the  gift,  the  deviation 
from  the  testator's  directions  cannot  be  made  without  the  consent  of 
all,  as  if  the  house  when  purchased  was  to  be  oonyeyed  to  or  settled 
on  two  or  more  persons.  So,  if  the  annuity  is  to  be  held  by  trustees 
for  the  annuitant  with  a  gift  over  in  case  he  should  alienate  or  be- 
come bankrupt,  his  right  to  receive  the  fund  is  intercepted  (^).  If 
the  gift  is  not  immediate,  but  is  postponed  until  the  death  of  a  ten- 
ant for  life,  and  the  annuitant  dies  before  the  tenant  for  life  without 
alienating  or  becoming  bankrupt,  it  should  seem  on  principle  that,  as 
the  event  on  which  his  interest  was  to  be  defeated  has  not  happened, 
such  interest,  which  originally  and  apart  from  the  gift  over  was 
vested  and  transmissible  (A),  remains  intact,  and  that  his  representa- 
tives are  entitled  to  the  fund;  and  so  it  was  decided  in  Bay  v. 
I>ay  (t). 

Where  the  amount  to  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatee  is 
left  to  be  fixed  at  the  discretion  of  trustees,  the  legatee  has 
[*369]  no  *  right  to  any  more  than  the  trustees  in  their  discretion 
will  allow.  Thus,  where  real  and  personal  estate  was  given 
to  trustees  upon  trust  to  apply  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  rents  and 
Where  interest  annual  income  towards  the  maintenance  of  A.,  and  tho 
ieft^t^d^re-  trustees  applied  a  part  only,  and  then  A.  died ;  it  was 
tion  of  trustees,  held  that  his  representatives  were  not  entitled  to  the 
surplus  rents  and  income  (k).    And  in  a  case  where  a  testator  au- 

(/)  Post,  Ch.  XnC.  s.  iii. 

(g)  Hatton  v.  May,  8  Ch.  D.  148;  per  Kindersley,  V.-C.  Day  v.  Day,  22  L.  J.  Ch.  881, 17 
Jar.  586,  also  shortly  and  serab.  inaccurately  reported  1  Drew.  569.  See  also  Re  Eagles, 
Eagles  V.  Eagles,  W.  N.  1890,  p.  74.  Bat  where  the  annuity  was  to  be  parchased  m  fAs 
name  of  the  annuitant,  it  wa.^  held  that  a  gift  over  was  ineffectual,  and  the  annuitant  entitled 
abmlutely.    Hunt-Foulston  r.  Furber,  3  Ch.  D.  286. 

(A)  Bevley  v.  Bishop,  9  Ves.  6;  and  cases  n.  (rr),  sup.  See  also  Sootney  v.  Lomer,  29  Cli. 
D.  541,  5^2. 

(t)  Sup.  But  the  point  was  decided  otherwise  by  Malins,  V.-C,  Power  v.  Hame,  L.  R., 
8  F.Q.  26l 

(*)  In  re  Sanderson's  Trust,  3  K.  &  J.  487.  Compare  Beeror  v.  Partridge,  11  Sim.  229. 
If  the  whole  Income  is  needed  for  maintenance  the  result  is  the  same  as  u  then  were  aa 
absolute  trust,  Rudland  «.  Crosier,  2  De  G.  &  J.  143. 
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tborized  his  trustees  to  apply  any  sum  not  exceeding  a  stated  amount 
in  the  purchase  of  church  preferment  for  A.,  and  A.  died  before  any 
sum  had  been  so  applied ;  it  was  held  that  the  gift  failed ;  a  discre- 
tion was  vested  in  the  trustees  as  to  the  amount  of  the  legacy,  and  as 
to  the  mode  and  occasion  of  raising  it,  and  A.  could  not  in  his  lifetime 
have  claimed  payment  of  it  to  himself  (/).  But  as  soon  as  the  trus- 
tees exercise  their  discretion  by  making  a  purchase  for  the  object  of 
their  power,  the  thing  purchased  becomes  the  absolute  property  of 
the  latter  (m) ;  and  instead  of  applying  a  sum  specifically  the  trustees 
may  hand  it  over  to  the  object  (n). 

Where  the  motive  or  purpose  of  the  gift  is  the  benefit  of  other 
persons  as  well  as  the  primary  donee,  three  constructions  obtain,  ac- 
cording to  the  language  used.     The  purpose  may  be  so   y^^^^t  the 
peremptorily  expressed  as  to  constitute  a  perfect  trust ;   P"^PJ"«  "*^* 
or  may  be  such  as  to  leave  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  donee  ilone, 
the  primary  donee  the  quantum  of  benefit  to  be  commu-  three  con- 
nicated  to  the  other  persons,  provided  that  such  discre- 
tion is  honestly  exercised ;  or  lastly,  the  expression  of  motive  or  pur- 
pose may  be  merely  nugatory  and  not  operate  to  abridge  the  pre- 
vious absolute  gift  to  the  primary  donee.     In  the  following  cases, 
illustrating  these  distinctions,  the  decisions  will  be  found  on  exami- 
nation of  the  reports  to  turn  in  many  instances  on  minute  distinc- 
tions, which  it  would  require  too  much  space  to  particularize ;  and 
some  cases  will  be  found  almost  irreconcilable  with  others :  the  pre- 
ponderance, however,  seems  to  lean  in  favor  of  giving  the  primary 
donee  a  discretion  which  he  must  honestly  exercise,  or  in  default, 
subject  himself  to  the  control  of  the  Court,  with  a  tendency,  how- 
ever, rather  to  narrow  than  to  extend  the  effect  heretofore  ascribed  to 
words  expressing  the  purpose  or  motive  of  the  gift 

*  a.  As  to  the  cases  in  which  a  complete  trust  is  created.  [*370] 
A  gift  to  A.,  to  dispose  of  among  her  children  (o),  or  for 
bringiug  up  her  children  (p),  gives  A.  no  interest,  but  creates  a  com- 
plete trust  for  the  children.    And  in  Taylor  v.  Bacon  (q),   ^  ^^^  ^| 
where  the  testator  bequeathed  the  dividends  of  stock  to   complete 
R.,  the  wife  of  his  son  G.,  for  the  benefit  of  his  son  6.,  of  ^™'^' 
herself,  and  of  their  children,  and  after  the  decease  of  Q.,  the  stock 
to  remain  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  B.  and  her  children  during  her 
lifetime,  if  she  should  remain  a  widow ;  it  was  held  that  the  wife 
was  a  trustee  of  the  interest  for  herself,  her  husband,  and  children. 

(/)  Cowper  «.  Mantell,  8S  Beav.  891. 

(m)  Lawrie  v.  Bankee,  4  K.  &  J.  142.  (Committion  in  the  army  purchased,  and  Boon  after 
•old  by  the  object.) 

(n)  Mesaeena  v.  Carr,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  980;  Palmer  e.  Flower,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  S50.  In  the  latter 
cave  the  power  was  to  purchase  promotion  in  the  army,  and,  in  the  mean  time,  purchase  was 
abolisbea.    In  Re  Ward's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  727,  it  was  held  otherwise  in  case  of  a  deed. 

(o)  Blakeney  v.  Blakeney,6  Sim.  52. 

(p)  PJlcher  V.  Randall,  9  W.  R.  261. 

(7)  8  Sim.  100;  see  also  Chambers  e.  Atkins,  1  S.  &  St.  882;  Fowler  v.  Hunter,  8  T.  &  J. 
500;  Re  Oamac^s  Trust,  12  Jnr.  470;  Barnes  v.  Grant,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  92;  Bibbv  9,  Thompson, 
82  Beav.  646. 
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In  Jubber  v.  Jubber  (r),  the  bequest  was  to  the  testator's  wife  for 
the  benefit  of  herself  and  her  unmarried  children,  that  they  may  be 
comfortably  provided  for  **  as  long  as  my  wife  may  remain  in  this 
life/'  with  a  bequest  over  upon  her  death.  The  widow  and  unmarried 
daughters  were  held  to  be  entitled  in  equal  shares  to  the  income  dur- 
ing the  widow's  life,  whether  as  joint-tenants  or  tenants  in  common 
was  not  decided.  In  Wetherell  v,  Wilson  («),  the  testatrix,  under  a 
general  power,  bequeathed  a  sum  of  stock  in  trust  for  her  children 
at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  and  directed  the  trustees,  in  the  meantime, 
to  pay  the  interest  of  the  fund  to  her  husband,  in  order  the  better 
to  enable  him  to  maintain  the  children  of  the  marriage,  until  their 
shares  should  become  assignable  to  them.  Lord  Langdale  decided 
that  the  husband  took  nothing  beneficially,  but  was  bound  to  apply* 
the  income  for  the  benefit  of  the  children.  In  Wilson  v,  Mad- 
dison  (t),  the  testator  bequeathed  "  to  A.  W.,  with  her  little  girl  and 
two  little  boys,  for  their  joint  maintenance,  —  their  mother  to  have 
the  care  of  bringing  them  up  to  the  best  of  her  power,  till  they  are 
able  to  do  for  themselves,  —  301.  a  year,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  mother, 
as  above,  half-yearly,  as  may  best  suit ; "  and  it  was  held  that  the 
four  persons  were  constituted  joint-tenants,  and  that  while  three 
were  minors,  the  fourth,  being  an  adult,  should  receive  the  annuity 
for  their  maintenance  (u), 

b.  As  to  the  cases  in  which  the  Court  has  considered  the  primary  do- 
nee to  have  a  discretion  liable  to  be  controlled,  if  not  honestly 
[•371]  exercised  (x).  In  Hamley  v.  Gilbert  (y),  the  residue  *  was 
given  to  E.  G.  H.,  to  be  laid  out  and  expended  by  her  at  her 
discretion,  for  or  towards  the  education  of  her  son  F.  G.  H.,  and  that 
b.  Carcs  io  ^^^  should  not  at  any  time  thereafter  be  liable  and  sub- 
which  there  is  ject  to  account  to  her  said  son  or  to  any  other  person 
liable  to  be  whatever  for  the  disposal  or  application  of  such  residue 
controlled.  ^j.  ^ny  part  thereof.  It  was  held  that  E.  G.  H,  was  ab- 
solutely entitled  to  the  residue,  subject  to  a  trust,  to  apply  a  part  to 
the  education  of  her  son  during  his  minority  («),  and  it  was  referred 


ii 


0  Sim.  608. 

1  Kee.  80. 

2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  879. 


u\  See  also  Re  Harris,  7  Exch.  844. 

\z)  The  mode  and  extent  of  interference  exercised  bj  the  Court  depend  on  the  will  in  each 
case.    See  Castle  v.  Castle,  1  De  O.  &  J.  862. 


(y)  Jac.  864. 


[ft)  In  Knapp  v.  Nores,  Amb.  S69.  Lord  Camden  it  reported  as  baring  said  that  "main- 
tenance and  education  are  confined  to  minority.'*  Ana  in  Gardner  v.  Barker,  2  Eq.  Rep. 
888, 18  Jar.  608»  Wood,  V.-C.,  avowedly  ba^in^  nis  dirision  on  the  dictum  of  Tx>rd  Camden, 
held  that  a  fdft  for  maintenance  and  education  mn^t  of  itself  imply  that  it  was  oulr  to  last 
daring  minority,  though  not  in  tenns  so  contiued.  Bat  in  Soamf^s  v.  Martin,  10  Sim.  287, 
where  a  testator  directed  a  sum  of  money  to  be  applied  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
an  infant  nephew,  but  made  no  disposiuon  of  the  principal,  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V'.-C..  hfld  that 
the  nephew  wa«  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  fand  during  his  life.  And  in  Wilkins  «.  God- 
sail,  18  Ch.  D.  664.  Hall,  V.-C.,  approved  of  and  followed  this  decision,  pointing  out  that  tlia 
decision  in  Gardner  t.  Barker  was  based  on  the  mistaken  assumption  that  the  dictum  of 
Lord  Camden  (which  was  evidently  referable  to  the  cironmitanct  of  that  particiilar  case), 
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to  the  master  to  inquire  what  would  be  a  sufficient  sum  to  be  appro- 
priated for  that  purpose.     In  Gilbert  v.  Bennett  (a),  the  testator  be- 
queathed all  his  property  to  his  wife  and  two  other  persons  in  trust, 
to  pay  the  income  to  his  wife  for  the  education  and  support  of  his 
children  by  her ;  but  none  of  his  property  was  to  be  disposed  of,  but 
the  income  arising  therefrom  to  be  applied  as  above,  to  their  main- 
tenance and  support,  and  advancement  in  life  and  support  of  his 
children ;  and  after  her  death,  he  gave  the  property  to  be  divided 
among  his  children.     The  Y.-C.  said,  the  natural  construction  of  the 
will  was,  that  the  testator  intended  the  whole  of  the  income  to  be 
paid  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  to  impose  on  her  the  burden  of 
maintaining  and  educating  the  children  out  of  it.     In  Hadow  v. 
Hadow  (b)y  Leach  v.  Leach  (e),  Browne  v.  Paull  (d),  and  Longmore 
V.  Elcum  (e),  words  nearly  similar  received  the  same  construction. 
It  appears,  as  the  result  of  these  authorities,  that  where   Result  of  the 
the  interest  of  the  children's  legacies  is  given  to  a  parent  authorities, 
to  be  applied  for  or  towards  their  maintenance  and  education 
•  there,  in  the  absence  of  anything  indicating  a  contrary  in-  [*372] 
tention,  the  parent  takes  the  interest  subject  to  no  account, 
provided  only  that  he  discharges  the  duty  imposed  upon  him  of 
maintaining  and  educating  the  children  (/)  ;  and  that  a  contrary  in- 
tention is  not  indicated  by  a  direction,  that  in  case  of  the  parent's 
death,  other  trustees  should  make  the  application  of  the  fund,  in 
which  case,  however,  such  trustees   would   take    nothing    benefi- 
cially (g). 

In  Crockett  v.  Crockett  (A),  where  the  testator  directed  that  all  his 
property  should  be  at  the  disposal  of  his  wife  for  herself  and  children, 
the  only  point  decided  was  that  the  wife  and  children  Crockett ». 
were  not  joint  tenants  ;  but  Lord  Cottenham  was  of  Crockett, 
opinion  that  the  wife  had  a  personal  interest  in  the  fund,  and  that  as 
between  herself  and  her  children  she  was  either  a  trustee  with  a  large 
discretion  as  to  the  application  of  it,  or  had  a  power  in  favor  of  the 

was  intended  to  be  of  general  application.    It  mar,  however,  be  regarded  as  settled  that 
where  the  income  of  a  land  is,  expressly  or  by  implication,  directed  to  be  applied  for  the 


vp;  uaanam  v.  juee,  i  k.  &  My.  631.  As  to  cesser  of  the  trust  on  marriage  of  a  daughter, 
see  Camden  v,  Benson,  cit.  8  Beav.  350;  Bowden  v.  Laing,  14  Sim.  138;  Cbtt  v.  Livinir,  28 
Beav.  644,  83  Beav.  474;  Scott  r.  Key,  35  Beay.  -291. 

irt)  10  Sim.  371. 
b)  9  Sim.  438. 
e)  13  Sim.  304. 
d)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  92;  see  also  Bowden  v.  Laing,  14  Sim.  113. 
e)  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  363. 
/)  Per  Lord  Cranworth,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  103.    See  Farr  v.  Hennis,  44  L.  T.  202:  Be  Moore, 
Moore  v.  Roche,  W.  K.,  1886,  p.  25.  »  i  -t 

(a)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  at  p.  105. 

(h)  2  Phil.  653,  reversing  the  decision^  5  Hare,  326  (which  seems  to  have  proceeded  on 
tome  misapprehension  of  the  decree,  1  Hare,  451).  See  also  Scott  9,  Key,  35  Beav.  291^ 
Armstrong  v,  Armstrong,  L.  R.,  7  £q.  518. 
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children,  subject  to  a  life  estate  in  herself.  The  former  construction 
would  have  been  the  more  consistent  with  the  previous  authorities. 
The  latter  would  not  only  have  introduced  a  limitation  of  the  wife's 
interest  not  expressed  in  the  will,  but  would  have  left  that  diminished 
interest  still  subject  to  the  charge  of  maintaining  the  children.  A 
"recommendation"  not  to  diminish  the  principal  but  to  vest  it  in 
government  or  freehold  securities,  has  been  held  to  require  this  con- 
struction  (t). 

In  Raikes  v.  Ward  (k),  the  gift  was  to  the  testator's  wife,  "  to  the 
intent  she  may  dispose  of  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  our 
Raikes  v.  children  in  such  manner  as  she  may  deem  most  advan- 

Ward.  tageous."    The  Court,  in  deciding  against  the  claim  of 

the  children  to  an  absolute  interest,  said,  it  could  not  deprive  the 
widow  of  the  honest  exercise  of  the  discretion  which  the  testator  had 
Other  cases.      ^®s*®^  ^^  ^^^f  ^^  wfuse  its  assistance  to  inquire  into  or 

sanction  any  reasonable  arrangements  which  she  might 
desire  to  make.  Expressions  somewhat  similar  to  those  found  in 
the  last  two  cases  have  received  the  same  construction  in  the  cases 
of  Conolly  v.  Farrell  (I),  Woods  v.  Woods  (m),  and  Costabadie    v. 

Gostabadie  (n). 
[•373]  •  In  several  cases  (o),  the  Court  has  held  the  donee  entitled 
Th  d  h  ^  receive  the  legacy  or  dispose  of  the  property  devised 
been  allowed  Or  bequeathed,  and  receive  the  proceeds,  without  saying 
ic  m'*  with'^t  ^'^^^^^^  ^®  ^^  absolutely  entitled  or  bound  honestly  to 
bis  interest  exercisc  a  discretionary  trust.  In  such  cases  it  was 
being  declared,   j^erely  decided  that  there  was  no  absolute  trust. 

But  here,  as  in  the  case  of  precatory  trusts,  if  the  property  is  given 

in  the  first  instance  for  the  absolute  benefit,  or  to  be  at  the  disposal 

.  of  the  donee,  especially  if  such  donee  be  the  parent,  no 

where  given  in  trust  will  be  created  by  subsequent  words  showing  that 

^^tmstAnce      ^^q  maintenance  of  the  children  was  a  motive  of  the 

gift.  And,  although  it  is  not  directly  denied  that  the 
Court  may  control  the  execution  of  a  trust  where  the  shares  of  the 
beneficiaries  are  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  donee  (for  the  Court  is 
in  the  constant  habit  of  ascertaining  the  amount  required  for  main- 
tenance of  children),  yet  increased  weight  is  given  to  that  indefinite- 
ness  as  showing  that  no  trust  whatever  was  intended.  Thus,  in 
Lambe  v.  Eames  (p),  where  a  testator  gave  his  estate  to  his  widow 

(0  Hart  9.  Tribe,  18  Beav.  215;  bat  see  per  Tomer,  L.  J.,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  418. 

(k)  1  Hare,  445. 

(0  8  Beav.  847. 

(m)  1  My.  &  Cr.  401. 

(»)  6  Hare,  410;  and  see  Cowman  «.  Harrison,  10  Hara,  S84;  Smith  «.  Smith,  9  Jar.  K.  8. 
967;  Godfrey  t?.  Godfrey,  2  N.  R.  16;  Dixon  r.  Dixon,  VV'.  N.  1876,  p.  225. 

(o)  Cooper «.  Thornton,  8  B.  C.  C.  96;  Robinson  v.  Tickell,  8  Yes.  142;  Woods  v.  Woods, 
IMv.  &  Cr.  401;  Wood  v.  Richardson,  4  Beav.  174;  Pratt  e.  Charch,  ib.  177;  Briggs  v. 
Sharp,  L.  R.  20  Kq.  317. 

ip)  L.  R.,  6  Oh.  597.  See  also  Haclcett  «.  Hackett  L.  R.,  14  Eg.  48;  Be  Adams  and 
Kensington  Yestxy,  24  Ch.  D.  199.    Bat  see  Scott  e.  Key,  35  Bear.  SBl. 
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''  to  be  at  her  disposal  in  any  way  she  may  think  best  for  the  benefit 
of  herself  and  family ; "  the  widow  made  a  will  disposing  of  part  of 
her  husband's  estate,  and  giving  an  interest  therein  to  a  natural  son 
of  one  of  his  children ;  and  the  questions  were  whether  there  was  a 
trusty  and  if  there  was,  whether  it  had  been  duly  executed.  Crockett 
V.  Crockett^  and  other  cases  cited  aboye,  were  pressed  on  the  Court ; 
but  with  reference  to  them  Sir  W.  James,  L.  J.,  expressed  a  strong 
disapproval  of  the  ^officious  kindness''  of  the  Court  in  interposing 
trusts  where  none  were  intended,  and  said,  "  If  the  case  stood  alone, 
I  should  say  that  no  sufficient  trust  was  declared  by  the  will ;  but  if 
there  be  any  such  obligation,  I  think  it  has  been  fairly  discharged  by 
the  way  in  which  she  (the  widow)  has  made  her  will"  (q). 

c.  Lastly,  as  to  cases  where  the  primary  donee  was 
held  to  be  absolutely  entitled.  pjimaiy  donee 

In  Brown  v.  Casamajor  (r),  a  legacy  was  given  to  a  ^^td**^*"^^^ 
father,  the  better  to  enable  him  to  provide  for  his 
younger  children.    The  *  &ther  consented  to  secure  the  prin-  [*374] 
oipal  for  the  benefit  of  his  younger  children,  but  the  Court, 
on  his  petition  held  him  entitled  to  the  past  arrears  of  interest 
The  report  suggests  no  reason  for  this  decision,  but  Brown  v. 
that  which  appears  to  be  the  reasonable  one,  viz.,  that  ^^•"•™*i«'* 
the  legacy  was  origiually  absolute  to  the  father,  and  remained  so 
except  so  far  as  his  consent  to  settle  it  had  deprived  him  of  his 
interest. 

Again,  in  Hammond  v.  Neame  (s)  there  was  a  gift  to  a  trustee  of  a 
sum  of  stock,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  the  testator's  niece, 
"for  and  towards  the  maintenance,  education,  and  bring-  Hammond  v. 
ing  up  of  all  and  every  her  children,  until  he,  she,  or  Keame. 
they  shall  attain  twenty-one ; "  and  then  the  stock  was  given  equally 
among  them.  The  niece  having  no  children  at  the  testator^s  death,  it 
was  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  interest  of  the  stock. 

So,  in  Benson  v.  Whittam  (t),  a  testator  bequeathed  certain  annu- 
ities to  be  paid  out  of  any  money  arising  from  whatever  dividends 
he  might  die  possessed  of  in  the  Bank  of  England,  and  Benson  v. 
the  residue  of  the  dividends  to  his  brother  A.  (to  enable  Whitum. 
him  to  assist  such  of  the  children  of  the  testator's  deceased  brother 
F.  as  he  might  find  deserving  of  encouragement),  to  be  paid  to  the 
several  persons  as  they  became  due.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  decided 
that  the  words  in  the  parenthesis  did  not  raise  any  trust  in  favor  of 
the  children  of  F. ;  they  merely  expressed  the  motive  or  cause  of 
the  gift,  and  he  commented  on  other  passages  corroborating  this 
conclusion. 

(a)  In  Willis  v.  Kjrmer,  7  Ch.  D.  181,  a  imeatory  tmst  for  children,  tfmpliciter,  wai  held 
well  ezecnted  in  renrd  to  danghton  br  limiting  their  shares  to  their  sepanute  use. 
<r)  4  Ves.  498. 
h)  1  Sw.  35. 
(I)  5  Sim.  8S. 
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In  Thorp  v.  Owen  («),  the  testator  desired  that  eyerything  should 
remam  in  its  present  position  daring  the  lifetime  of  his  wife,  and 
Thorp  9.  after  her  decease  gave  his  real  and  personal  property  to 

<>^"*'»«  other  persons,  and  then  added,  "  I  give  the  above  devise 

to  my  wife,  that  she  may  support  herself  and  her  children  according 
to  her  discretion  and  for  that  purpose."  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C.,  de- 
cided that  the  widow  took  absolutely  for  her  life.  He  said,  **  The 
cases  should  be  considered  under  two  heads ;  first,  those  in  which  the 
Court  has  read  the  will  as  giving  an  absolute  interest  to  the  legatees, 
and  as  expressing  also  the  testator's  motive  for  the  gift ;  and,  sec- 
ondly, those  cases  in  which  the  Court  has  read  the  will  as  declaring  a 
trust  upon  the  fund  or  part  of  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  legatee  (x). 
A  legacy  to  A.,  the  better  to  enable  him  to  pay  his  debts, 
[*375]  expresses  the  motive  for  the  testator's  bounty,  but  *  certainly 
creates  no  trust  which  the  creditors  of  A.  could  enforce  in 
this  Court ;  and  again,  a  legacy  to  A.,  the  better  to  enable  him  to 
maintain  or  educate  and  provide  for  his  family,  must,  in  the  abstract, 
be  subject  to  a  like  construction.  It  is  a  legacy  to  the  individual, 
with  the  motive  only  pointed  out.  This  is  very  clearly,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  rightly  laid  down  by  the  Y.-G.  in  Benson  v.  Whittam  ;  and 
the  cases  of  Andrews  v.  Partington  (y)y  Brown  v.  Casamajor,  and 
Hammond  v.  Keame,  illustrate  the  same  principle.  At  the  same 
time,  a  legacy  to  a  parent,  upon  trust  to  be  by  him  applied,  or  in 
trust  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  his  children,  will  certainly 
give  the  children  a  right,  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  to  enforce  their 
natural  claims  against  the  parent  in  respect  of  the  fund  on  which 
the  trust  is  declared."  And  the  V.-C.  added  («):  "If  you  give 
property  to  persons  to  accomplish  an  object,  increasing  their  fundsj 
so  that  they  might  be  better  able  to  do  it,  that  is,  in  point  of  facl^ 
a  gift  to  them,  and  there  is  no  trust  which  others  can  enforce." 
This  is  an  important  distinction,  clear  in  principle,  but  often  difficult 
of  application. 

In  Biddies  v.  Biddies  (a),  under  a  gift  to  A.,  to  bring  up  and  main- 
tain B.,  A  was  held  to  be  absolutely  entitled.  And  in  Byne  v.  Black- 
Beqnent  to  A.  bum  (5),  where  the  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of  money  to 
to  maintain  B.  trustees,  in  trust  after  the  death  of  his  daughter  M.,  to 
pay  the  dividends  to  her  husband  during  his  life,  "  nevertheless  to  he 
hy  him  applied  for  or  towards  the  maintenance,  education,  or  benefit 
of  the  children  of  M.,"  it  was  held  that  no  trust  was  created  in  favor 
of  the  children,  and  that  A.  was  entitled  absolutely  for  his  life  -  on 


(«)  2  Hare,  607. 

{xS  This  second  head  has  in  the  text  been  split  into  two  divisioBi. 

<«)  2  Cox,  823.    Compare  Bans  v.  Fewkes,  2  H.  &  M.  60. 

(2)  2  Hare,  614. 

(a)  16  Sim.  1 ;  see  also  Berkeley  v.  Swinbame,  6  Sim.  618 ;  Oakes  v.  Stracbr,  18  SiiA. 
414;  Leif^h  v.  Leigh,  12  Jar.  907;  'Jones  r.  Greatwood,  16  Bear.  528;  Hart  v.  Tribe,  18  Beav. 
815  (as  to  the  100/) ;  Wheeler  v.  Smith,  1  Gif.  300  ;  Howarth  v.  Dewell,  29  Beav.  18. 

(6)  26  Bear.  41.    See  also  the  judgment  in  Lambe  «.  Barnes,  L.  B.,  6  Gli.  587. 
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the  ground  that  if  the  testator  had  intended  A.  to  be  merely  a  trostee, 
he  would  not  have  made  the  bequest  in  the  first  instance  to  other 
trustees ;  and  that  where  there  is  a  gift  to  a  parent,  coupled  with  a 
direction  that  he  shall  perform  certain  parental  duties  (which  are 
legal  obligations  as  regards  a  father,  but  are  merely  moral  obligations 
in  the  case  of  a  mother),  it  is  a  gift  to  and  a  beneficial  interest  in  the 
person  to  whom  it  is  made.  Yet  nothing  is  more  common  in  trusts 
for  the  maintenauce  of  children,  than  to  direct  the  trustees  to 
pay  the  money  over  to  the  ♦children's  guardian,  to  be  by  [*376] 
him  applied  for  their  benefit ;  and  with  regard  to  the  second 
reason,  it  is  dif&cult  to  reconcile  it  with  Sir  J.  Wigram's  remarks 
cited  above. 

Such  then,  is  the  long  train  of  decisions  arising  from  the  neglect  of 
testators  clearly  to  distinguish  between  expressions  which  are  meant 
to  impose  a  trust  or  obligation,  and  those  which  are  in-  Remarks  upon 
tended  merely  to  inculcate  the  discharge  of  a  moral  duty,  ^^  ^^®"- 
or  point  out  the  motive  of  the  gift.  At  one  period  the  Courts  seem  to 
have  been  so  astute  in  detecting  an  intention  to  create  a  trust  when 
wrapped  in  the  disguise  of  vague  and  ambiguous  expressions,  as 
almost  to  take  from  a  testator  the  power  of  intimating  a  wish  without 
creating  an  obligation,  unless,  indeed,  by  the  use  of  words  distinctly 
negativing  the  contrary  construction.  But  though  a  sounder  princi- 
ple now  prevails,  the  practitioner  will  perceive,  in  the  state  of  the 
authorities,  the  strongest  incentiye  to  caution  in  the  employment  of 
words  which  may  give  rise  to  a  question  of  this  nature.  If  a  trust  is 
intended  to  be  created,  this  should  be  done  in  clear  and  explicit  terms ; 
and  if  not,  any  request  or  exhortation  which  the  testator  may  choose 
to  introduce,  should  be  accompanied  by  a  declaration,  that  no  trust  or 
legal  obligation  is  intended  to  be  imposed. 

Sometimes  a  testator's  recommendation  in  favor  of  a  third  person 
is  not  of  a  nature  to  create  a  simple  absolute  trust  for  3,  Directioiia 
his  benefit,  but  has  for  its  object  the  placing  or  continu-  astotenaDcies, 
ance  of  such  person  in  some  office  or  ^capacity  connected  of^parTicaiar 
with  the  property  that  is  the  subject  of  disposition,  in-  peraons,  &c. 
volving  the  performance  of  a  certain  duty.    As  where  a  Direction  to 
testator  directs  that  the  tenants  of  the  devised  property  to^ntinae^in 
shall  be  allowed  to  continue  in  its  occupation,  either  with  occupaUon; 
or  without  a  condition  or  restriction  as  to  rent,  cultivation,  &c. 

As  in  Tibbits  v,  Tibbits  (c),  where  a  testator  made  a  devise  to 
his  son,  recommending  him  to  continue  his  cousins  A.  and  B. "  in  the 
occupation  of  their  respective  farms  in  the  county  of  W.  as  hereto- 
fore, and  so  long  as  they  continue  to  manage  the  same  in  a  good  and 
husbandlike  manner,  and  to  duly  pay  their  rents,"  it  was  held  to  be  a 
trust  for  the  cousins,  who  had  been  tenants  at  will. 

(c)  19  Yet.  656.    Compare  Qoayle  «.  DaTidson,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C  968. 
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It  has  been  xnaoh  discussed  whether  a  direction  or  injonction  to 
employ  a  particular  agent  or  steward  imposes  on  the  devisee 
[*377]  *  an  obligation  in  the  nature  of  a  trust  in  favor  of  thb  person 
80  named,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  implied  condition  to  faith- 
— to  em  1  a  ^^^^  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office.  Thus,  in  Hib- 
particuUr  bcrt  V.  Hibbert  {d),  the  testator,  whose  only  real  estates 
8tewBrd,&c.  ygtrere  in  Jamaica,  directed  that  his  friend  H.  should  be 
Hibbert «.         appointed  receiver  of  his  real  and  personal  estates,  adding 

that  he  made  this  appoiutment  for  the  sake  of  benefiting 
H.  in  a  pecuniary  point  of  view.  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.,  held  that  BL 
was  entitled  to  be  receiver,  agent,  and  consignee  for  the  Jamaica  es- 
tates, upon  his  personal  recognizance,  without  (as  would  have  been 
required  if  he  had  not  been  appointed  by  the  testator)  giving  the  usual 
security. 

So,  in  Williams  v.  Corbet  («),  where  a  testator  devised  his  estates 
to  trustees  upon  trust  to  let  the  same,  and  apply  the  rents  in  paying 
Williams  v.  off  Certain  incumbrances,  and  appointed  A.  to  be  auditor 
Corbet.  Qf  ^]^q  accounts  during  the  execution  of  the  trusts,  and 

directed  the  trustees  to  pay  him  the  usual  annual  remuneration ;  Sir 
L.  Shadwell,  V.-G.,  held  that  the  trustees  were  not  justified  in  re- 
moving A.  from  the  office,  there  being  no  imputation  on  his  conduct, 
for  that  he  had  as  much  right  to  be  the  auditor  as  any  one  of  the 
devisees  had  to  the  estates. 

On  the  other  hand  in  Lawless  t;.  Shaw  (/),  where  a  testator,  after 
devising  his  estates,  charged  with  certain  annuities,  to  his  friend 
Lawless  v.  William  Shaw  for  life,  with  remainders  over  in  strict  set- 
Shaw,  tlement,  and  after  bequeathing  to  his  friend  and  agent 
B.  E.  Lawless  lOOZ.  as  a  token  of  the  testator's  esteem  for  him,  de- 
clared it  to  be  his  particular  desire  that  Shaw  should  continue  Law- 
less in  the  receipt  and  management  of  the  devised  estates, 
em™ioy*a  ^  a^d  likewise  should  employ  and  retain  him  in  the  agency 
P^rtic^ar         and  management  of  lands  to  be  purchased  in  pursuance 

of  the  will,  at  the  usual  fees  allowed  to  agents,  he  having 
acted  for  the  testator  since  he  became  possessed  of  the  estate  fully 
to  his  satisfaction;  Soon  after  the  testator's  decease,  Shaw  dismissed 
Lawless  from  his  office  as  land-agent,  but  without  impeaching  his 
character  or  capacity.  Lawless  filed  a  bill  against  Shaw,  claiming 
to  be  reinstated,  which  was  dismissed  by  Lord  Plunket ;  whose  de- 
cree, however,  was  upon  a  rehearing  reversed  by  his  successor,  Sir 
E.  Sugden.  This  decision  was,  however,  reversed,  and  that  of 
Lord  Plunket  established  in  the  House  of  Lords  (^),  on  the  ground 


(d)  3  Mer.  681.    See  also  Saanders  «.  Rotherham,  8  Glf.  666  (direetfon  to  oontinne  testa- 
tor's trade  and  employ  A.  as  manager). 
ie)  8  Sim.  848. 
')  1  Ll.  &  0. 164. 
0  Sbaw  «.  Lawless,  6  Gl.  &  Fin.  199.    See  also  Finden  «.  Stephens,  2  PhiL  148. 
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*  that  a  gift  of  an  estate  to  one  person  is  inconsistent  with  a  [*3783 
direction  that  another  should  have  the  management  of  it. 

So,  a  direction  in  a  will  that  a  particular  person  ''shall  be  the  so- 
licitor to  my  estate  and  to  my  said  trustees  in  the  management  and 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  my  will ''  has  been  held  not  to 
impose  any  trust  or  duty  on  the  trustees  to  continue  such  person  as 
their  solicitor  (A). 

(k)  Fof  ter  «.  Ebsley,  19  Oh.  D.  518. 


Note. 
Gift  over  of  ^^Wtaat  rsmaim."    CtetAlogna  of  Baoent  Oaaat. 


By  ftr  the  most  common  ease  of  uncer- 
tainty touching  the  subject  of  gift,  t.  «.,  the 
thing  giren,  is  the  case  of  a  gift  in  what 
woaM  be  a  fee,  or  a  gift  absolute,  but  for  the 
words  alleged  to  have  the  effect  to  cut  down 
the  estate;  and  of  such  cases  the  most  com- 
mon and  often  the  most  perplexing  example 
is  that  of  an  attempt  to  give  to  another 
"what  remains,"  "what  is  left,"  "what  is 
undisposed  of,*'  or  the  like,  after  the  death 
of  the  first  taker.  A  multitude  of  decisions 
involve  this  question  in  one  form  or  another. 
An  attempt  simplv  to  catalogue  the  recent 
cases  by  states  will  be  made  in  this  note.  In 
a  subject  like  this  there  is  little  choice;  either 
the  method  suggested  must  be  adopted,  or  the 
subject  must  be  passed  over  with  unsatisfac- 
tory remarks  on  the  state  of  the  cases.  It  is 
thou||fht  that  the  better  course  will  be  to  give 
a  brief  synopsis  of  the  several  cases,  omit- 
ting from  the  quotations  out  of  the  wills,  how- 
ever, words  unnecessary  to  the  sense. 

Gift  to  testator's  wife  of  all  his  personalty 
•0  long  as  she  remains  his  widow,  and  at  the 
end  of  that  time  the  whole  "  or  whatever  re- 
mains '*  to  his  daughter.  Widow  takes  dur- 
ing widowhood.  Giles  v.  Little,  104  U.  S. 
991,  laying  down  the  rule  that  when  a  power 
of  disposal  accompanies  a  gift  for  life,  the 
power  is  limited  to  such  disposition  as  a  life 
tenant  can  make,  unless  other  words  mdicate 
a  purpose  to  create  a  larger  power. 

Gift  to  wife  for  life  of  all  testator^s  propertv, 
with  limitation  over  of  "  all  that  shall  remain 
over  and  shall  not  have  been  used  up  by  her, 
or  be  dead  or  destro^'ed."  Widow  takes  a  I ife 
estate  only.  Pendley  v.  Madison,  83  Ala.  4S4 
(citing  Weathers  v,  Patterson,  80  AJa.  404; 
Denson  v.  Mitchell,  96  Ala.  360). 

Gift  for  life  without  liability  to  account, 
with  gift  over  of  what  may  remain  undis- 
posed of  or  unused,  and  with  general  power 
of  disposal  in  the  first  laker.  First  Uker 
takes  absolutely.  Bolmau  v.  1/ohman,  79 
Ala.  63  (citing  Weathers  v.  Patterson,  30 
Ala.  404:  Flinn  v,  Davis,  18  Ala.  189;  Bar- 
ford  V.  Street,  10  Yes.  185;  Hollowav  v. 
Clarkson,  9  Hare,  691;  Morris  v,  Phaler.  1 
Watts,  889  ;  Kinjg  v.  King,  19  Ohio,  390, 474.) 

''Estate  remaining "  construed  to  mean, 


not  a  remainder  in  technical  sense,  but  what 
was  left.    Chase  «.  Cartright,  53  Ark.  358. 

Gift  of  all  testatrix*s  property  without 
qualification  to  A.  G.  S. ;  tne  will,  after  ap- 
pointing her  husband  executor,  providing 
that  he  shall  "  have  his  support  out  of  the 
property^  and  may  dispose  of  any  or  all  of  it 
if  necessarv  for  his  support.  All  that  remains 
at  his  death  is  to  be  given  as  above  written  to 
A.  G.  S.,  she  to  have  the  control  and  use  during 
her  life."  A.  G.  S.  takes  a  life  estate,  on  the 
death  of  the  husband;  the  husband  to  have 
possession  and  control  for  the  purpose  stated, 
and  may  appropriate  enough  to  support  with 
him  a  second  wife  whom  he  has  since  taken. 
Webb  V.  Goodnoughj  53  Conn.  916. 

General  devise,  with  power  of  sale  or  dis- 
posal, passes  a  fee  even  though  there  be  a 
gift  of  the  remainder,  especially  if  the  re- 
mainder is  described  as  "what  remains.** 
State  V.  Smith.  59  Conn.  557  (citing  McKen- 
zie*s  Appeal,  41  Conn.  607;  Lewis  v.  Palmer, 
46  Conn.  454). 

Power  of  sale  added  to  a  life  estate  will  not 
raise  the  estate  to  a  fee,  nor  will  the  added 
words '  *  what  remains  unexpended.'*  Walker 
9.  Pritchard,  191  111.  991.  See  Jenkins  v. 
Compton,  193  Ind.  117;  Wood  v.  Robertson, 
113  Ind.  393. 

Gift  of  land  and  personalty  to  testator's 
wife  "to  have  and  tohold,  or  to  dispose  of  so 
much  of  the  snme  as  she  may  need  or  wish 
to  use  during  her  lifetime.  .  .  .  And  after 
her  death,  if  there  is  anything  left,**  then  to 
others.  Widow  takes  absolutely;  the  words 
"  if  anything  is  left  *'  not  limited  to  personal 
estate.  Henderson  v.  Blsckbum,  104  111.  927 
(distinguishing  Siegwald  v.  Siegwald,  87  111. 
430;  Green  v.  Hewitt,  97  111.  113;  Giles  v. 
Little,  104  U.  S.  991;  Blanchard  v,  Blan- 
chard,  1  Allen,  993.  See  also  Paine  v.  Barnes, 
100  Mass.  470). 

"  To  my  wife  the  farm  on  which  we  now 
reside  .  .  . ;  also  all  my  personHl  property  of 
every  description  so  long  as  she  remains'my 
widow ;  at  the  expiration  of  that  time  the 
whole,  or  whatever  remains,  to  descend  to  my 
daughter.**  Widow  take^  an  interest  In  both 
realty  and  personalty  terminable  at  her  mar- 
riage; "  whatever  remains  **  applying  only  to 
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the  penontlty  irhich  mieht  b«  coiuiiiiied  or 
lost.    Green  v,  Hewitt.  97  111.  113. 

Gift  to  testator*^  wife  of  real  and  personal 
estate  for  life,  with  provision  that  what  re- 
mained unoonsomed  at  her  death  should  go  to 
his  children.  Widow  takes  life  estate,  with 
power  to  conver  in  fee.  Silvers  v,  Canary, 
10»  Iiid.  287  (cftini;  Clark  v.  Middlesworth, 
82  Ind  240  i  Van  Gorder  «.  Smith,  99  Ind. 
404). 

To  testator's  wife  for  her  use  for  life,  per- 
sonalty, with  power  to  control  and  manage 
it;  at  her  death  all  that  remained  to  go  to 
others  Widow  takes  life  estate,  but  has  not 
an  absolute  power  of  disposal ,  the  words  '*  for 
her  use  "  being  inconsistent  with  such  a  power 
Goudie  v.  Johnston,  109  lud.  427  (citing 
Smith  V.  Bell,  6  Peters,  68;  Brandt  e.  Viigi- 
nia  Coal  Co.,  93  U.  S.  826,  Henderson  v. 
Blackburn,  104  III.  227;  Whitcomb  v.  Taylor, 
122  Mass.  243,  Fame  v.  Barnes,  100  llass. 
470 ;  Baxter e.  Bowyer,  19  Ohio  St.  490,  Stuart 
t.  Walker,  72  Maine,  145;  Terry  v.  Wiggins, 
47  N.  T.  612,  Gregory  v.  CowgiU,  19  Mo. 
415.  Hull  V.  Culver,  84  Conn.  4(»). 

To  testator's  wife  all  his  property,  real  and 
personal,  for  life,  **and  at  her  death  if  any- 
thing should  remain,  the  same  to  be  divided 
among  my  heirs-at-law  "  Widow  takes  a 
life-  estate,  with  power  to  convey  in  fee. 
Clark  V.  Middleswonh,  82  lud.  240. 

Gift  of  land  without  qualification,  a  provi- 
sion disposing  of  what  is  left  after  the  death 
of  the  devisee  following.  Devisee  takes  in 
fee.    Hallida:^  «  Stickler,  79  Iowa,  388 

**  To  my  wife  all  my  estate  both  personal 
and  real  dfuring  her  natural  life,  and  after  her 
death  all  the  property  aforesaid  to  her  be- 
queathed, or  so  much  thereof  as  may  remain 
unexpended,  to  be  equally  divided  among." 
&c.  By  codicil  his  wife's  mother  was  to  be 
supported  out  of  the  property  given  to  his 
wife.  Wjdow  takes  a  life  estate  m  the  land. 
Greve  v.  Camery,  69  Iowa,  220. 

Gift  to  testator's  wife  for  her  sole  use  and 
benefit,  and  for  the  rearing  of  his  minor 
children.  **And  it  is  my  wish,  desire,  and 
bequest  that  at  her  death  all  that  remains  of 
my  said  real  and  personal  property  and  its 
rents,  issuejv  and  increase,  shall  fall  to" 
his  heirs,  widow  takes  a  life  estate.  Wil- 
liams V.  McKinnev,  84  Kans.  514  (distinguish* 
ing  Campbell  r.  ^aumont,  94  N.  Y.  4o4,  on 
the  ground  that  *'  my  wish,  desire,  and  be- 
quest," was  only  recommendatory.  Sed 
quaere). 

**  To  my^  wife  all  my  property,  real  and 
personal,  giving  her  the  right  to'sell  and  re- 
invest, as  she  may  desire,  any  part  of  the 
same  for  her  own  separate  use  and  benefit ; 
and  at  her  death  the  estate  undisposed  of  to 

fro  to  my  three  daughters."    Widow  takes  a 
ife  estate.    Anderson  v.  Hall,  80  Ky.  91. 
But  there  were  some  other  provisions. 

Gift  of  things  to  be  consumed  in  use  is 
absolute,  thongn  professing  to  be  for  life  or 
specified  term.  If  not  to  be  consumed,  the 
viterior  legatee,  if  there  is  a  gift  over,  will 
take  them  as  they  are  at  the  end  of  the  prior 
estate.  Major  v.'Henidon,  78  Ky.  123.  See 
Mansfield  r.  Mansfield,  76  Biaine,  509;  In  re 
Yates,  99  N.  Y.  94. 


"  To  my  wife  all  the  ntt  and  lesidne  of 
my  real  estate.  But  on  her  decease  the 
remainder  thereof  I  |^ve  and  devise  to  'mr 
children  or  their  heirs  respectively,  to  ^e 
divided  in  equal  ehares  oetween  them." 
Widow  takes  in  fee;  the  devise  over  void. 
Mitchell  V,  Morse,  77  Maine,  423.  Mere 
devise  over  of  a  remainder  will  not  cut  down 
the  estate  thus  given  to  the  first  taker.  Id. 
(citing  Jones  v.  Bacon,  68  Maine,  34;  Stuart 
9.  Walker,  72  Maine,  145). 

To  testatitr's  wife  gift  of  land  **  during  her 
life  for  her  maintenance,  but  not  to  sell  the 
same,  the  said  real  estate  to  go  to  J.  M.  at  her 
death  if  anv  remains."  The  last  three  words 
are  inconsistent  with  the  ^ift,  and  void. 
Birmingham  v.  Leson,  76  Maine,  482.  Secus 
where  a  power  of  disposal  is  given.  Id.  (cit- 
ing Warren  V.  Webb,  68  Maine,  185). 

On  the  construction  of  *'  what  remains," 
Smith  V.  Bell,  6  Peters,  68;  considered  over- 
ruled **  in  its  advanced  position."  Copeland 
V.  Barron,  72  Maine,  206. 

To  testator's  wife  the  residue  "to  her  own 
use  and  behoof  forever,"  but  **  if  an^  of  the 
property  which  I  htve  given  my  wife  shall 
not  be  expended  by  her  for  her  own  support 
and  maintenance  during  her  lifetime,  uen 
.  .  .  so  much  of  said  estate  as  shall  remain 
unexpended  at  the  time  of  her  decease  "  to 

{[0  to  certain  persons  named .  Widow  takes  a 
ife  estate  with  right  to  use  what  she  might 
need  for  her  support.  Chase  v.  Ladd.  J.58 
Mass.  126  (citing  Joslin  v.  ithoades,  150  Mass. 
801.  infra). 

To  testator*s  wife  his  entire  estate,  with  full 
power  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  and  use 
the  proceeds  "  for  her  comfort  and  otherwise 
as  sbe  may  think  proper."  At  her  death 
*'  all  UiHt  remains  of  my  estate  not  specifically 
disposed  of  by  her  "  to  go  to  testator's  sons. 
Widow  takes  life  estate,  with  power  of  sale 
in  fee.  Kent  v.  Morrison,  153  Mass.  137 
(citing  Kellev  v.  Meins,  135  Mass.  231,  Dam- 
rell  V.  Hartt,''l37  Mnss.  218;  Welsh  e.  Wood 
bury,  144  Mass.  542,  Joslin  v.  Rhoades,  150 
Mass.  301,  infra:  Copeland  v.  Barron,  73 
Maine,  206,  supra). 

^  1  give  to  my  wife  all  mr  estate,  real  and 
personal,  to  be  to  her  and  lier  heirs  and  as- 
signs for  ever,  but  upon  express  condition 
that  if  any  portion  of  my  said  estate  should 
remain  in  the  possession  of  my  said  wife  at 
the  time  of  her  decease,  such  remainder  shall 
be  divided  as  follows."  A  gift  absolute;  the 
condition  void.  Joslin  v.  Rhoades,  150  Mass 
301  (citing  Gifford  e.  Choate,  100  Mass.  343; 
Kelley  e.  Meins,  135  Mass.  231 ;  Damrell  v. 
Haru,  137  Mass.  218;  Todd  v.  Spencer,  147 
Mass.  570). 

First  clause,  to  her  husband,  who  surviyedt 
"  every^ng  of  whatever  nature  that  has  Bny 
value  which  I  now  or  mar  hereafter  poesea, 
with  this  understanding^'  that  the  residne 
after  certain  payments  should  be  "for  hia 
own  use  and  disposal."  By  later  clauses  lega- 
cies were  given  **in  the  event  of  my  hus- 
band's death."  The  latter  quoUtion  held  to 
refer  to  the  husband's  death  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testatrix;  the  husband  taking  a  fee  m 
thft  residue.  MofEat  v.  Cook,  150  Mus.  529. 

Gift  of  money  to  testator's  wife  lor  lif^ 
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"  with  power  to  spend  as  much  of  the  princi- 
pal aa  she  tnajr  require  in  case  the  income 
does  not  give  her  a  suitable  maintenance, 
and  she  is  to  decide  that  herself.*'  The  last 
clause  of  the  will  declared,  **  In  case  the  es- 
tate should  exceed  the  sum  named  I  give  to 
my  wife  50  ct^.  on  the  dollar  and  to  mj  father 
and  brother  W.  the  balance  equally  divided." 
Widow  takes  a  life  interest;  what  was  left 
thereof  at  her  death  passing  as  intestate  prop- 
erty.   Nayes  v.  Pritchard,  148  Mass.  140. 

Gift  to  testator's  wife,  with  a  view  '^to 
make  honorable  and  liberal  provision"  for 
her,  a  life  estate  in  all  his  property,  ''with 
liberty  to  use  and  appropriate  so  much  of  the 
principal  ih  addition  to  the  income  as  she 
may  deem  necessary  for  her  comfort  and  sup- 
port;*' with  power  to  sell  the  whole  or  any 
Sart  of  his  estate  at  her  discretion ;  remain- 
er  after  her  death  to  his  heirs.  The  widow 
mav  reserve  a  life  estate  in  the  realty,  and 
■ell  the  rest  tor  her  support.  Uoxie  v.  Fin- 
ney, 147  Mass.  616. 

Gift  to  testator's  wife  of  *'  the  nse  and  in- 
come, during  her  natural  life,  of  all  mv  prop- 
erty and  estate,  personal  and  real,  lor  her 
support,  comfort,  and  enjoyment,  or  for  any 
other  purpose  as  she  may  in  her  judgment 
deem  necessary;  and  if  said  income  shall  in 
her  judgment  oe  insufficient  for  her  support, 
Gomfurt,  and  enjoyment,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  for  which  she  may  wish  to  spend 
money,  it  is  my  will  that  she  may  spend  the 
proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of  any  of  my 
pentonai  or  real  estate.  And  I  herebv  give 
ner  power  to  sell  in  her  sole  and  individual 
name  any  of  my  personal  or  real  estate,  and 
to  convey  and  transfer  by  deed  or  other  in- 
strument in  her  own  name,  for  the  above- 
named  purposes,  or  for  inve^^tment  or  re-in- 
▼estment.*'  Half  the  residue  of  his  estate 
remaining  at  his  wife's  death,  testator  gave  to 
his  sister.  The  sister  died  before  his  wife, 
who  sold  none  of  the  estate.  A  life  estate 
in  the  wife  coupled  with  a  power;  the 
limitation  to  the  sister  valid.  Welsh  v. 
Woodburv,  144  Mass.  542  (citing  Aver  v. 
Aver,  ISd  Mass.  575,  577;  Smith  v,  Bnow, 
1^3  Mass.  323;  Kuhn  v.  Webster,  12  Grav, 
8,  and  distinguishing  Kelley  9.  Meins,  1^5 
Mass.  231). 

Gift  to  testator's  wife,  by  first  clause,  of 
all  his  personalty,  by  the  second  clause  all 
the  income  of  his  realty  during  her  lifetime, 
'*  and  at  her  decease  the  propertv  remaining 
to  be  divided  equally "  among  bis  children. 
The  widow  takes  the  personalty  absolutely; 
'*  the  property  remaining' *'  refers  to  the  realty. 
McKim  V.  Harwood.  l&  Mass.  75.  See  also 
Taft  V.  Taft,  130  Mass.  461  (Was  not  an  ab- 
solute estate  ^ven  here  to  the  first  taker? 
Could  a  "contingent  remainder"  be  created 
in  that  way  ?) 

** That  may  be  left*'  implies  a  power  to  ose 
some  part  of  the  principal  (ordinarily).  In 
re  Oertle,  34  Minn.  173  (citing  Johnson  9, 
Battelle,  125  Mass.  453;  Paine  9,  Barnes, 
100  Mass.  470;  Green  v.  Hewitt,  97  111.  113; 
Henderson  v.  Blackburn,  104  111.  227 ;  Mar- 
tin V.  Eaton,  57  N.  H.  164;  Clark  v.  Mid- 
dlesworth,  82  Ind.  240;  Brando w  v.  Bran- 
dow,  66  K.  T.  401). 


**  I  give  to  Toj  wife  all  my  property  .  .  • 
giving  her  the  right  to  sell  and  reinvest,  aa 
she  may  desire,  any  part  of  the  same  for  her 
separate  use  and  benefit,  and  at  her  death  I 
desire  that  any  portion  of  my  estate  remain- 
ing undisposea  of  shall  go  to  my  three  daugh- 
ters." Widow  takes  a  life  esttate.  Haroi- 
Bon  V,  James,  90  Mo.  411  (citing  Anderson 
V.  Hall,  80  Ky.  90,  on  the  same  will). 

Devise  to  testator's  wife  of  all  his  real  es* 
tate.  She  is  **to  have  absolute  control,  to 
sell,  make  deeds,  and  dispose  of  said  prop- 
erty during  her  lifetime  as  she  may  please 
only  what  may  be  needed  to  pay  the  law- 
ful debts.  At  her  death  and  after,  I  will  and 
beaueath  all  my  property  that  she  mav  leave 
at  ner  death  to  mjf  two  children."  Widow 
takes  life  estate,  with  power  to  convey  in  fee. 
Kussell  V.  Eubanks,  84  Mo.  82. 

Gift  of  all  testator's  property  to  his  wife  for 
life,  *'  to  be  kept  by  her  for  the  benefit  of  her- 
sell  and  my  children ;  ...  the  interest  of  the 
property  shall  be  used  by  her  in  the  support, 
education,  and  raising  of  my  children.  .  .  . 
At  the  death  of  my  wife  the  remaining  es- 
tate to  be  divided  Mtween  all  my  children." 
Widow  takes  for  life,  with  trust  for  main- 
tenance- of  children.  Shannon  v.  Davis,  64 
Miss.  717. 

**  To  my  wife  ...  all  my  estate  .  .  .  the 
same  to  remain  hers,  with  full  power,'  right, 
and  authority,  to  dispose  of  the  same  as  to 
her  shall  seem  most  meet  and  proper,  so  long 
as  she  she  11  remain  my  widow,  upon  the  ex- 
press condition  however  that  if  she  shall  marry 
again  then  it  is  mv  will  that  all  of  my  estate 
herein  bequeathed,  or  whatever  may  remain, 
shall  go  to  my  surviving  children."  Widow 
takes  estate  during  widowhood;  "whatever 
may  remain "  applies  to  both  rpal  and  per- 
sonal estate.  Little  v.  Giles,  25  Neb.  313. 
The  decision  in  Giles  v.  Little,  104  U.  S  291, 
criticised,  in  that  the  statute  of  Nebraska 
was  misunderstood,  and  decisions  in  Michigan 
followed.  Weir  9.  Michigan  Stove  Co.,  44 
Mich.  506;  Chandler  9.  Shaw,  52  Mich.  18. 
To  the  same  effect  Dew  «.  Kuehn,  64  Wis. 
300.  See  also  Kaufman  9.  Breckenridge,  117 
HI.  305;  Pruden  9,  Pruden,  14  Ohio  St.  251; 
Campbell  v.  Beaumont,  91  N.  T.  464;  Van- 
horn  9.  (^mpbell,  100  N.  Y.  287. 

To  his  wife  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
"fully  and  absolutely,  and  without  restric- 
tion of  any  kind,  with  full  power  to  alienate, 
contort,  and  dispose  of  the  same  in  such 
manner  as  she  may  deem  best;"  but  upon 
her  death  all  his  estate  "  or  so  much  of  it  as 
remains  the  property  of  my  wife  "  to  his  chil- 
dren. Widow  takes  a  fee;  gift  over  to  chil- 
dren void.  McClellan  9.  Larchar,  45  N.  J. 
£q.  17.  Thouf^h  generally  an  estate  may  be 
devised  to  one  in  fee,  with  limitation  over  by 
way  of  executory  devise,  yet  when  the  will 
shows  a  clear  purpose  to'  give  an  absolote 
power  of  disposal  to  the  first  taker,  the  limi- 
tation over  is  void.  Id.  (citing  Howard  i^. 
Carusi,  109  U.  S.  725,  730);  Van  Horn  v. 
CampbeU,  100  N.  T.  287. 

'*  My  will  is  that  all  nnr  property,  both  real 
and  persona],  shall  be  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  my  wife,  .  .  .  and  in  the  event  of 
her  death,  then  what  shall  remain  to  be  dia* 
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posed  of  in  the  following  manner,"  between 
nis  brothera  and  sisters.  Widow  takes  in 
fee;  gift  over  void.  Kodenfels  «.  Schumann, 
45  a,  J.  £q.  883.  In  the  absence  of  the 
words  **  what  shall  remain/*  the  direction  for 
the  disposition  of  the  estate  at  the  wife's 
death  determines  by  implication  that  the  es- 
tate to  her  was  for  life.  But  the  words  quoted 
give  the  widow  a  power  of  disposalf  and 
nence  in  fee.  It  would  have  been  otherwise 
if  the  testator  had  given  a  life  estate  expressly 
to  bis  wife;  the  power  of  dispoMd  would  have 
been  a  mere  power  in  that  case,  and  not  an 
interest.  Id.  (citing  Naundorf  v.  Schumann, 
41  N.  J.  Eq*  14 ;  Downey  v,  Borden,  6  Vroom, 
74 ;  «.  e.  7  Vroom,  466).  But  compare  the  fol- 
lowing: To  testator's  wife  for  her  sole  use  and 
benefit  all  his  property;  at  her  death  *'  what 
■hall  remain  ...  to  be  disposed  of  as  shall  to 
my  executors  seem  best,"  the  proceeds  to  be 
divided  among  persons  named.  Widow  takes 
a  life  estate.  Naundorf  v,  Schumann,  41  N.  J. 
£q.  14.  "  What  shall  remain  '*  here  should  be 
reterred,  it  was  said,  to  personaltv  consuma^ 
ble  in  tbe  use;  unlike  the  case  of  kodenfelsv. 
Schumann,  supra,  in  which  **  a  broader  mean- 
ing should  be  given  to  the  words.'* 

To  testator's  wife  his  personalty  forever, 
his  farm  to  his  wife  and  daughters,  with  vari- 
ous provisos;  then  a  codicil  in  which  **  all  that 
may  remain  of  the  property  of  mv  wife  .  .  . 
both  real  and  personal,  at  her  decease"  to 
another.  See  Crozier  v,  Brav,  120  N.  Y.  866 
(citing  Terry  v.  Wiggins,  47  ^.Y.  512 ;  Wager 
V.  Wager,  96  N.  Y.  164;  Oampbeil  v.  Beau- 
mont, 91  N.  Y.  464). 

To  testator's  wife  "  all  other  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects  that  I  may  die  pos- 
sessed of,  for  her  own  personal  and  indepen- 
dent use  and  maintenance.  With  full  power  to 
sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same,"  the 
residue  after  her  death  to  trustees  for  certain 
purposes.  Widow  takes  a  life  estate,  with 
power  of  disposal.  Terr}'  v,  Wiggins,  snpra. 
"Unconsumed  part*'  after  gift  of  life  estate. 
See  Posegate  e.  South,  46  Ohio  St.  891. 

To  testator's  wife  for  life  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  provided  that  '*  all  the  prop- 
erty hereby  devised  to  her,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  remain  unexpended,"  shall 
on  her  death  go  to  his  children.  Widow 
takes  life  estate  in  the  realty;  the  personal 
estate  absolutely,  so  much  of  the  personalty 
as  was  left  at  her  death,  to  go  to  the  children. 
Cox  V.  Sims,  125  Penn.  St.  522  (citing  Fox's 
Appeal,  99  Penn.  St.  382,  where  a  similar 
provision  was  held  to  refer  to  the  personalty 
only.  So  in  Follweiler's  Appeal,  102  Penn. 
St.  581,  where  it  was  held  that  the  words 


"  what  shall  be  left"  did  not  imply  a  power 
of  sale  of  the  real  estate,  and  did  not  enlaige 
a  life  estate,  but  gave  the  personalty  abM- 
Intely). 

Qift  to  testator's  wife  of  all  his  estate,  real 
and  personal,  for  life,  "  and  at  her  death  what- 
ever may  be  left  after  paying  all  mv  debts 
to  be  equally  divided  between  our  children." 
Widow  takes  life  estate.  Pool  «.  Pool,  10 
Lea,  486.  If  the  first  taker  has  an  absolute 
estate,  any  limitation  over  is  void  for  repug- 
nancy; so  where  he  takes  for  life,  with  un- 
limited power  of  disposal.  Id.  (citing  Davis 
V.  Richardson,  10  Yerg.  290).    Secus  if  the 

P>wer  is  limited  or  contingent.  Id.  (citing 
illow  9.  Kye,  1  Swan,  185;  McGavock  v. 
Pugsley,  12  Ueisk.  689;  i.e.  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
410).  The  power  too  must  be  given  by  the 
will  itself,  and  not  be  a  mere  common-law 
incident  Id.  (citing  Brown  v.  Uuut,  12 
Heisk.  404;  Bead  v.  Watkins,  11  Lea,  158). 
In  a  case  of  consumable  things,  part  of  tbe 
gift  of  real  and  personal  estate  for  life,  if 
there  be  a  gift  over  of  "  what  may  remain," 
the  first  taker  has  only  a  life  estate.  Id. 
(citing  Ballentine  v.  Spear,  2  Baxt  269). 

To  testator's  wife  "  for  her  benefit  and  sup- 
port, to  use  and  dispose  of  as  she  may  think 
proper ;  "  but  if  anything  is  left  at  her  death, 
then  over  to  another.  Widow  takes  in  fee. 
Stowell  V.  Hastings,  59  Vt.  494. 

Gift  over  of  "  what  shall  be  left,"  after  an 
estate  with  unlimited  power  of  disposal,  is 
void.  Hall  V.  Palmer,  87  Va.  854;  Brown  r. 
Brown,  id.  438;  Cole  v.  Cole,  79  Va.  251 
(citing  Carr  v.  Effing^r,  78  Va.  197).  St-cus, 
if  the  power  is  limited.     Brown  v.  Brown, 

i citing  Johns  r.  Johns,  86  Va.  883;  Miller  v. 
'ortertield,  id.  876). 
Devise  to  testator's  wife  for  her  sole  nse 
and  benefit  for  life,  with  power  of  disposHl 
if  necessary  for  her  support  and  comfort,  and 
a  further  provision  that  *' whatever  remains 
after  her  death  shall  go  to  the  heirs."  Widow 
takes  life  estate,  with  power  to  dispose  of 
fee  in  case  of  need.  Larsen  «.  Johnson,  78 
Wis.  300  (citing  Morford  v.  Dieffenback,  54 
Mich.  605;  Henderson  v,  Blackburn,  104  111. 
227 ;  (joudie  v.  Johnston,  109  Ind.  457 ;  Teny 
9.  Wiggins,  47  N.  Y.  512;  Bishop  v.  Remple, 
11  Ohio  St.  277;  Bamtorth  v.  Bamforth.  123 
Mass.  280;  Johnson  v.  Battelle,  125  Mass. 
453). 

To  testator's  wife  all  his  property,  she  to 
have  "  the  right  to  sell  the  estate  if  that  will 
be  her  choice."  After  her  death  the  property 
to  be  divided  equally  among  his  children. 
Widow  takes  life  estate,  with  power  of  sale. 
Jones  9.  Jones,  67  Wis.  310. 


Ufa  IDrtAto,  with  Foww  at  Mle. 


The  following  is  a  catalogue  of  recent 
cases  in  which  the  testator  has  given  to  the 
same  person  a  life  estate  with  power  of  sale, 
greater  or  less,  generally  with  no  gift  over: 
Brant  v.  Virginia  0>al  Co.,  93  U.  S.  126; 
Qlover  v.  Stillson,  56  Conn.  816;  Maltby'i 
Appeal,  47  Onn.  349;  Lewis  «.  Palmer,  46 
Conn.  454;  liake>traw  r.  Kakestraw,  70  Ga. 
806;  Wetter  «.  Walker,  62(ia.  142;  In  re  Cash- 


man,  184  ni.  88;  Kaufman  «.  Breckenridge, 
117  111.  805;  Hamlin  v.  United  States  Expr. 
Co.,  107  111.  443;  Henderson  v.  Blackburn, 
104  III.  227;  Jenkins  v.  0>mpton,  123  Ind. 
117;  Wood  V.  Robertson,  113  Ind.  833;  Van 
(border  v.  Smith,  99  Ind.  404;  Chase  v.  Salis- 
bury, 73  Ind.  506 ;  In  re  Bnrbank,  69  Iowa, 
878:  Bona  v.  Meier,  47  Iowa,  607;  O^pe- 
land  9.  Barron,  72  Maine,  906;  Ramsdell  9, 


OH.  xn.] 


WHAT  WORDS  WILL  CHEATS  A  TRUST. 


411 


Bamadell,  fflMatiM,  988;  Stuart  v.  Walker, 
id.  145;  Carroll  v.  Shea,  148  Haas.  817; 
Todd  V.  Sawyer,  147  Maw.  670;  Morford  «. 
Bieffenbacker,  54  Mich.  593;  Lewis  v.  Pit- 
man, 101  Mo.  281;  Coote  v.  Couch,  100  Mo. 
29;  Gaven  v.  Allen,  id.  293;  Boyer  v.  Allen, 
76  Mo.  498;  Sites  9,  £ldredge,  45  N.  J.  £q. 
633;  Logue  v.  Baleman,  43  N.  J.  £q.  434; 
Courter  «.  Howell,  33  K.  J.  £q.  80;  Wilson 
«.  White,  109  N.  T.  59;  McKrow  «.  Paintcf^ 


89  N.  C.  487;  Hinkle's  Appeal,  116  Penn.  St. 
490;  Fonythe  v. Forsythe,  108  Penn.  St.  129: 
PhUiips  V.  Wood,  16  B.  1. 274;  Rhode  Island 
Tmst  Co.  9.  Commercial  Bank.  14  R.  L  625; 
Turner  v,  Durham,  12  Lea,  816;  Parks  v. 
Home  Miss.  Soc.,  62  Yt.  19;  Johns  v.  Johns, 
86  Va.  333;  Randolph  v,  Wright,  81  Ya. 
608;  MiUer  v.  Pottertield,  86  Ya.  876.  See 
post,  p.  443,  as  to  cutting  down  gifts. 
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I.    Inadmissible  to  explain  Contents 

of  Wm 879 

n.    Admissible  to  reooucile  Inoonsist- 

enc7  in  Will 886 

in.  Admissible  to  show  Insertion  of 
Words  or  Execution  of  Will 
through  Mistake  or  Fraud    .    .  388 

lY.    Admissible    to   prove    or    repel 

Tnuts,  Double  Portions,  &c.     890 


y.    Admissible   to   explain'  Foreign 

Words,  Nicknames,  &c.  •    •    .  898 

VL  When  the  State  of  Facts  at  the 
Date  of  the  Will  may  be  re- 
garded  898 

VU.  Admissible  to  explain  Ambigo- 
ous  Description  —  Evidence  of 
Intention 897 


I. — Inadmissible  to  explain  Contents  of  "Will. — As  the  law  le- 

quires  wills  both  of  real  and  personal  estate  (with  an  inconsiderable 
Pfcrol  evidence  ^^^^ption)  to  be  in  writing,  it  cannot,  consistently  with 
inadmissible  this  doctrine,  permit  parol  evidence  to  be  adduced,  either 
to  control  will.  ^  contradict,  add  to,  or  explain  the  contents  of  such 
will  (a);  ^  and  the  principle  of  this  rule  evidently  demands  an  inflex- 
ible adherence  to  it,  even  where  the  consequence  is  the  partial  or 
total  failure  of  the  testator's  intended  disposition ;  for  it  would  have 
been  of  little  avail  to  require  that  a  will  ab  origine  should  be  in 
writing,  or  to  fence  a  testator  round  with  a  guard  of  attesting  wit- 
nesses, if,  when  the  written  instrument  failed  to  make  a  full  and  ex- 
plicit disclosure  of  his  scheme  of  disposition,  its  deficiencies  might  be 
supplied,  or  its  inaccuracies  corrected,  from  extrinsic  sources.  No 
principle  connected  with  the  law  of  wills  is  more  firmly  established 
or  more  familiar  in  its  application  than  this ;  and  it  seems  to  have 
been  acted  upon  by  the  judges,  as  well  of  early  as  of  later  times,  with 
a  cordiality  and  steadiness  which  show  how  entirely  it  coincided  with 
their  own  views.    Indeed,  it  was  rather  to  have  been  expected  that 


(a)  Gobs  t.  Lord  Kngent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  64,  65;  Wigram  on  Wills,  6;  Lowileld  v.  Stoneham. 

St      ■" 


2Stra.l261. 


1  See  Lee  v.  Shivers,  70  Ala.  288;  In  re 
Gilmore,  81  Cal.  240;  Pocock  v.  Redinger, 
108  Ind.  573;  Tamer  v.  Hallowell  Sav.  Inst., 
76  Maine,  527;  Crooks  v.  Whitford,  47  Mich. 
288;  Greenongh  v.Cass,  64  N.  H.  828 ;  Madigan 
«.  Bams,  58  N.  H.  12  and  405;  Remolds  v. 
Robinnon,  82  N.  T.  103;  McDaniel'v.  King, 
90  N.  C.  597 ;  Kinsey  v,  Bhem,  2  Ired.  192; 


Whitlock  V,  Wardlaw,  7  Rich.  458;  Graham 
V.  Graham,  23  W.  Ya.  86.  The  question  is, 
not  what  the  testator  meant,  but  what  his 
wordt  mean.  Hancock's  Appeal,  112  Penn. 
St.  682;  Stokes  v.  Van  Wvck,  88  Ya.  784; 
Senger  v.  Senger,  81  Va.  68^  (citing  Barke  v. 
Lee,  76  Va.  3JB6;  Cresap  v.  Cresap,  84  W. 
Ta.  810 ;  Coach  «.  EasUnan,  29  W.  Va.  784). 
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judicial  experienee  shotild  haye  the  effect  of  impressing  a  strong  con- 
viction of  the  evil  of  offering  temptation  to  perjuiy.^ 

*Thu8  (among  many  instances)   (d),  in  Strode  v.  Lady  [*380] 
Falkland  (e),  letters  and  oral  declarations  of  the  testator 
being  offered  to  prove  the  intention  to  include  a  reversion  in  the 
words,  '^All  other  my  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita-  Letters  and 
ments,  out  of  settlement,"  it  was  unanimously  agreed  by   tSSg^of  tertii. 
Lord  Cowper,  C,  J.  Trevor,  M.  R.,  T.  Trevor,  C.  J.,  and  tor  rejected. 
Tracy,  J.,  that  this  kind  of  evidence  could  not  be  admitted,  for  that 
where  a  will  was  doubtful  and  uncertain,  it  must  receive  its  construc- 
tion from  the  words  of  the  will  itself;  and  no  parol  proof  or  declara- 
tion ought  to  be  admitted  out  of  the  will  to  ascertain  it' 

So,  in  Brown  v.  Selwin  (c?),  (which  is  a  leading  authority)  where 


(b)  Cheney's  case,  5  Rep.  68;  Vemon's  oate,  4  Rep.  4;  Lawrence  9.  Dodwell,  1  Ld.  Raym. 
488;  Bertie  V.  Falkland,  1  Salk.  232;  Gowers  v.  Moor,  2  Vern.  98;  Bennett  v.  Davis,  2  P. 
W.  816;  Parsons  v.  Lance,  1  Vea.  189;  Ulrich  9.  Litchfield,  2  Atk.  374  ;  Parmiter  v.  Par- 
miter,  IJ.  &  H.  136. 

(e)  3Ch.  B«p.  98. 

(cO  Cas.  t  Talb.  240,  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  607.  It  nrast^Iirays  be  assamed  that  the  language 
of  the  will  is  that  of  the  testator:  if  proposed  by  his  professional  adviser,  it  is  yet  adopted  by 


1  There  appears  to  be  no  material  differ- 
ence of  principle  in  the  rules  of  interpretation 
between  wills  and  contracts,  except  what 
natondly  arises  from  the  different  circum- 
stances of  the  parties.  1  Greenl.  £v.  §  287. 
The  object  in  both  cases  is  the  same,  namely, 
to  discover  the  intention.  And  to  do  this,  the 
court  may,  in  either  case,  put  itself  in  the 
place  of  the  party,  and  then  see  how  the  terms 
of  the  instmment  affect  the  property  or  sub- 
ject-matter. With  this  view,  evidence  must 
be  admissible  of  all  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding the  author  of  the  instrument.  See 
infra,  p.  401 ;  Simmons  v.  Simmons.  73  Ala. 
235:  Dougherty  v.  Rogers,  119  Ind.  254 
(citing  Gilmer  v.  Stone,  120  U.  S.  586;  Green- 
point  Sugar  Co.  o.  Whiting,  69  N.  T.  328, 
836);  Pnce  v.  Price,  89  Ind.  90 ;  Waldron  v. 
Waldron,  45  Mich.  850;  Randolph  v.  Wright, 
81  Va.  608;  Hatcher  v.  Hatcher,  80  Va.  169, 
It  is  only  thus  that  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  explain  written  instruments;  thereby 
showing  the  situation  of  the  party  in  all  his 
relations  to  persons  and  things  around  him. 
Thus,  if  the  language  of  the  instrument  is 
applicable  to  several  persons,  to  several 
parcels  of  land,  to  several  species  of  goods,  to 
several  monuments  or  boundaries,  to  several 
writings ;  or  if  the  terms  are  va^e  and  gen- 
eral, or  have  divers  meanings  m  a  will,  the 
words,  e.  ^.,  " child,"  "children,"  "grand- 
children,** "son,"  "family,"  or  "nearest 
relation,"  being  loosely  employed  (see  Black- 
well  V,  Bull,  1  Keen,  176;  Brown  v.  Thorn- 
dike,  15  Pick.  400;  1  Phill.  Ev.  pp.  532-547, 
Cowen's  notes,  939-958),  —  in  all  these  and 
the  like  cases,  parol  evidence  it  admissible  of 
any  extrinsic  circumstances  tending  to  show 
wliat  person  or  persons,  or  what  thingSj  were 
intended  by  the  party,  or  to  ascertain  his 
meaning  in  any  other  respect. 

In  regard  to  willi,  mnch  greater  latitude^ 


however,  was  formerly  allowed^  in  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence  of  intention,  than  it 
warranted  by  the  later  cases.  The  modern 
doctrine  on  this  subject  conforms  more  to 
principle;  being  nearly  or  quite  identical  with 
that  which  governs  the  interpretation  of  other 
instruments.  See  Hiscocks  v.  Hiscocks,  5  M. 
&  W.  363, 367 ;  Webley  v.  Langstaff,  3  Desaus. 
509;  Breckenbridge  v.  Duncan,  2  A.  K. 
Marsh.  51 ;  Keeves  «.  Reeves,  1  Dev.  Eq.  386; 
Patterson  v.  Leith,  2  Hill,  Ch.  16;  Comfort  v. 
Mather,  2  Watts  &  S.  450;  Lewis  v.  Lewis, 
id.  455;  Havdon  v.  Ewing,  1  B.  Mon.  113; 
Miller  v.  Trkvers,  8  Bing.  244;  1  Phill.  Er. 
545;  3  Phill.  Ev.  Cowen  &  Hill's  notes.  1362, 
et  seq.  and  cases  cited;  Puller  v.  Puller,  3 
Rand.  83;  Kimball  v.  Morrell,  4  Greenl.  368; 
Brown  V,  Thomdike,  15  Pick.  400.  Hence, 
if  the  words  of  a  will  are  clear,  and  have  a 
definite  meaning,  no  extrinsic  evidence  to 
show  a  different  meaning  can  now  be  ad- 
mitted. In  re  Gilmore,  81  Cal.  240;  Brown  v. 
SaltonAtall,  3  Met.  426;  Madigan  v.  Bums, 
58  N.  H.  12  and  405;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §290;  1 
Story,  Eq.  .Tur.  §  181;  Chambers  v.  Minchin, 
4  Ves.  (Sumner's  ed.)  675,  note  (a);  Selwood 
v.  Mildmay,  3  Ves.  (Sumner's  ed.)  306,  note 
(a)]  Fonnereau  v.  Poyntz,  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
(Perkin's  ed.)  480,  note  (a),  and  cases  cited; 
Spaulding  v.  Huntington,  1  Day,  8 ;  Hand  v. 
Hoffman,  8  Halst.  71;  Canfield  v.  Bostwick, 

21  Conn.  650.  For  example,  a  devise  to  the 
testator's  children,  he  having  children  of 
his  own  and  step-cnildren,  does  not  embrace 
the  step-children;  and  parol  evidence  is  inad- 
missible to  show  that  tlie  testator  intended  to 
include  them.  Fonke  v,  Kemp,  5  Harr.  &  J. 
135. 

s  See  Woodruff  v,  Midgeon,  46  Conn.  236; 
Mann  v.  Mann,14  Johns.  1 :  Ryerss  v.  Wheeler, 

22  Wend.  148. 
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the  testator  haviag  beqaeathed  the  residae  of  his  personal  eatate  to 
Erjdenu  of  two  peisons,  whom  he  appointed  his  executors,  and  one 
M^wt^  °'  whom  was  indebted  to  him  by  bond,  it  was  attempted 
drew  (h<  will  to  be  pro7ed  by  the  evidence  of  the  person  who  drew  the 
rejected.  ^yj^  y^^j.  jj^  received  the  testator's  written  instnictiona 

to  release  the  bond  debt  by  the  will,  bnt  that  be  refused  to  do  so, 
under  the  impression  that  the  appointment  of  the  obligor  to  be  one  of 
the  executors  extinguished  the  debt,  —  Lord  Talbot  held  the  evidence 
to  be  inadmissible  ;  and  hia  decree  was  afi&rmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.' 
Again,  in  Lord  Walpole  v.  Earl  of  Cholmondeley  (e),  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  testator,  the  Earl  of  Orford,  made  a  will  in  1752, 
whereby  he  devised  bis  real  estate  to  oertaiu  limitations.    In  1756  he 
made  another  will,  altering  those  limitations  ;  but  in  neither 
[•381]  of  these  wills  did  he  bequeath  his  personalty,  appoint  •  exec- 
utors, or  make  any  provision  for  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
In  1776  he  sent  for  his  attorney,  to  make  a  codicil  for  these  pur- 
Lord  Walpole     P<)B^  i  &Qd,  on  the  attorney  tolling  him  he  should  want 
•.  Earl  of  his  will,  his  Lordship  sent  him  for  it  to  his  steward,  who 

Cholmondeley.  ^^^^  ^^^  ^.^^  ^jj^  ^j  j^gg.  The  Other  will  appesjs  not 
to  have  been  in  his  custody.  The  attorney  then  drew  the  codicil, 
which  recited  generally,  that  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  da4ed 
25th  November,  1762,  the  testator  had  devised  his  real  estate  to  cer- 
tain uses,  but  had  not  charged  the  same  with  the  payment  of  his 
debts  or  legacies,  or  disposed  of  his  personal  estate,  or  appointed  any 
executors ;  and  he  declared  that  writing  to  be  a  codicil  to  hu  said 
last  wilt,  and  to  be  accepted  and  taken  as  part  thereof,  and  revoked 
the  same  so  far  only  as  it  was  incompatible  with  the  codicil ;  and  he 
EzprMi  npab-  subjected  all  his  estates  to  the  payment  of  bis  debts,  the 
lication  of  am-  legacies  thereinafter  bequeathed,  and  his  funeral  ex- 
noL  controlled  penses,  gave  several  legacies,  and  appointed  executors, 
by  t»rol  The  codicil  was  duly  exeoutoi    The  parol  evidence  also 

went  to  show,  that  when  the  testator  made  the  will  of 

him;  per  Wood,  T.-C  10  Hire.  3U,  349;  end  tee  pet  Romillr,  H.  S.,  M  Beav.  lS3j  nee  alM 
Rhodes  n.  Rbodei,  T  App.  C«.  (P.  C.)  199,  SOO  ;  Parker  e.  FelMle,  8  P.  D.  171.  And  parol 
evidence  that  a  irltl  «bb  or  w»  not  drawn  by  a  akilled  person  i*  not  adoiiFSible,  fhougb  aoy 
evidence  on  the  point  appannt  on  the  face  of  the  will  may  be  eoneidered  in  conFiruinK  it, 
Richard*  v.  DaTie^  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  SB,  Bfll ;  and  if  obviomly  techricallT  drawn,  the  technical 
is  the  primary  meaninK,  per  Bylei  and  Willee,  JJ.,  Thelloiuon  b.  Bfn.tleaham,  T  H.  L.  Ca. 
WO,  486.  But  as  In  the  case  ol^a  deed  <10  East,  437,  4  B.  &  Cr.  812),  »o  in  the  case  of  a  will, 
iTidence  ii  admissible  to  show  that  the  inslrument  was  in  fact  execntsd  on  a  different  day 
from  that  stated  in  it,  BeSell «.  Reffell,  L.  R,,  1  P,  &  D.  139. 

(t)  TT.  R.  138,  3Te>.  103;  Re  Chapman,  8  Jnr.  903,  1  Rob.  1;  Payne  e.  Trappes,  I  Rob. 
B83,  lljnr.  854;  and  see  Stringer  ».  Gardiner,  aTBea».  3B,  4  De  (3.  &  J.  468;  Ke  Nunn'i 
Tmsta,  L.  R.,  IB  Eq.  333:  Farrer  o.  St.  Cathanne'a  College,  L.  R.,  IS  Eq.  19.  Bnt  Quincey 
o.  Qainpey,  fi  No,  Cm-  IM,  II  Jnr.  m,  md  Be  Thomson,  L.  R.,  1  P.  4  D.  8,  are  contra: 
eed  qti,  Thi!  d'fi»ii>n  in  the  fomipr  of  Ihcie  two  rases  may  perhaps  bo  supported  on  the  same 
groundBogRoeenc.  Goodenoush,  aSw.  &Tr.  B49,81L.  J.  Prob.  4Bi  for  it  appeaca  that  the 
will  miilalienly  referred  1o  had  been  destroyed.     Vide  ante,  p.  IW. 

>  See  Cmse  c.  Cnnninghan,  T9  Ind.  402     BID,  11  Johns.  901.    Bat  see  Covert  e.  Seban, 

'"      ' r.  Bullerlield,  ailnd.  3.^1;     TS  Iowa,  564;  Ehntuu  «.  Kiskina,  0T  Miia. 

-'R  Aid  Soc.  T  Uet.  188;     US. 
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1756,  he  told  one  of  the  witnesses  that  he  and  his  great-nncle  (to 
whom  the  property  was  thereby  limited  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  sons  in  strict  settlement)  had  made  reciprocal  limitations  in  favor 
of  each  other's  families,  in  case  of  failure  of  issue  of  either  of  them. 
And  it  appeared  further,  that  when  he  made  the  codicil  of  1776,  he 
expressed  no  intention  of  altering  the  limitations  of  the  real  estate, 
further  than  by  subjecting  it  to  his  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral 
expenses.  The  question  was,  whether  this  evidence  could  be  re- 
ceived to  control  the  operation  of  that  codicil,  whicli  had,  by  repub- 
lishing the  recited  will  of  1752,  revoked  that  of  1756  (/).  The 
Court  of  C.  P.  and  afterwards  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  on  a  writ  of  error, 
held  the  evidence  to  be  inadmissible.^  It  had  been  argued,  that  the 
evidence  raised  a  latent  ambiguity  on  the  words  '*last  will,  dated 
1752,"  by  showing  that  that  will  was  not  the  last  will ;  and  that 
though  the  expression  "  last  will "  was  generally  used  in  a  technical 
sense,  it  was  sometimes  used  in  the  strict  and  literal  sense,  and, 
therefore,  evidence  should  be  admitted  to  show  in  what  sense  it  was 
used  by  the  devisor;  but  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that  neither  of 
those  instruments  was  a  will,  properly  so  called,  until  the  death  of 
the  devisor :  but  were  ambulatory  until  that  time,  and  either  of  them 
was  capable  of  being  destroyed  or  set  up  by  the  devisor. 
"Supposing,"  *  continued  his  Lordship,  "Lord  Orford  had  [*382] 
said  to  the  attorney,  'I  have  two  wills  in  the  steward's 
hands,  desire  him  to  send  me  the  last  will,'  and  the  steward  had,  by 
mistake,  sent  him  the  first,  and  that  mistake  had  been  shown  by 
parol  evidence,  there  would  have  been  a  latent  ambiguity^  and  it 
seems  to  me  (though  the  opinion  is  extra-judicial),  that  that  ambigu- 
ity might  have  been  explained  by  other  parol  evidence,  on  the  same 
principle  as  in  the  instance  of  cancelling  a  will,  where  parol  evidence 
is  admitted  to  show  quo  animo  the  act  was  done ;  or  as  in  the  case  of 
a  child's  destroying  a  deed." 

It  will  be  observed,  that  in  the  two  cases  suggested  by  Lord  Ken- 
yon, the  alleged  revoking  act  is  from  its  nature  susceptible  of,  and 
indeed  requires,  this  species  of  explanation.    The  same   Difference  be- 
observation  would  have  applied  to  the  case  then  before   tweenrevok- 
the  Court,  if  the  revocation  had  consisted  in  the  act  of  nf oking^ 
the  steward  sending  the  wrong  will;  but  as  this  evi-  codicil, 
dently  was  not  the  case,  the  revocation  being  wholly  produced  by 
the  fact  of  the  will  being  referred  to  in  the  codicil,  it  was  clearly 
impossible,  upon  the  principle  adopted  in  this  case,  to  admit  parol 

(/)  Ante,  p.  163. 

1  Furoi  declarations  of  a  testator  as  to  his  anestion  of  rsToeation,  unless  they  are  part  of 

intention  of  dymg  intestate  are  inadmissible  the  res  gestc.    Dan  v.  Brown,  4  Cowen,  488. 

to  show  a  revocation  of  his  will.    Lewis  v.  See  Jadtson  v.  Betts,  9  Cowen,  808;  Jackson 

Lewis,  S  Watto  &  8.  456.    See  ante,  p.  188.  v,  Kniffen,  S  Johns.  8L 
8neh  declarations  are  inadmissible  on  the 
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evidenoe  of  the  actual  intention  to  control  the  reYoking  effect  of  the 
codicil. 

A  fortiori  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  supply  any  clause  or 
word  which  may  have  been  inadvertently  omitted  by  the  person  draw- 
ing  or  copying  the  will>  Thus,  in  Earl  of  Newburgh  v. 
verteniiy  '  Countess  of  Newburgh  (^),  where  a  testator  gave  in- 
omitted  cannot  structions  to  his  solicitor  to  prepare  a  will,  by  which  his 
wife  was  to  take  an  estate  for  life  in  lands  in  the  coun- 
ties of  Sussex  and  Gloucester,  the  solicitor  prepared  the  draft,  and 
laid  it  before  a  conveyancer  to  settle,  by  whom  it  appeared  the  word 
"  Gloucester  "  had  inadvertently  been  struck  out,  and  the  person  who 
made  the  fair  copy  of  the  settled  draft  changed  the  word  ^*  counties  " 
into  ''  county ; "  and  the  will,  therefore,  omitted  altogether  the  estate 
for  life  in  the  lands  in  the  county  of  Gloucester.  When  the  will  was 
executed,  the  abstract  of  the  will  (which  agreed  with  the  instruc- 
tions given  by  the  testator),  and  not  the  will  itself,  was 
[*383]  *  read  to  the  testator,  so  that  the  mistake  remained  undiscov- 
ered. The  widow  filed  a  bill,  praying  to  have  the  will  cor- 
rected on  this  evidence ;  but  Sir  J.  Leach,  Y.-C.,  refused  it,  because 
admitting  it  to  be  clearly  made  out  that  the  mistake  existed,  the  Court 
had  no  authority  to  correct  the  will  according  to  the  intention.  The 
will,  executed  with  that  omission,  was  certainly  not  the  will  of  the 
devisor ;  and  so  it  must  be  found  by  a  jury  upon  the  facts  stated  as 
to  the  Gloucester  estate ;  but  the  court  could  not,  for  that  reason,  set 
up  the  intention  of  the  testator,  which  by  mistake  he  had  been  pre- 
vented from  carrying  into  execution,  as  if  he  had  actually  executed 
that  intention  in  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  To 
assume  such  a  jurisdiction  would,  in  effect,  be  to  repeal  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  in  all  cases  where  a  testator  failed  to  comply  with  the  stat- 
ute by  mistake  or  accident.  His  Honor  added,  that  he  was  willing  to 
direct  an  issue,  whether  this  was  the  will  of  the  testator  as  to  the 
Gloucester  estate ;  and  upon  this  issue  the  evidence  tendered  would 
be  admissible  (h).    No  such  issue  was  asked.    The  case  was  after- 

(y)  5  Mad.  364.  In  Langston  v.  Langston,  8  Bli.  167,  2  CI.  &  Fin.  194,  a  nice  qaestion  of 
constraction  aro^e,  in  conseauence  of  the  omission  of  a  line  by  the  pereon  copying  tne  will  for 
signature,  and  Lord  Broognam  called  for  and  inspected  the  draft,  vrith  a  view  of  informing 
himself  of  this  fact,  in  spite  of  the  protestations  of  toe  appellant's  counsel.  Its  inadmissibility, 
however,  was  admitted  by  his  Lordship,  who,  in  his  judgment,  emphatically  disclaimed  all 
reliance  on  or  inilDence  from  the  information  derived  from  this  source.  Perhaps,  however, 
the  principle  which  excludes  such  evidence  was  somewhat  infringed  by  the  inspection  of  the 
draft  will,  even  with  the  disclaimer,  for  in  such  cases  who  can  venture  to  affirm  that  bis 
mmd  has  not  received  a  bias,  by  allowing  the  inadmissible  evidence  to  have  access  to  it  ? 

(A)  The  re^rt  states  that  a  case  was  cited  at  the  bar  on  tho  authority  of  Richards,  C.  B.,  in 
which  Lord  £ldon  had  sent  it  to  the  jury  upon  the  same  description  of  facts.  But  Lord  St. 
Leonards  says  (I^w  of  Prop.  207)  it  could  not  be  mamtained  toat  the  omission  of  the  word 
** Gloucester*'  m  the  particular  devise  would  render  the  whole  will  void  as  to  the  Gloucester 
estate  i  because  although  the  will  did  not  contain  all  that  the  testator  intended  as  to  this  estate, 
it  contained  in  the  actual  devise  of  it  nothing  but  what  he  did  intend.    The  case  was  nltimate- 

^  Abercrombiev.  Abererombie,87  AIa.4S9i  47  Mich.  28S;  Andreas  r  Weller,  2  Green, 
Comstock  9.  Hadlyme,  8  Conn.  254 ;  Cesar  v.  Ch.  604, 608:  Hyatt  «  Pugsley.  23  Barb.  286; 
Chew,  7  Gill  &  J*.  127 ;  Crooks  «.  Whitford,     Harrison  v.  Morton,  2  Swan,  wl. 
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wards  reheard  before  the  V.-C.,  when  it  was  suggested,  as  the  result 
of  the  conveyancer's  evidence,  that  there  was  no  omission  ip  the  will, 
but  that  the  error  was  owing  to  the  introduction  of  a  passage  which 
he  had  at  first  written,  but  afterwards  struck  through  with  a  pen ; 
but  which  had  been  copied  by  mistake  in  the  fair  will ;  and  it  was 
contended,  therefore,  that  there  ought  to  be  an  issue,  to  try  whether 
those  words  so  introduced  by  mistake  were  part  of  the  will.  The 
y.-C.  thought  that,  if  such  a  case  had  been  originally  made,  they  would 
have  been  entitled  to  such  an  issue  (i) ;  but  that,  as  it  was 
opposed  to  the  *  allegations  on  the  record,  he  could  not  enter-  [*384} 
tain  it.  The  case  was  carried  to  the  House  of  Lords,  where 
the  question,  whether  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  such 
mistake,  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  the  will  and  entitling  the  ap- 
pellant to  the  Gloucester  estate,  as  if  the  word  '^  Gloucester  "  had  been 
inserted  in  the  will,  was  submitted  to  the  judges,  who  declared  their 
unanimous  opinion  to  be,  that  the  evidence  was  not  admissible  (k),^ 

Parol  evidence  of  the  actual  intention  of  a  testator  being  inadmis- 
sible for  the  purpose  of  controlling  or  influencing  the  construction  of 
the  written  wilL  the  language  of  the  will  must  be  inter-    _     _   ,. 
preted  according  to  its  proper  acceptation,  or  with  as   not  to  be 
near  an  approach  to  that  acceptation  as  the  context  of  ™ofevidence 
the  instrument  and  the  state  of  the  circumstances  exist-  of  actual 
ing  at  the  time  of  its  execution  (which,  as  we  shall  pres-  "'''®"^'**"* 
ently  see,  forms  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry,)  will  admit  of.'    No 

\y  decided  in  D.  P.  npon  the  constrnction  of  what  still  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  will.  Law 
of  Prop.,  p.  367. 

(i)  See  as  to  the  distinction  here  sng^gested,  poet,  p.  388.  Upon  this  Lord  St.  Leonards 
remarks :  **  This  is  a  dangerous  jurisdiction :  for  allhnugh  no  doubt  the  striking  out  of  the 
two  lines  would  have  made  the  will  what  the  testator  directed,  yet  those  lines,  though  inac- 
curate, were  introduced  in  order  to  carrr  the  instructions  for  the  will  into  1e|j^I  operation.  It 
might  on  the  same  ground  he  conteude<l  that  a  mistake  in  a  legal  limitation  made  through 
carelessness  or  ignorance  could  be  corrected  bv  striking  out  the  words  improperly  introduced.'' 
Law  of  Prop.  p.  197.  See  also  Harter  v.  Ifarter,  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  11;  Re  Davy,  1  Sw.  & 
Tr.  262,  29  L.  J.  Prob.  161,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  252;  Rhodes  v.  Rhodes,  7  App.  Ca.  (V.  C.)  192. 
Moreover  the  effect  of  striking  out  the  words  in  Newburgh  v.  Newburgh,  would  be  the  opposite 
of  that  in  the  decided  cases ;  it  would  create  a  device  and  not  an  intestacy.  Per  Sir  J.  Wigram, 
Wilis,  pi.  183  n.    And  see  Stanley  v.  Stanley,  2  J.  &  H.  502. 

(k)  1  M.  &  Sc.  352.    See  Wade  v.  Nazer/l2  JTur.  188,  6  No.  Cas.  46,  1  Rob.  627. 

1  In  regard  indeed  to  mistakes  in  wills,  Arthur  «.  Arthur,  10  Barb.  9;  ante,  p.  409, 
there  is  no  doubt*  that  courts  of  equity  have  note  1.  It  follows  that  an  omission  by  a 
jurisdiction  to  correct  them,  when  they  are  scrivener  in  preparing  a  will  of  real  estate 
apparent  npon  the  face  of  the  will,  or  mav  be  cannot  be  supplied  bv  parol  evidence.  An- 
made  out  by  a  due  construction  of  its  terms;  dress  r.  Weller,  2  Green,  Ch.  604,  608,  609; 
for  in  cases  of  wills  the  intention  will  prevail  Senger  v,  Senger,  81  Va.  687.  See  Comstock 
over  the  words.  But,  then,  the  mistake  must.  v.  Hullvme,  8  Conn.  264. 
inordinary  cases,  be  apparent  on  the  face  of  Such' is  the  rule  applicable  to  ordinary 
the  will,  otherwise  there  can  be  no  relief;  for,  cases,  but  the  rule  is  not  universal,  it  seems, 
at  least,  since  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  See  infVa,  p.  388.  and  note;  also  Hnwkins  v. 
requires  wills  to  be  in  writing,  parol  evidence,  Garlond,  76  Va.  149;  Wood  r.  White,  82 
or  eyidence  dehors  the  will,  is  not  admissible  Maine,  340,  in  equity,  where  the  court  al- 
to vary  or  control  the  terms  of  the  will,  1  lowed  the  substitution  of  "George  Wood" 
Story,Eq.  Jur.  |§  169-183;  Avery  9.  Chappel,  for  **J.  Wood,"  to  whom  the  will  gave  a 
6  Conn.  270;  Mann  v.  Mann,  1  Johns.  Ch.  legacy.  Quaere  whether  there  is  any  ground 
S31.  234 ;  Rothmahler  v.  Myers,  4  Desaus.  2 15 ;  for  distinguishing  gifts  of  personalty  ?  As  to 
Mellish  V.  Mellish.  4  Ves.  (Sumner*s  ed.)  45,  misnomer,  see  ante,  p.  340,  note, 
and  note  (a) :  Phillips  v,  Chamberlaine,  id.  >  If  the  description  of  a  person  or  thing  be 
51;  Nutt  V,  Kutt,  Freem.  Ch.  (Misa.)  ISB;  wholly  Inapplicable  to  the  subject  intended,  or 
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word  or  phrase  in  the  will  can  be  diverted  from  its  appropriate  sub- 
ject or  object  by  extrinsic  evidence,  showing  that  the  testator  com- 
moaly  (l),  much  less  on  that  particular  occasiou  (m),  used  the  words 
or  phrase  in  a  sense  peculiar  to  himself,  or  even  in  any  general  or 
popular  sense,  as  distinguished  from  its  strict  and  primary  import.^ 

Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Brown  v.  Brown  (n),  it  was  held  that 
not  extended      ^  devise  of  copyhold  lands  could  not  be  extended  to  free- 
to  freeholds  by    holds,  by  the  production  of  evidence  showing  that  the 
testator  had  so  described  them  in  a  deed  executed  by 

(0  See  Per  Parke,  B.,  Shore  v.  Wilaon,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  658;  Croslev  «.  Clan',  3  Sw.  330,  n.; 
Millard  v.  Bailey,  L.  R.,  I  £q.  378. 

(m)  Mouiise>'  t.  Blaniire,  4  Rubs.  384;  Green  v.  Howard,  1  B.  C.  C.  31;  Strode  v.  Rassell, 
2  Vern.  625;  Barrow  v.  Metliold,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  994;  Knight  v.  Knight,  2  Giff.  616,  is  contra; 
but  the  rule  as  stated  in  the  text  is  firmly  settled.  Observe  that  the  rule  supposes  the  existence 
of  an  appropriate  subject  or  object;  otherwise  it  should  seem  evidence  would  be  admissible  of 
the  testator  having  commonly  described  the  object  (and  why  not  the  subject  also  V)  by  the 
terms  used  in  the  will.    Lee  o.  Pain,  4  Hare,  251,  po^t ;  Douglas  v.  Fellows,  K.nv,  118. 

(n)  11  East.  441.  See  Hughes  v.  Turner,  3  My.  &  K.  666,  where  Sir  C.  Pepys,  M.  R..  held 
that  a  revoked  will  could  not  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  influencing::  the  construction  of 
the  subsequent  unrevoked  instrument.  See  also  M'Leroth  v.  Bacon,  5  Ves.  165;  Randall  «. 
Daniel,  24  Beav.  193.  But  in  Re  Feltham*s  Trusts,  1  K.  &  J.  532,  on  a  bequest  to  "*  Thomas 
Turner,  of  Regency  Square,  Brighton,*'  the  facts  being  that  there  was  a  James  Turner  of 
Regency  Square,  Surgeon,  and  a  Rev.  Thomas  Turner,  of  Daventry,  both  nephews  of  te*sta- 
trix's  husband;  an  old  will  containing  a  beouest  to  *'  Thomas  Turner,  of  Regency  Square, 
Brighton,  Surgeon/*  was  admitted  to  prove  tne  fact  that  the  testatrix  alwavs  called  the  sur- 
geon Thomas.  From  that  fact  the  Court  inferred  that  the  actual  will  (whicd  was  not  strictly 
applicable  to  either  claimant,)  erred  in  the  name  and  not  in  the  description.  "  But,**  said  the 
V  .-C,  *'  I  cannot  rely  on  the  circumstance  that  she  therein  (»'.  e.  in  tne  old  will)  gave  him  a 
legacy.*'  The  distinction  appears  to  have  been  overlooked  in  Re  Gregory's  Settlement,  6  N. 
R.  282. 

said  to  be  intended  by  it,  evidence  is  inad-  lor,  43  Miss.  437 ;   Gilliam   v.  Brown,  id. 

missible.  to  prove  whom  or  what  the  testator  641. 

really  intended  to  describe.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  But  parol  evidence  is  admissible  under  the 
§  290;  Doe  v.  Needs,  2  M.  &  W.  129;  Brown  statutes  of  some  states  to  show  that  the  omis- 
9.  SaltonHtall,  3  Met.  423;  Den  v.  Bolick,  1  sion  of  a  provision  for  a  child  of  the  tesUtor 
Ired.  244.  As  to  the  inadmissibility  of  dec-  was  intentional.  In  re  Grider,  81  Cal.  671; 
larations  of  intent  see  also  In  re  Gilmore,  Buckley  «.  Gerard,  123  Mass.  8;  Ramsdill  v. 
81  Cal.  240  (citing  Nelson  v.  McCIanahan,  65  Wentworth,  101  Mass.  125;  s.  c.  106  Mass. 
Cal.  308;  In  re  Garrand,  35  Cal.  336);  Roth-  320 ;  Converse  *.  Wales,  4  Allen,  612;  Wilson 
mahler  ».  Myers,  4  Desaus.  215;  Kelley  v,  v.  Fosket,  6  Met  400;  Lorieux  v,  Keller,  6 
Kelley,  25  Penn.  St.  460;  Miller  r.  Springer,  Iowa,  196;  Lorings  ».  Marsh,  6  Wall.  337. 
70  Penn.  St.  269 ;  Iddings  v.  Iddings,  7  Serg.  And  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  express 
&  R.  Ill:  Webb  r.  Webb,  7  Mbn.  626,  628;  declarations  by  the  testator  of  his  intention, 
Tudorv.  Terrel,  2Dana,47;Comstock».  Had-  it  is  proper  to  show  the  intelligence  of  the 
Ivme  Soc.,  8  Conn.  254,  265,  266;  Reeves  v,  decedent  and  his  relations  towards  his  family, 
fteeves,  1  Dev.  Eq.  386 ;  Mordecai  r.  Boylan,  Buckley  i».  Gerard,  supra;  Converse  r.  Wales, 
6  Jones,  Eq.  365;  Cesar  r.  Chew,  7  Gill  &  J.  supra;  Ramsdill  v.  Wentworth,  supra.  As 
127;  Duncan  V.  Duncan.  2  Yeates,  302 ;  Sword  to  what  is  an  insufficient  declaration  of  in- 
V,  Adams,  3  Yeates,  34;  Jackson  v.  Sill,  11  tention,  see  Bancroft  v,  Ives,  3  Gray,  367. 
Johns.  201;  White  v.  Hicks,  33  N.  T.  383;  But  evidence  of  intentional  omission  is  ex- 
Adams  V.  Win ne,  7  Paige,  97;  Avery  r.  Chap-  eluded  in  certain  other  states  under  special 
pel,  6  Conn.  270 ;  Geerv.  Winds,  4  Desaus.  85;  statutes.  Chace  ©.  Chace,  6  R.  I.  407 ;  Brad- 
Del  Mare  v.  Rebello,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkin8*8  ley  v,  Bradley,  24  Mo.  311.  Under  the 
ed.)  446,  451,note  (a)  and  case*  cited:  Tucker  California  statute  it  is  held  that  evidence 
r.  Seaman's  Aid  Soc.,  7  Met.  188.  206 ;  Smith  dehors  the  will  that  the  omission  was  inten- 
f>.  Wells,  id.  240;  Minot  v,  Boston  Asylum,  tional  cannot  be  received.  EsUte  of  Garraud, 
id.  416;  Osborne  «.  Vamey,  id.  301;  Rvcrs  35  Cal.  336. 

V,  Wheeler    22  Wend.  1*8;  Fitzpatrick  v,        i  In  a  case  in  which  it  appeared  that  a  tM- 

Fitzpatrick,'36 Iowa, 674;  Mitchell r.  Walker,  tator  gave  all  his  "back  land"  to  certain 

17  B.  Mon.  61;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  32  Ala.  devisees,  ^rol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show 

637 ;  McCrav  v,  Lipp,  35  Ind.  116 ;  Harrison  what  was  intended  by  the  term  "  back  lands," 

r.  Morton,  2*  Swan,  461;  Cagney  r.  O'Brien,  and  that  the  testator  usually  gave  cerUin 

83  HI.  72 ;  Button  r.  Amer.  Tract  Soc.,  23  Vt.  lands  that  name  in  his  family  and  neighbor- 

336;  Robinson*.  Bishop,  23  Ark.  378;  Willis  hood.      Ryers  r.   Wheeler,  22  Wend.   148. 

9.  Jenkins,  80  Ga.  167;  Gilliam  v.  Chancel-  See  Black  v.  Hill,  32  Ohio  St.  813. 
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him,  the  will  itself  furnishing  no  *  distinct  indication  that  the  [*385] 
testator  meant  to  give  what  was  conveyed  by  the  deed^  and 
there  being  copyhold  lands  to  satisfy  the  devise. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Chichester  v.  Ozenden  (o)  (which  is  a  leading  au- 
thority), where  a  testator  devised  his  "  estate  of  Ashton,  in  the  county 
of  Devon ; "  and  evidence  was  adduced  to  show  that  the 
testator  was  accustomed  to  distinguish  by  the  appella-   "estate of 
tion  of  his  "Ashton  estate"  the  whole  of  his  maternal   ^nul!^  b°y* 
estate,  including  property  in  several  contiguous  par-  extrinsic 
ishes ;  the  Court  of  C.  P.  notwithstanding  this  evidence,    «^»^«°«»- 
held  that  only  the  premises  in  the  manor  of  Ashton  passed;   Sir 
James  Mansfield  observing,  that  this  would  give  the  will  an  effectual 
operation,  and  herein  the  case  differed  from  all  others  in  which  such 
evidence  had  been  received .  for  in  them,  without  it,  the  devise  would 
have  had  no  operation ;  and  it  was,  he  said,  safer  not  to  go  beyond 
the  line.    This  decision  was  affirmed  in  D.  P.  on  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  Judges  (p) ;  and  the  principle  of  it  has  been  since  re- 
peatedly recognized.*    Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Browne  v.  Greening  (q),  the 
Court  of  K.  B.,  on  its  authority,  rejected  evidence  offered  to  show 
that,  under  a  devise  of  lands  "  at  Coscomb,"  it  was  intended  to  in- 
clude lands  near  Coscomb. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Tyrrel  v.  Lyford  (r),  where  the  testator  devised  lands 
at  Sutton  Wick,  in  the  parish  of  Sutton  Courtney,  which  Construction 
he  purchased  of  S,^  the  same  Court  would  not  allow  it  to   of  words  not 
be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  he  intended  to  in-  evidence^of 
elude  certain  pieces  of  ground  not  in  the  hamlet  of  Sut-  actual  mten- 
ton  Wick,  but  parcel  of  the  estate  purchased  of  S.,  and     ^^' 
in  the  parish  of  Sutton  Courtney.' 

Again,  in  Doe  d.  Preedy  v.  Holtom  («),  where  a  testator  devised  to 
A.  his  messuage  or  tenement  in  Swalcliffe,  wherein  he  (the  testator) 
then  resided,  with  the  offices,  outhouses,  barns,  stables,  and  other  edir 
ficea  and  buildings^  yards  and  gardens  to  the  same  adjoining^  and  all  the 


(o)  8  Tannt.  147.  This  case  seems  to  have  settled  a  point  left  in  donbt  by  Whitbread  9. 
May,  2  B.  &  P.  598. 

(p)  4  Dow.  65. 

(q)  4  M.  &  Sel.  171.  See  also  ETans  v.  Angell,  26  Bear.  903.  Bat  as  to  the  meaning  of 
'*at*'  see  Homer  v.  Homer,  8  Ch.  D.  758. 

(r)  4  M.  &  Sel.  550.  As  to  Collison  v.  Girling,  4  My.  &  C.  68,  9  CL  &  Fin  88,  see  Wigr. 
WilU,  43  &  48  n.,  4th  ed. 

(«)  5  Nev.  &  M.  891,  4  Ad.  &  EU.  76. 


1  Tacker  v.  Seaman's  Aid  Soc.,  7  Met.  188, 
206;  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  5  Mees.  &  W.  868; 
Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bins:.  244;  «.  c.  1  Moore 
&  S.  842.  See  also  Jackson  v.  Sill,  11 
Johns.  201;  Mann  v.  Maon,  1  Johns.  Ch.  23 1  i 
«.  c.  14  Johns.  1 ;  McCoy  v.  Hugtis,  6  WattA, 
845;  Cesar  «.  Chew,  7  Gill  &  J.  127 ;  Richards 
V.  Dutch,  8  Mass.  506;  Farrar  9.  Ayres,  5  Pick. 
404:  Crocker  v.  Cracker,  11  Pick. '252;  Brown 
V.  Saltonstall,  3  Met.  428;  Minot  v  Boston 


Asylum,  7  Met  416 ;  Winslow  «.  Cummings, 
3  Cosh.  358;  Earlev.  Wood,  8  Cosh.  430,  449  ^ 
rhayer  «.  Boston,  15  Gray,  847;  American 
Bible  Soc.  «.  Pratt,  9  Allen,  109;  Gifford  v. 
Rockett,  121  Mass.  431. 

>  See  Klrkland  v.  Conway,  116  fll.  438; 
Pocock  V.  Redinfi^r,  108  Ind'.  573;  Waldron 
V.  Waldron,  45  Mich.  350;  Reynolds  v.  Robin- 
son, 82  N.  T  103. 
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seireral  clones  or  inclosed  grounds,  pieces  and  parcels  of  ground,  called 
and  known  by  the  several  names  of  "  Cow-house,"  &c.,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, part  of  the  farm  and  lands  then  in  his  own  occupation,  &c. 
And  he  devised  to  B.  all  other  his  hereditaments  in  SwalclifPe  (ex- 
cept what  he  had  before  devised  to  A.).  The  question  was, 
[*386]  whether  the  devise  to  ♦  A.  comprised  two  cottages  adjoining 
the  messuage  m  which  the  testator  resided,  and  which  he  had 
separated  therefrom  by  a  stone  wall,  and  let  off  to  tenants.  It  was 
held,  that  the  cottages  in  question,  though  not  in  the  testator's  own 
occupation,  passed  under  the  devise  to  A«  (it  being  considered  that 
the  devise  was  not  confined  to  what  was  in  the  testator's  own  occupa- 
tion), and  that  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention,  orally  declared  at 
the  time  of  giving  instructions  for  and  executing  his  will,  that  the 
cottages  should  be  included  in  the  devise  to  B.,  was  inadmissible. 

Relative  pronouns,  which  have  no  independent  force  or  signification, 
but  whose  effect  depends  wholly  upon  the  position  which  they  occupy 
PoBition  of  ^^  ^^^  instrument^  cannot,  by  means  of  parol  evidence, 
relative  pro-  be  shifted,  SO  as  to  relate  to  a  different  antecedent, 
be  varied' by      Thus,  in  Castleton  V.  Turner  (0,  where  a  testator  had 

Saroievi-  made  dispositions  in  his  will  to  several,  and  but  two 

6Dce 

women  were  mentioned  throughout  the  whole  will,  viz. 
his  wife  and  his  niece,  and,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  will,  a  particular 
estate  was  devised  to  "  her  "  for  and  during  her  natural  life  —  Lord 
Hardwicke  refused  to  receive  parol  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing to  which  of  the  two  women  "  her  "  referred ;  the  offering  it  was 
an  attempt  contrary  to  the  principles  of  the  Court,  because  it  would 
tend  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  witnesses  to  make  wills  for  testators. 
And  he  held,  that,  though  '*  her  "  was  a  relative  term,  it  related  to 
the  wife,  upon  the  ground  that,  throughout  the  will,  in  other  places, 
**  her  "  seemed  to  relate  to  the  wife  (u). 

n.  —  Admissible  to  reoonoile  Inoonstetenoy  in  Will.  —  If,  how- 
ever, the  context  of  the  will  presents  an  obstacle  to  the  construing 
Words  mar  be  ^^  *^®  terms  of  description  in  their  strict  and  most  ap- 
diverted  from  priate  sense,  a  foundation  is  thereby  laid  for  the  admis- 
accepfation'Iy  sion  of  evidence  showing  that  they  are  susceptible  of 
inconsistency  some  more  popular  interpretation,  which  will  reconcile 
them  with,  and  give  full  scope  and  effect  to,  such  seem- 
ingly repugnant  context.* 

To  this  principle,  it  is  conceived,  may  be  referred  the  important 


li 


rO  8  Atk  257. 

[u)  Parol  evidence  ia  alto  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  ease  of  eleetion,  dement* 
•on  V.  Gandy,  1  Kee.  309,  post,  Ch.  XIY.,  s  ti.,  pp.  423,  424. 


1  See  Missionary  Society  v.  Mead,  181  HI.     v.  Boswell,  108  Mo.  161 ;  Cheetham  v.  Mnhlen- 
888;  Smith  v.  Dennison,  112  111.  867;  Nichols     berg,  188  Penn.  St  800. 
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case  of  Doe  d.  Beach  v.  Earl  of  Jersey  (x),  where  a  testatrix^  after 
reciting  a  power  reserved  to  her  by  her  settlement,  on  her  marriage 
with  G.  V.  P.,  devised,  subject  to  the  estate  for  life  of  her 

♦  husband  therein,  all  that  her  Briton  Ferry  estate,  with  all  [*387] 
the  manors,  advowsons,  messuages,  buildings,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  thereto  belonging,  or  of  which  the  same 
consisted.  In  a  subsequent  part  she  added :  "  Also  I  give  my 
Penlline  Castle  estate,  which,  as  well  as  my  Briton  Ferry  -^^, 
estate,  is  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  county  of  Bntua  Kerry 
Glamorgan,"  &c.  A  claim  was  laid  under  this  devise  to  ^**^®- 
certain  lands  which  were  neither  in  the  parish  of  Briton  Ferry  nor 
in  the  county  of  Glamorgan,  but  in  a  parish  in  the  county  of  Brecon. 
It  appeared  by  special  verdict  that  the  Glamorganshire  lands  con- 
tained 30,000  acres,  part  whereof  consisted  of  the  messuage  and  lands 
in  the  parish  of  Briton  Ferry,  comprising  the  whole  of  the  parish ; 
and  that  the  Brecon  lands  contained  4,000  acres :  that  there  were  six 
advowsons,  of  which  the  advowson  of  the  parish  of  Briton  Ferry  was 
one,  and  one  manor,  and  one  undivided  sixth  of  another  manor  in 
Glamorgan,  and  that  there  was  no  manor  of  Briton  Ferry,  Objections 
were  made  to  the  reception  of  certain  evidence,  consisting  of  old 
account-books,  in  which  was  the  following  entry:  "Briton  Ferry 
Estate  in  the  county  of  Brecon;"  and  of  proof  that  the  lands  in 
question,  together  with  the  other  property,  had  all  gone  by  the  name 
of  the  Briton  Ferry  Estate.  Abbott,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Judges,  namely,  that  the  words  "  all  that  my  Briton  Ferry  es- 
tate, with  all  the  manors,  &c."  found  in  the  will  of  this  testatrix,  in 
which  mention  also  was  made  of ''  her  Penlline  Castle  estate,"  denoted 
a  property  or  estate  known  to  the  testatrix  by  the  name  of  her  Briton 
Ferry  estate,  and  not  an  estate  locally  situate  in  a  parish  or  township 
of  Briton  Ferry  (y),  and  consequently  that  a  question  arising  upon 
any  particular  tenement  was  properly  a  question  of  parcel  or  no  par- 
cel, and  they  therefore  thought  the  several  matters  offered  to  be 
proved  and  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  were  ad- 
missible and  ought  to  have  been  received.  However,  on  account  of 
an  imperfection  in  the  special  verdict,  the  House  of  Lords  awarded  a 
venire  de  novo. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Grore  v.  Langton  («),  it  was  contended  that  the  words 
"thereunto  belonging"^  must  be  taken  in    their   primary 

*  sense,  the  consequence  of  which  would  be  to  exclude  the  [*388] 

ix)  1  B.  &  AM.  550,  and  3  B.  &  Cr.  870 
'  \^)  The  same  case  had  previously  been  before  the  Court  of  K.  B.  on  a  somewhat  different 
point;  and  there  Bajley,  J.,  said  it  was  clear  that  the  devise  could  not  be  confined  to  that 
part  of  the  estate  which  was  within  the  parish  of  Briton  Ferry,  for  the  testatrix  spoke  nf 
manors  and  advowsons.  and  in  that  part  of  the  estate  there  was  no  manor  and  only  one  ad- 
vowson: the  devise,  therefore,  must  extend  to  the  whole  of  the  Briton  Feny  estate;  1  B. 
&  Aid.  558 

(a)  S  B.  &  Ad.  68G,  sUted  post,  Ch.  XXIT 

1  Aft  tc  the  word  "  iaciadmg  "  see  Heniy  v.  Henry,  81  Ky.  843. 
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lands  in  question  by  reason  of  the  words  being  correctly  applicable 
in  every  particular  to  other  lands.  But  the  Court  of  K.  B.  thought 
that  it  was  to  be  collected  from  the  face  of  the  will  itself,  that 
Words  *^®  testator  had  not  used  the  disputed  words  in  their 

«*  thereunto  primary  sense  (a),  and  held  that  extrinsic  evidence  was 
onging."  therefore  admissible  to  show  in  what  sense  he  had  used 
them.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  said,  "  The  extrinsic  facts  in  this  case  leave  no  room  to  doubt 
that  the  testator  intended  his  newly-acquired  property  to  pass  by  his 
will  as  paii;  of  his  Barrow  estate ;  but,  nevertheless,  it  cannot  pass 
unless  that  meaning  can  be  collected  from  the  will  itself ;  and  there 
are  two  clauses  in  the  latter  part  of  the  will  which  appear  to  mani- 
fest that  intention,  and  to  be  sufficient  to  authorize  us  to  put  such  a 
construction  on  the  words  thereunto  belonging  as  will  accord  with  and 
give  effect  to  that  intention.'^ 

HX  —  AdmisBible  to  show  Insertion  of  Words  or  Bzeoution  of 
"V7ill  through  Blistake  or  Fraud.  —  It  seems,  moreover,  that  (h)  though 
Clause  im-  you  cannot  resort  to  parol  evidence  to  control  the  effect 
Fntroduced  into  ^*  words  Or  expressions  which  the  testator  has  used,  by 
will  may  be  showing  that  he  had  used  them  under  mistake  or  mis- 
Sue  deviMvit  apprehension,  nor  to  supply  words  which  he  has  not 
vel  non.  used,  yet  that  you  may,  upon  an  issue  devisavit  vel  non, 

prove  that  clauses  or  expressions  have  been  inadvertently  introduced 
into  the  will,  contrary  to  the  testator's  intention  and  instructions, 
or,  in  other  words,  that  a  part  of  the  executed  instrument  is  not  his 
will.^  In  support  of  this  doctrine  may  be  adduced  the  case  of  Hip- 
pesley  v.  Homer  (c),  where  a  testator,  having,  by  his  will  dated  in 
1800,  devised  his  estate  to  certain  limitations,  by  a  codicil  made  in 
1804,  after  empowering  one  of  the  devisees  for  life  to  make  a  jointure 
and  charge  portions  for  children,  made  certain  variations  in  the  limi- 
tations in  the  will,  and  gave  certain  additional  powers  of  management  to 
his  trustees.    The  bill  alleged,  that  the  testator  executed  the  codicil 

upon  the  representation  and  in  the  belief  that  it  contained 
[*389]  nothing  but  powers  to  the  devisee  for  life  to  make  a  *  jointure 

and  charge  portions  for  children,  and  prayed  that  it  might  be 
set  aside.   The  facts  charged  were  admitted  by  the  answer.  Issues  were 

I ^  ^  _ 

(c)  T.  &  k.  48,  n.  See  also  Powell  v.  Monchett.  6  Mad.  216;  Lord  Trimlefitown  t.  D* Alton, 
1  D.  &  CI.  85;  Lord  Guillamore  «.  O'Gradv,  2  Jo.  &  Ut.  210 ;  Re  Duane,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  590, 81 
L.  J.  Prob.  173;  Re  Oswald,  L.  R.,  8  P.  &  D.  162;  Falton  v,  Andrew,  L.  R„  7  H.  L.  448; 
Rhodes  v.  Rhodes,  7  App.  Ca.  (P.  C.)  at  p.  198;  Morell  v.  Morell,  7  P.  D.  68 ;  Re  Basbell,  18 
P.  D.  7. 

1  In  re  Gordon,  1892,  P.  228,  where  a  codi-  or  the  scrivener,  was  shown.   Oomp.  also  the 

ci I,  bv  mistake,  was  stated  to  belong  to  a  will  case  of  misdescription,    as   in  Severson   «. 

whicli  had  been  revoked :  Covert  v.  Sebem,  Severson,  68  Iowa,  657:  and  bm  ante,  pp.  840^ 

7-3  Iowa,  564,  where  a  mistake  of  name,  made  note,  and  884,  note. 


(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  693. 

[b)  See  the  distinction  suggested  by  Leach,  Y.-C.,  in  Earl  of  Newbnx^gh  v.  Countess  of  New- 
burgh,  ante,  p.  383. 
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directed — First,  as  to  whether  the  testator  did,  by  a  paper  writing, 
purporting  to  be  a  codicil  to  his  will,  devise  in  manner  following : 
(Then  follow  the  words  of  the  codicil,  by  which  only  the  powers  of 
jointuring  and  charging  portions  were  conferred).  Secondly,  whether 
the  testator  did,  by  the  said  codicil,  deyise  in  manner  following: 
(Here  was  set  forth  the  remaining  part  of  the  codicil).  The  jury 
found  that  the  part  of  the  codicil  which  was  the  subject  of  the  second 
issue  did  not  constitute  the  will  of  the  testator ;  and  that  the  part 
of  the  codicil  which  was  the  subject  of  the  first  issue  did  constitute 
the  will  of  the  testator.  Whereupon  the  Court  (not  being  able  to 
direct  the  instrument  to  be  delivered  up,  as  part  of  it  was  good)  de- 
clared that  so  much  of  the  codicil  as  did  not  constitute  the  will  of  the 
testator  was  void. 

So  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  document  duly  exe- 
cuted as  a  will  was  never  intended  to  operate  as  the  will  of  the  de- 
ceased ;  as,  if  two  persons,  intending  to  make  their  wills,   Execation  of 
each  by  mistake  executes  the  document  prepared  for  the   wrong  inatru- 
other  (cQ .  or  to  show  that  a  document  was  not  intended  ' 

to  be  testamentary  but  only  as  a  contrivance  to  effect  some  collateral 
object,  e.  ^.,  to  be  shown  to  another  person  to  induce  him   —  of  a  pre- 
to  comply  with  the  pretended  testator's  wish  (e).     In  tended  will , 
both  these  cases  the  animus  testandi  is  wanting.     So  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  that  the  later  of  two  identical   —  ofadupli- 
documents  was  intended  to  be  a  duplicate  of  the  earlier  ^^«* 
one,  and  not  a  distinct  instrument  (/),  or  to  show  what  papers  con- 
stitute the  will  (g). 

Parol  evidence  is  also  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  counteracting 
fraud ;  for  to  reject  it  in  such  case  would  be  to  make  a  rule,  whose 
main  object  is  to  prevent  injustice,  instrumental  in  pro-   ru^^  \n  cases 
ducing  it    As  in  Doe  d.  Small  v,  Allen  (h),  where  it   of  fraud, 
appeared  that  the  testator,  upon  being  pressed  by  some  persons  to 
execute  a  second  will,  inquired  if  it  were  the  same  as  the   One  will  sur- 
former ;  and  being  told  that  U  was,  executed  the  will,   ^?ruded  for 
which  turned  out  to  be  different.     It  was  held  in  K.  B.   another, 
that  evidence  of  these  facts  ought  to  have  been  received.     "  I  agree," 
said  Lord  Eenyon,  '^  that  the  contents  of  a  will  are  not  to  be 
explained  by  parol  ♦  evidence ;  but,  notwithstanding  the  Stat-  [*390] 
ute  of  Frauds,  evidence  may  be  given  to  show  that  a  will  was 
obtained  by  fraud ;  and  the  effect  of  the  evidence  offered  in  this  case 
was  to  show  that  one  paper  was  obtruded  on  the  testator  for  another 
which  he  intended  to  execute."     And  as  a  charge  of  fraud  may  be 
supported,  so  it  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  of  this  nature.     Thus, 

id)  Be  Hant.  L.  R.,  3  P.  &  D.  250. 

(e)  Liflt^r  v.  Smith,  3  Sw.  &  Tr  282.  33  L.  J  Prob.  29. 

(/)  Hubbard  v.  Alexander,  3  Ch.  D.  738;  see  also  Doe  v.  Strickla&d,  8  C.  B.  724. 

(a)  Gould  V.  Lakes,  6  P.  D.  1. 

(h)  8  T.  B.  147. 
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in  Doe  v.  Hardy  (t),  where  the  defence  to  a  claim  under  a  codicil  to 
the  testator's  will  was,  that  the  codicil  was  a  forgery ;  an  objection 
was  made  to  the  receipt  of  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  of  decla- 
rations by  the  testator,  that  he  intended  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
should  have  the  property.  But  Littledale,  J.,  thought  the  declara- 
tions of  the  testator  were  admissible  to  show  his  intentions  where 
the  defence  was  either  fraud,  circumvention,  or  forgery. 

IV.  —  Admissible  to  prove  or  repel  Trusts,  Doable  Portions,  &c. 

—  Another  illustration  of  the  principle  occurs  in  the  case  suggested 

.  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Stickland  v.  Aldridge  (A;),  "  of  an  es- 

heir  or  devisee   tate  suffered  to  descend,  the  owner  being  informed  by 

enforc©d°^         the  heir,  that,  if  the  estate  is  permitted  to  descend,  he 

will  make  a  provision  for  the  mother,  wife,  or  any  other 
person,  there  is  no  doubt  equity  would  compel  the  heir  to  discover 
whether  he  did  make  such  promise.^  So,  if  a  father  devises  to  the 
youngest  son,  who  promises  that,  if  the  estate  is  devised  to  him,  he 
will  pay  10,000^.  to  the  eldest  son,  equity  would  compel  the  former 
to  discover  whether  that  passed  in  parol ;  and,  if  he  acknowledged 
it,  even  praying  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  he  would  be  a  trustee  to 
the  value  of  10,000Z."  • 

(t)  1  Moo.  &  R.  525. 

(k)  9  Ves.  519     See  also  Drakeford  o.  Wilkes,  8  Atk.  539. 

1  See  Keleman.  126  N.  Y.  73 1  Gaullaher  of  such  person  to  convey  the  intended  inter- 

V.  Gaullaher,  5  Watts,  200 ;    Gilpatrick  v.  est,  is  clear.    Hooker  v   Axford.  supra.    A 

Glidden,  81  Maine,  137.  more  difficult  question,  however,  arises  where, 

s  Where  a  gift  or  bequ^t    is   procured  with  such  devisee,   there  is  associated  an- 

from  a  testator  through  a  promise   to  hold  other  devisee  who  claims  that  he  had  no 

the  subject  in  whole  or  m  part  for  a  third  knowledge  or  intimation  at  the  time  of  the 

person  whom  the  giver  desires  to  benefit,  a  execution  of  the  will,  or  before  the  death  of 

trust  will  arise  ex  maleficio  if  the  promise  the  testator,  of  such  intended  trust.     But 

be  not  fulfilled.    Russell  v.  Jackson,  10  Hare,  parol   evidence,   though  amounting    to    no 

206.  Tee  r.  Ferris,  2  Kay  ik.  J.  357;  Jones  more  than  strong  inference  of  knowledge  of 

V.  Badley,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  ^62  ^  McCormick  v.  the  trust,  has  been  held  admissible  in  a  case 

Grogan, 'L.  R,  4  H.  L.  82;Glass  v.  Hulbert,  m   which  the  will  had   been   advised  and 

102  Mass.  24;  Gaitherv.  Gaither,  3  Md.  Ch.  drawn  upon  the  suggestion  of  the  other  de- 

158 :  Hooker  v.  Axford,  33  Mich.  453;  Headlev  visee  who  fully  admitted  the  trust.    Hooker 

V.  Renner,  130  Penn.  St  542 ;  1  Bi^elow.  Fraud,  v.  Axford. 

457,  458.  And  accepting  the  gift  subject  to  The  case  cited  does  not  go  the  length  of 
a  direction  to  pay,  fixes  upon  the  party  a  allowing  evidence  of  a  trust  as  to  the  re- 
personal  liability  to  pay.  Headley  v.  Renner,  fusing  trustee,  where  there  is  no  evidence 
supra  (citing  Etter  v.  Greenawalt,  98  Penfi.  of  his  knowledge  of  the  alleged  intention  of 
St.  422);  Eyre^s  Appeal,  106  Penn.  St.  184.  the  testator.  It  might  well  be  doubted  if 
If  It  be  the  case  of  a  devise  with  direction  evidence  could  be  received  in  such  a  case, 
to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  the  intended  legacy  The  act  of  the  devisee  in  claiming  to  hold 
becomes  a  charge  on  the  land  devised,  the  pniperty,  notwithstanding  the  admission 
Headley  v.  Renner,  supra;  Prj-er  v.  Mark,  of  his  co-devisee,  would  not  be  a  fraud. 
130  Penn.  St.  529.  The  devisee  is  charged  Fraud,  in  such  cases,  arises  only  when  the 
with  the  trust  not  by  reason  merely  of  the  devisee  has  consented  to  hold  in  trust;  such 
oral  promise,  but  because  of  the  tact  that  consent  being  presumed  to  be  the  reason  for 
bv  means  of  such  promise  he  has  induced  omitting  the  declaration  of  trust  from  the 
t&e  transfer  of  the  property  to  himself.  Glass  will.  And  an  engagement  of  the  kind  may 
V.  Hulbert,  supra.  And  this,  in  the  matter  be  entered  into  as  well  by  silent  assent  to 
of  real  estate,  takes  the  case  out  of  the  the  undertaking  as  by  express  words  of 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  promise.    Bvrn  v.  God/rey,  4  Ves.  10;  Paine 

That  a  devisee  taking  property  upon  a  v.  Hall,  18  Ves.  475. 
parol  promise  to  hold  for  the  benefit  of  a        There  appears  to  be  no  diiferenoe  between 

third  person  may  be  compelled  at  the  suit  gifts  of  realty  and  gifta  of  personalty  ob- 
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And  it  is  clear  that,  in  such  a  case  (and  this,  indeed,  is  the  point 
which  is  chiefly  material  here),  if  the  trust  were  denied  by  the  heir 
or  devisee,  it  might  be  proved  aliunde  (Z).  In  Re  Fleetwood,  Sid- 
greaves  V.  Brewer  (m),  a  parol  trust,  admitted  by  the  legatee  to  have 
been  communicated  to  him  by  the  testatrix  in  her  lifetime,  was  en- 
forced even  against  the  nextof-kin,  upon  the  authority  of  decisions 
made  before  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26  (which  requires  a  will  of 
personalty  to  be  in  writing),  and  of  an  Irish  ♦  case,  Riordan  [*391] 
V.  Banon  (n).  But  where  a  testator  by  his  will  gave  all  his 
property  to  C.  absolutely,  and  died  without  having  communicated  to 
C.  any  directions  as  to  its  disposal,  but  after  the  testator's  death  an 
unattested  paper  was  found  expressing  the  testator's  wish  that  C. 
should  hold  the  property  as  trustee  for  B. ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  E. 
Kay,  J.,  that  no  valid  trust  in  favor  of  B.  was  created ;  and,  C.  ad- 
mitting himself  to  be  only  a  trustee^  he  was  declared  to  be  trustee 
for  the  next-of-kin  (o). 

It  seems,  too,  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
rebutting  a  resulting  trust ;  as  in  such  case,  it  does  not  contradict 
the  will,  its  effect  being  to  support  the  legal  title  of  the   Parol  evidence 
devisee  against,  not  a  trust  expressed  (for  that  would  ^^u^JlJ^o^ 
be  to  control  the  written  will),  but  against  a  mere  equity   ing  truat. 
arising  by  implication  of  law  (/?)•* 

On  the  same  principle,  parol  evidence  was  under  the  old  law,  ad* 
missible  to  support  the  claim  of  an  executor  (now  taken  away  by 
Stat.  1  Will.  4,  c.  40)  to  the  undisposed-of  residue  of  a  testator's 


(0  See  Oldham  v.  Litchfield,  3  Vera.  506;  Podmore  v.  Gunning,  7  Sim.  644 i  Tee  v.  Ferris, 
2  K.  &  J  357;  Chester  v.  Urwick,  23  Beav.  407 ,  Probv  o.  Landor,  28  Beav.  504;  M*Ck>rmick 
V.  Grogan,  L.  R.,  4  H.  L.  82 ,  Irvine  v.  Sullivan,  L.  R^  8  Eq.  673  (to  the  extent  of  the  tea- 
tator's  wkhes  communicated  to  the  legatee)  j  Norria  «.  fimzer,  L.  B.,  15  £q.  318. 

(m)  15  Ch.  D.  594. 

(fi)  I.  R.  10  E(r  469. 

(o)  Re  Bovea,  Bores  v.  Carritt,  96  Ch.  D.  531. 

(0 )  Mallabar  v,  Mallabar,  Cas.  t  Talb.  79.  But  see  the  decision  on  this  point  of  Stirling, 
J.,  m  Re  Croome,  Croome  v.  Croome,  W.  N".  1888,  p.  37,  reversed  on  other  grouuds  by  C.  A. 
and  D.  P.,  f.  e.  W.  N.  1888,  p.  162,  W.  N.  1889,  p.  156. 


tained  by  means  of  snch  promises.  The 
Statute  of  Frauds  does  indeed  provide  excep- 
tionally for  the  transfer  of  title  to  or  interest 
in  land;  but  fraud  (when  but  for  the  inter- 
ference of  the  courts  it  would  be  accom- 
plished) takes  a  case  out  of  the  statute,  and 
nothing  short  of  fraud  appears  to  suffice  for 
the  relief  of  an  omitted  claimant  of  person- 
alty.  This  is  the  only  ground  for  the  in- 
teiterence  of  equity ;  Glass  v.  Hulbert,  supra; 
and  there  is  clearly  no  ground  of  jurisdiction 
at  law  in  snch  cases  except  fraud.  And  as 
it  is  getting  property  by  deceit,  and  not 
the  breach  of  an  oraf  promise,  which  justi- 
fies interference  (id.),  it  follows  that  the 
Eromise,  when  not  valid  in  itself,  must  have 
een  made  to  the  testator  and  not  merely 


to  the  claimant.  But,  in  Pennsylyania,  the 
breach  of  an  oral  agreement  has  alone  been 
treated  as  ground  of  eauitable  Jurisdiction 
in  analogous  cases.  Wolford  «.  uerringtnn, 
74  Penn.  St.  311,  815;  Overton  v.  Tracey, 
14  Serg.  &  R.  326. 

^  Powell  V.  Manson  Manuf.  Co.,  3  Mason, 
847.  362;  Stark  v.  Cannady,  3  Litt.  899; 
Hall  V,  Sprigg,  7  Mart.  243;  Dorser  9. 
Clarke,  4  Har.  &  J  551;  Reynolds  vl  Ro- 
binson, 82  N.  Y.  103;  Herrick  v.  Stover,  5 
Wend.  680;  Williams  v.  Crary,  4  Wend. 
443:  Jackson  v.  Feller,  2  Wend.  465,  Mann 
V.  Mann,  14  Johns.  1;  Sture  v.  Sture,  5 
Johns.  Ch.  1.  Botsford  v.  Burr,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  416;  Boyd  v  McLean,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
682. 
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personal  estate,  against  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  nextof-kin 
created  by  a  legacy  to  the  executor  (q).  Such  evidence  may  also  be 
adduced  to  repel  the  presumption  as  distinguished  from  an  express 
declaration  (r)  against  double  portions ;  in  other  words,  to  show  that  a 
legacy  by  a  parent  to  his  child  was  intended  not  to  be  (as  the  general 
rule  would  make  it)  a  satisfaction  of  a  portion  previously  due  to  such 
child  by  the  testator,  or  that  a  subsequent  advancement  to  the  child 
was  not  to  be  (as  it  would,  according  to  the  general  doctrine)  a  satis- 
faction entire  or  partial,  according  to  its  amount  (s),  of  a  legacy  to 
such  child  (t).  In  all  these  cases,  where  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
repel  the  presumption,  counter-evidence  is  also  admissible  in  support 
of  it ;  the  evidence  on  either  side  being  admissible,  not  for  the  purpose 

of  proving,  in  the  first  instance,  with  what  intent  the  writing 
[*392]  was  made,  but  simply  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  *  whether 

the  presumption,  which  the  law  has  raised,  is  well  or  ill- 
founded  (t^).  But  evidence  in  support  of  the  presumption  is  not  ad- 
missible, unless  evidence  to  rebut  it  has  been  first  admitted ;  still  less 
is  evidence  admissible  to  create  a  presumption  not  raised  by  the  law ; 
in  the  former  case  it  is  unnecessary  (x),  and  in  both  cases  its  effect 
would  be  to  contradict  the  apparent  meaning  of  the  will  (i/).  It  is 
clear,  also,  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  that 
the  testator  intended  to  place  himself  in  loco  parentis  towards  a  lega- 
tee, who  was  not  his  child  (z)-;  or  to  prove  that  gifts  have  been  made 
to  the  legatee  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  that  they  were  of  a 
nature  to  bring  them  within  the  equitable  presumption  (a),  or  within 
the  terms  of  an  express  declaration  contained  in  the  will  (d),  that 
advancements  should  be  in  satisfaction  of  legacies.  And  for  this 
purpose  contemporaneous  declarations  of  the  testator's  intentions  are 
admissible ;  since  the  rule  which  would  exclude  them,  if  the  intention 
had  been  committed  to  writing,  does  not  apply. 

V.  —  AdmlMible  to  explain  Foreign  'Words,  Nicknames,  Ao.  —  If 

a  testator  make  his  will  in  a  foreign  language,  or  introduce  therein 

(q)  See  1  Bop.  Leg.  by  White,  337.  Secus  since  the  Act,  Love  «.  Gaze,  8  Beav.  474.  Sach 
evidence  is  even  now  admissible  as  between  an  executor  and  the  Crown.  Se  Re  Bacon's 
Will,  Camp  v.  Coe,  19  Ch.  D.  460 i  and  see  post,  p.  412,  n.  As  to  whether  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  a  legacy  to  an  executor  is  conditional  on  his  ac- 
ceptance of  the  office,  see  Re  Appleton,  Barber  v.  T'ebbit.  29  Ch.  D.  293. 

(r)  Smith  v.  Conder,  9  Ch.  D.  170;  Re  Tnssand's  Estate  Tussaud  v.  Tnssand,  id.  8S3, 
873,  Montagu  «.  Earl  of  Sandwich,  32  Ch.  D.  325,  337  ;  Re  Lacon,  Lacon  v.  Lacon,  W.  N. 
1891,  p.  25. 

(t)  Pvm  9.  Lockyer.  5  Mv.  &  C  29. 

(0  1  "Rnp.  Leg.  by  White',  838. 

(u)  Kirk  V.  Eddowes,  3  Hare,  517. 

(x)  Kirk  V.  Eddowes,  3  Hare,  520,  White  9.  Williams,  8  V.  &  B.  7S. 

(v)  Hall  V.  Hill,  1  D.  &  War.  94,  Lee  «.  Pain,  4  Hare,  216;  Palmer  v  Kewell,  90  BeaT 
89 

(z)  Powys  V.  Manfield,  3  Mv.  &  C.  359. 

(a)  Rosewell  9.  Bennett,  8  *Atk.  77;  Kirk  9.  Eddowes,  3  Hare,  509;  Twining  9  Powell,  2 
Coll.  262. 

(b)  Whateley  9.  Spooner.  8  K  &  J  542;  M'CIare  v.  Evans^  29  Beav.  422. 
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oertain  terms  or  characters  which  are  not  understood  by   As  to  tmu. 
the  Court,  recourse  may  be  had  to  persons  conversant   Secil^erinjr 
with  the  subject,  for  the  purpose  of  translating  the  will,   peculiar  elis- 
or deciphering  the  characters  (c).*    And  where  the  tes-  "*^'®"' 
tator  makes  use  of  words  which  in  their  ordinary  sense  are  intelligi- 
ble, but  which  are  used  by  a  certain  class  of  persons  to  whom  the 
testator  belonged  ((f),  or  in  a  certain  locality  where  he  dwelt 
(e),  in   a  peculiar  sense,  *  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to  [*393] 
show  the  fact  of  such  usage,  unless  it  also  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  will  that  the  testator  used  the  word  in  its  ordinary  sense.' 
Generally  speaking,  for  instance,  evidence  would  be  ad- 
missible to  show  that  the  word  close  meant  the  same   ujlocafo"**' 
thing  as  farm  in  the  country  where  the  property  was   technical 
situate;  but  if  the  testator  has  in  another  part  of  the 
will  used  the  word  doses  (in  the  plural),  it  is  manifest  that  he  has 
used  the  word  closey  in  its  ordinary  sense  as  denoting  an  inclosure ; 
and  then  such  evidence  is  not  admissible ;  for  that  would  be  to  contra- 
dict the  words  of  the  will  (/). 

Again,  the  testator  may  have  habitually  called  certain  persons  by 
peculiar  or  nicknames,  by  which  they  were  not  commonly  known.     If 
these  names  should  occur  in  his  will,  they  could  only  be 
explained  and  construed  by  the  aid  of  evidence,  to  show 
the  sense  in  which  he  used  them,  just  as  if  his  will  were  written  in 
cipher  or  in  a  foreign  language  (g).    Thus,  in  Lee  v.  Pain  (A),  a  tes- 

(c)  Masters  v.  Masters,  1  P.  W.  421 ;  Norman  v.  Morrell,  4  Yes  769 ,  Kell  v.  Cbamier,  23 
Beav.  195;  Clayton  v.  Lord  Nugent,  13  M.  &  W  206,  per  Aldersou,  B. ;  Groblet  v.  Beechey, 
8  Sim  24,  2  R.  &  NLy.  624,  Wigr.  Wills,  App.  In  the  last  case  the  question  was,  whether  the 
word  "  mod.**  occurring  in  the  codicil  to  the  will  of  a  sculptor,  applied  to  his  models.  The 
opinions  of  sculptors  and  persons  skilled  m  handwriting  di£Fered  on  this  point ;  and  the  ultimate 
conclusion  of  Lord  Brougham  was,  that  the  formal  bequest  m  the  will  could  not  be  revoked 
by  an  imperfectly  expressed  and  doubtful  word  introduced  into  the  codicil.  An  attempt  was 
made  to  explam  the  testator's  meaning  by  the  evidence  of  a  person  who  attested  his  will ;  bat 
this,  of  course,  was  inadmissible. 

(d)  Clayton  v.  Gregson,  5  Ad .*&  Kll.  302,  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  526. 

(e)  Per  Parke,  B.,  Richardson  v.  Watson,  as  reported  1  Nev.  &  M.  575;  Smith  «.  Wilson, 
8  H.  &  Ad.  728,  Anstee  v.  Nelms,  1  H.  &  N.  225.  In  the  last  case,  the  devise  was  of  **  lands 
in  the  parish  of  D  *'  and  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  a  part  of  the  testator's  lands 
which  was  in  another  parish  was  generally  reputed  to  be  m  the  parish  of  D.  But  where  a 
writ  has  received  a  legal  signification  by  statutory  definition  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
show  that  a  testator  has  used  that  word  in  a  different  sense.  So  it  has  been  held  extrinsic 
evidence  was  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  testator  who  devised  forty-five  acres  of  land  in 
Ireland  meant  Irish  not  statute  acres.  O'Donnell  r.  O'Donnell,  13  L-  R.,  Ir  226. 

(/)  Richardson  ».  Watson,  4  B.  &  Ad.  799,  1  Nev.  &  Man.  675.    See  Wigr.  Wills,  pi. 

ia)  Per  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  Doe  v.  Hiscock,  5  M.  &  Wels.  368. 
(/<)  4  Hare,  251. 

1  See  In  re  Cliff,  1892,  2  Ch.  229.     The  tator^s  controlling  intention  in  the  context 

judge  will  of  course  make  oat  for  himself,  if  And  cerUin  forms  of  expression  employed 

he  can  the  meaninja;,  as  a.   g,,   where  ab-  by  testators  have  been  placed  upon  the  same 

breviatiins   or  foreign  words   or  both    are  ground  as  technical  words  in  this  respect, 

used.    See   Chambers  v.  Watson,  60  Iowa,  and  must  be  taken  in  their  primary  sense  to 

^1*  have  the  meaning  imputed  to  them  by  the 

'  Technical  words  are  to  be  taken  in  the  adjudicated  cases,  subject  to  be  corrected  as 

technical  sense,  as  their  primary  sense,  to  in  the  case  of  technical  words.    Renwick  v, 

be  corrected,  if  at  all,  by  finding  the  tea*  Soiith,  11  S.  C  294,  806. 
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tatrixy  by  a  codicil  dated  in  1836,  "  had  bequeathed  to  Mrs.  and  Miss 
Bowden,  of  H.,  a  widow  and  daughter  of  the  late  Rev.  Mr.  Bowden, 
200^.  each."  The  legacies  were  claimed  by  Mrs.  and  Miss  Wash- 
bourne,  the  widow  and  daughter  of  Mr.  D.  Washbourne,  who  had  been 
a  dissenting  minister  at  H.  The  evidence  proved  that  Mrs.  Wash- 
bourne  was  the  daughter  of  Mr.  Bowden,  who  died  leaving  a  widow, 
which  latter  died  in  1820 ;  that  the  testatrix  had  been  intimately  ac- 
quainted with  Mr.  Bowden,  and  with  the  claimants,  whom  she  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  calling  by  the  name  of  Bowden,  and,  on  the  mis- 
take being  pointed  out,  had  acknowledged  it.  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-O., 
held,  that  the  evidence  was  admissible,  and,  there  being  no  other  Mrs. 
and  Miss  Bowden,  decreed  the  legacies  to  the  claimants  (r). 

VI.  —  When  the  State  of  Facts  at  the  Date  of  the  Will  may  be  re- 
garded. —  Though  it  is  (as  we  have  seen)  the  will  itself  (and  not  the 
Bute  of  facts  i^^^tion,  as  elsewhere  collected)  which  constitutes  the 
at  the  date  of  real  and  only  subject  to  be  expounded^  yet,  in  performing 
Sb  rewuSTed!^  this  office,  a  court  of  consti-uction  is  not  bound  to  shut 
its  eyes  to  the  state  of  facts  under  which  the  will  was 
[*394]  made ;  i  on  the  contrary,  an  *  investigation  of  such  facts  often 
materially  aids  in  elucidating  the  scheme  of  disposition  which 
occupied  the  mind  of  the  testator.'  To  this  end,  it  is  obviously  es- 
sential that  the  judicial  expositor  should  place  himself  as  fully  as 
possible  in  the  situation  of  the  person  whose  language  he  has  to  in- 
terpret (k)  \  *  and  guided  by  the  light  thus  thrown  on  the  testamen- 

<%)  See  also  Wigr.  Wills,  pi.  65,  and  n. 

(k)  Doe  d.  Teinpleman  «.  Martin,  4  B.  &  Ad.  771,  per  Parke,  J.;  Smith  v.  Doe  d  Lord 
Jersey,  2  Br.  &  B.  553.  5  B.  &  Aid.  887,  per  ^Barlej,  J. ;  Doe  d.  Freeland  v.  Burt,  1  T.  R. 
701 ;  Izuv  V.  Sharp,  1  My.  &  K.  602,  per  Lord  Brougham;  Att.-Gen.  n,  Drummond,  1  Dr. 
&  War.*367,  per  Sugden,  C;  Shore  v.  Wilson,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  655,  per  Parke.  B.^  Doe  d. 
Thomas  v.  Beynon,  12  Ad.  &  £11.  431 ;  Blundell  v.  Gladstone,  8  Mac.  &  G.  692;  Phillips  «. 

1  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  preting  a  will,  the  attending  circumstances 

state  of  testator's  property  when   he  made  of  the  testator,  such  as  the  condition  of  the 

his  will.    Hyde  v.  Pnce,  1  Ck)op.  208 ;  Web-  family,  and  the  amount  and  character  of  his 

ley  V,  Langstaff,  3  DeMius.  504;   Marshairs  property,  may  and  ought  to  be  taken  into 

Appeal,  2  Barr,  388;  Brainerd  v.  Cowdrev,  consideration.     The  interpreter  may  place 

16  Conn.  1.    SeeShelton  r.  Shelton,  1  Wash,  himself  in  the  position  occupied  by*the  tes- 

53;  Dewitt  v.  Yates,  10  Johns.  156;  Druce  tator  when  he  made  the  will,  and  from  that 

V.  Denison.  6  Ves.  385  a,  and  n.;  Jarvis  r.  point  of  view  discover  what  was  intended. 

Buttrick,  1  Met.  480,  483;  Morton  v.  Perrv,  Brown  «.  Thorndikc,  15  Pick.  388;  Postlcth- 

1  Met.  446;  Edens  v.  Williams,  3  Murph  27;  waite's  Appeal,  68  Pa.  St  477;  Smith  «,  Bell, 

Tucker  r.  Seaman's  Aid  Society,  7  Met.  205,  6  Pet.  68  ;  SiclofE  v.  Redman,  26  Ind.  261; 

206.     So  to  show  the  state  of  his  family.  Blake  v.  Hawkins,  98  U.  S.  315,  324.    But 

Den  d.  Watkins  v.  Flora,  8  Ired.  874;  Woois  where  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  clear. 

V.  Wood^,  2  Jones,  £q.  420;  Rewalt  v.  Ulrich,  neither  his  situation,  nor  that  of  his  family 

23  Penn.  St.  388.    Parol  evidence  is  also  ad-  or  property,  will  be  considered  in  giving  ef- 

misslble  as  to  facts  known  to  the  testator,  feet  to  his  will.     Brearley  v   Brearley,   1 

which  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  Stockt.  21. 

influenced  him  in  the  disposition  of  his  prop-  ^  See  Gale  v,  Drake,  61  N.   H.   78,  88; 

g;rty.     Ellis  v.  Essex  Merrimack  Bridge,  2  Goodhue  r.  Clark,  37  N.  H.  525.  533;  Tilton 

ick.  243:  Braman  v.  Stiles.  2  Pick.  460;  v.  Tilton,   32  N.   H.  257,  263;  Griscom  v. 

Glover  v.  Hnvden,  4  Cush.  580;  Wootton  v.  Evens,  40  N.  J.  402,  407. 

Redd,  12  Gratt.  196.     Indeed,  there  is  no  *  1  Greenl.  £▼.  §  287. 
more  conunon  remark  than  that,  when  inter- 
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tary  scheme,  he  may  find  himself  justified  in  departing  from  a  strict 
construction  of  the  testator's  language,  without  allowing  *'  conjectural 
interpretation  to  usurp  the  place  of  judicial  exposition  "  (l).  Thus,  if 
it  appears  (and  of  course  it  can  only  appear  by  extrinsic  evidence), 
that  there  is  no  subject  or  object  answering  to  the  description  in  the 
will  strictly  and  literally  construed,  but  that  there  is  a  subject  or  ob- 
ject precisely  answering  to  such  description  interpreted  according  to 
the  popular  and  less  appropriate  sense  of  the  words,  the  conclusion 
that  the  testator  employed  them  in  the  latter  sense  is  irresistible. 
Examples  of  this  principle  of  construction  are  widely  scattered  through 
the  present  treatise.  It  is  exemplified  in  those  cases  in  which  a  de- 
vise of  lands  at  a  given  place  has  been  extended  to  property  not 
strictly  answering  to  the  locality,  because  there  is  none  which  does 
precisely  correspond  to  it  (m),^  or  in  which  an  apparently  specific  be- 
quest of  stock  in  the  public  funds  has  been  held  to  authorize  payment 
of  the  legacy  out  of  the  general  personal  estate,  the  testator  having 
no  such  stock  when  he  penned  the  bequest  (n).  Again,  we 
discover  *  traces  of  the  doctrine  in  the  rule  (hereafter  dis-  [*39o] 
cussed)  which  construes  a  gift  to  the  children  of  a  deceased 
person,  or  the  children  "  now  born  "  of  a  living  person,  as  comprising 
illegitimate  children,  there  being  no  legitimate  child  to  supply  the 
gift  with  a  more  appropriate  object;  or  a  gift  to  the  testator's 
nephews,  as  a  gift  to  his  wife's  nephews,  he  having  none,  and  there 
being,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  no  possibility  of  his  ever  having  any  (p) ; 
and  lastly,  in  the  rule  which  reads  a  devise  or  bequest  to  apply  to  a 
person  or  thin^  imperfectly  answering  the  name  and  description  in 

Barker,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  688,  Wier  Wills,  Prop.  V.  Bat  in  Pilcber  v.  Hole,  7  Sim.  210,  the 
y.-C.  said  he  could  not  look  at  the  price  of  stocks  for  the  purpose  of  putting  a  construction 
on  a  will.  How  far  it  may  be  assumed  that  a  testator,  when  he  makes  his  will,  has  the  ma- 
terial circumstances  m  his  mind,  see  Hopwood  o.  Hopwood,  22  Beav.  494,  496;  Re  Herbert's 
Trusts,  IJ.  &  H.  121.  If  he  shows  by  the  will  that  he  has  taken  a  mistaken  view  of  the  . 
circumstances,  that  view  must  govern  the  construction;  see  Hannam  v.  Sims,  2  De  G-  &  J. 
151.  See  also  on  this  point  Re  Aird's  Estate,  Aird  v.  Quick,  12  Ch.  D.  291;  and  Re  Wood, 
Ward  V.  Wood,  32  Gh.  617,  where  sons  of  a  testator  were  held  to  be  bound  by  a  statement  in 
the  will  as  to  the  amount  of  advances  received  by  them,  and  were  not  allowed  to  adduce 
evidence  to  disprove  the  statement.  But  nee  Re  Taylor's  Estate,  Tomlin  v.  Underhay,  22 
Ch.  D.  496,  where  a  contrary  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  seems  to  be  referable  to  the 
special  words  of  the  will. 

(/)  Vide  Wigrara  on  Wills,  2nd  ed.  76;  a  work  which  should  be  perused  by  every  person 
who  wishes  to  acquire  an  intimate  acquaintance  with  this  intricate  subject. 

(m)  Doe  V.  Roberts,  6  B.  &  Aid.  407;  see  Baddelev  v.  Gingell,  1  Excb.  319;  but  learn  the 
limits  of  this  doctrine  from  Miller  v,  Travera,  1  M.  &  Scott,  342,  8  Bing.  244. 

(n)  Selwood  r.  Mildmay,  3  Ves.  806;  see,  on  this  much-discussed  case,  Miller  v.  Travers, 
nbisnp.  (where  Tindal,  C.  J.,  refers  it  to  the  head  **  falsa  demonstratio  non  nocet ")  In 
Lmgdren  v.  Lmgdren,  9  Beav.  368,  Lord  Ungdale,  M.  R.,  followed  it,  and  said  of  it,  "  The 
absence  of  the  fund  purported  to  be  given  showing  that  a  specific  legacy  was  not  intended, 
other  evidence  was  adm  tted  to  show  how  the  mistake  arose ;  and  this  being  clearlv  shown, 
it  was  held  that  the  legatees  were  entitled  to  payment  out  of  the  general  personal  estate.** 
See  also  Wigram,  Wills,  pp.  102.  103.  164,  167;*  Anther  v.  Anther,  13  Sim.  422,  where  the 
V.  -C.  took  the  context  for  his  sole  guide.  If  in  another  part  of  the  will  the  testator  correctly 
described  the  subject,  the  mference  that  he  meant  to  include  it  in  the  incorrect  description 
would  be  rebutted.  Waters  v.  Wood,  6  De  G.  &  S.  717. 

(o>  Sherratt  v.  Mountford,  L,  R.,  8  Ch.  928. 

A  Allen  9.  Lyons,  2  Wash.  C.  C  476. 
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the  will,  there  being  no  person  or  thing  more  precisely  answering  to 
them  (p).  In  these  instances,  and  many  more  which  might  be  ad- 
duced, the  application  of  the  rules  of  construction  evidently  depends 
on  and  is  governed  by  the  state  of  extrinsic  facts  (q). 

This  statement  of  the  doctrine  should,  however,  be  accompanied 
by  a  caution  against  the  mistaken  application  of  it  to  gifts  compris- 
State  of  facta  ^^8»  *  Subject  or  object,  or  a  class  of  objects,  which,  by 
At  dHte  of  will,  the  rules  of  construction,  is  to  be  ascertained  at  the 
influeiM»  con-  death  of  the  testator,  or  at  any  othei;.  period  posterior  to 
struction.  the  date  of  the  will.    In  such  cases  it  would  be  manifestly 

improper  to  admit  the  state  of  facts  existing  when  the  will  is  made 
to  have  any  influence  upon  the  construction :  for  instance,  since  a  re- 
siduary bequest  comprehends  all  the  personal  property  of  which  the 
testator  is  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  the  absence  of  any 
given  species  of  property,  or  of  any  property  whatever,  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  to  satisfy  such  bequest,  ought  not,  in  the  slightest  degree^ 
to  affect  its  construction,  by  extending  the  bequest  to  property  not 
strictly  belonging  to  the  testator,  or  over  which  he  has  not  any 
[*396]  power  of  disposition  (r).  ♦  On  the  same  principle,  if  a  tes- 
tator bequeaths  all  the  stock  of  a  particular  denomination,  of 
which  he  may  be  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  no  argument 
is  supplied  for  extending  the  bequest  to  stock  of  any  other  denomi- 
nation by  the  circumstance  that  the  testator  had  at  the  making  of  the 
will  no  stock  answering  to  the  description  (s).  Again,  as  a  devise  or 
bequest  to  the  children  of  a  living  person  as  a  class  will  comprise 
all  who  come  in  esse  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  fact  of  there 
being  no  child  properly  so  called,  t.  e.,  no  legitimate  child,  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  raises  no  necessary  inference  that  the  testator  had  in  hia 
contemplation  then  existing  illegitimate  children  (t).  And  in  every 
case  it  must  be  remembered,  that,  whatever  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances, it  is  still  the  will  that  is  to  be  construed.  In  the  words  of  an  emi- 

(p)  Kins^s  College  Hospital  v  Wheildon,  18  Beav.  33.  See  Re  Cadogan,  Cadogan  9. 
Palagi,  25  Ch.  D.  154. 

(q)  Ohf^tTve  that^  in  all  the  above  cases,  the  parol  evidence  is  not  adduced  to  show  that  the 
testator  actually  intended  the  devise  to  have  the  oneration  which  is  given  to  it,  but  merelr  to 
supply  facts  from  which  the  Court  infers  such  to  oe  the  intention ;  and  this  inference  would 
not  be  allowed  to  be  controlled  by  the  production  of  evidence  showing  that  the  conetnicfirn 
thus  put  on  the  will  is  at  variance  with  the  testator's  real  intention.  See  Stringer  v.  Gardiner, 
27  Beav.  35,  4  De  6  &  J  468,  Sherratt  v.  Mountford,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  928. 

(r)  Stephenson  r.  Heathcote,  1  Ed.  38  ;  Cave  v.  Cave,  2  Ed.  144:  Sibley  p.  Perry,  7  Vea. 
532;  Lord  Inchjquin  v.  French,  Amb.  40;  Abbott  v,  Middleton,  4  H.  L.  Ca.  267  (per  Lord 
St.  Uonards);  Wigr.  Wills,  p.  81, 3rd  ed. ,  Doe  r.  Gillard,  5  B.  &  AM.  788,  is  contra:  sed  qu. 
But  It  is  otherwise  if  it  appears  by  the  will  that  the  testator  is  estimatlnfi;  the  amount  of  his 
propertvand  its  sufficiency  for  the  payments  he  directs;  Barksdale  ©.  Uilliatt,  1  Sw.  565, 
Colpoys  V.  Colpovs,  Jac  451,  467  ^  and  see  Sinc-leton  v,  Tomlinson,  3  App.  Ca.  418,  425, 
And  as  to  real  estate  see  Stanley  v.  SUnley.  2  J.  &  H.  503,  with  which  compare  Davenport 
«.  Coltman,  12  Sim.  605  i  Tennent  v.  Tennent,  IJ.  &  Lat.  384. 

(<)  It  is  otherwise  in  the  case  of  a  specific  bequest  of  stock  belonging  to  the  testator  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  Att^Gen.  v.  Grote,  3  Mer.  dl6,  2  R.  &  My.  699;  Sayer  v.  Saver,  7  Hare, 
380,  3  Mac.  &  O  607,  Bovs  v.  Williams,  3  Sim.  563,  2  R.  &  My.  689;  Horwood  o.  Griffith, 
4  D.  M.  &  G.  708:  Fonnereau  v.  Povnte,  1  B.  C  C  472,  dt.  6  Ves.  401. 

(0  Post  Ch.  XXXI. :  and  see  Doe  d.  Allen  v,  AJleOi  18  Ad.  &  Ell.  451. 
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nent  Judge  (m),  **  when  the  Court  has  possession  of  all  the  facts  which 
it  is  entitled  to  know,  they  will  only  enable  the  Court  to  put  a  con- 
struction on  the  instrument  consistent  with  the  words ;  and  the  Judge 
is  not  at  liberty,  because  he  has  acquired  a  knowledge  of  those  facts, 
to  put  a  construction  on  the  words  which  they  do  not  properly  bear." 
And  it  is  material  to  observe,  that  the  stat.  1  Vict.,  which  (we  have 
seen)  makes  the  will  speak  as  to  both  real  and  personal  estate  from 
the  death  of  the  testator,  will  tend  greatly  to  narrow  Effect  of 
the  practical  range  of  the  rule  which  authorizes  the  ap-  iVict.  cW 
plication  of  words  to  a  less  -appropriate  subject,  on  account  of  the 
non-existence  of  one  strictly  and  in  all  particulars  answering  to  those 
words.  If,  therefore,  a  testator,  by  a  will  made  or  republished  since 
1837,  should  devise  all  his  lands  in  the  parish  of  A.,  the  fact  of  his 
then  not  having  lands  in  that  parish  will  supply  a  much  less 
forcible  and  conclusive  argument  than  heretofore,  for  *  hold-  [*397] 
ing  the  words  to  apply  to  lands  in  a  contiguous  parish,  seeing 
that  a  testator  not  only  map  extend  his  devise  to  after-acquired  es- 
tates, but  that  a  devise  is  to  be  construed  as  speaking  at  his  death, 
unless  the  contrary  appears ;  so  that  the  testator  may  have  contem- 
plated, and  is  to  be  presumed  to  have  contemplated,  the  future  acqui- 
sition of  lands  in  the  parish  in  question,  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the 
devise  in  their  strict  and  proper  acceptation  (x). 

Vn. — Admissible  to  explain  ambiguous  Desoriptlon  —  Evidence 
of  Intention.  —  Of  course,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  (and  that, 
without  intrenching  on  the  doctrine  of  Doe  v.  Oxenden),   p^^^  evidence 
in  order  to  ascertain  what  is  comprehended  in  the  terms   admissible  to 
of  a  given  description,  referring  to  an  extrinsic  fact^   Smprlsed*'" 
Thus,  if  a  testator  devise  the  house  he  lives  in  (y),  or  within  a  given 
his  farm  called  Blackacre  («),  or  the  lands  which  he  d^**"?^***"- 
purchased  of  A.,  parol  evidence  must  be  adduced  to  show  what  house 
was  occupied  by  the  testator,  what  farm  is  called  Blackacre,  or  what 
lands  were  purchased  of  A. ;  such  evidence  being  essential  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  actual  subject  of  disposition.    The  dis- 

(«)  Per  Sagden,  C,  Att-Qen.  v.  Drammond,  1  D.  &  War.  867.  And  see  per  Cotton,  L.  J., 
Everett  9.  Everett,  7  Ch.  D.  433, 434.  The  expression  **  sarronndlng  circumstances  *'  is  some- 
times strained  to  include  matters  whollv  outside  the  scope  of  the  rule,  as  instructions  given 
by  the  tesUtor  for  preparing  his  will!  Birlcs  v.  Birks,  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  S3,  84  L.  J.  Prob.  90 

Preferred  to  another  ground,  ante,  p.  188  n.),  or  declarations  of  intentions  by  the  testator.   Be 
Ending's  Settlement,  L.  B.,  14  Eq.  266. 

(x)  See  Be  Bossell,  Bussell  «.  Chell,  19  Ch.  D.  432,  where  a  beqaest  of  the  income  of  the 
testator's  share  in  a  business  was  held  to  carrv  the  Income  of  the  entire  business,  which  the 
testator  had  acooired  since  the  date  of  the  will;  see  also  ante,  p.  290  et  seq.;  post,  Ch.  XX. 
(y)  Doe  d  Clemento  v.  Collins,  2  T.  B.  498. 

(s)  Qoodtitle  V.  Sonthem,  1 M.  &  Sel.  299;  see  also  Buck  d.  Whalleyv.  Newton,  1 B.  &  P. 
53. 

1  See  Nichols   v.  Lewis,  16   Conn.    187;  48  Ind.  810);  Kloch  v.  Burger,  68  Md.  676; 

Couse  V,  Cunningham,  79  Tnd    402  (citing  Beynolds  v.  Bobinson,  82  N.  x .  108 ;  McDan^ 

Dunning  «.  Yandusen,  47  Ind.  423;  Lindsey  iel  v.  King,  90  N.  C.  597. 
••  Lindsey,  46  Ind.  552 ;  Fraizer  «.  Hassey, 
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tinction  obviously  is,  that  although  evidence  dehors  the  will  is  not 
admissible,  to  show  that  the  testator  used  his  terms  of  description  in 
any  peculiar  or  extraordinary  sense,  yet  it  may  be  adduced  to  ascer- 
tain what  the  description  properly  comprehends.' 

Of  this  principle  we  have  a  useful  example  in  Sanford  v.  Baikes  (a), 
decided  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  a  Judge  whose  exposition  of  the  principles 
J,  .  of  law  was  ever  marked  by  a  perspicuity  and  felicity  of 

aD  extrinsic  illustration  peculiarly  his  own.  A  testator  by  codicil 
document.  devised  in  these  words,  "  I  give  the  house  in  Seymour 
Place,  which  I  have  given  a  memorandum  of  agreement  to  purchase 
(and  which  is  to  be  paid  for  out  of  timber,  which  I  have  ordered  to 
be  cut  down),  to  the  Rev.  John  Sanford."  It  happened  that  the  tes- 
tator had  shortly  before  entered  into  an  agreement  to  purchase  the 
house  in  question  for  7,350Z.,  and  had,  two  days  after  that  contract, 

given  an  order  in  writing  to  his  steward,  to  cut  down  timber 
[*398]  on  a  particular  estate,  to  the  amount  of  10,000/.    *One  of 

the  objections  made  by  the  heir  to  this  devise  was,  that  the 
codicil  did  not  refer  to  any  particular  timber,  and  could  not  be  made 
good  by  evidence  aliunde ;  and  reliance  was  placed  upon  the  cases  de- 
ciding that  a  will  to  incorporate  another  instrument  must  so  describe 
it  that  the  Court  could  be  under  no  mistake.  But  the  M.  R.  con- 
clusively answered  this  reasoning.  "  I  had  always  understood,"  he 
observed,  "that  where  the  subject  of  a  devise  was  described  by 
reference  to  some  extrinsic  fact,  it  was  not  merely  competent,  but 
necessary,  to  admit  extrinsic  evidence  to  ascertain  the  fact;  and 
through  that  medium,  to  ascertain  the  subject  of  the  devise.  I  do 
not  know  what  this  has  to  do  with  cases  where  there  is  a  reference 
to  some  paper,  which  is  to  make  part  of  the  will.  There  it  may  be 
considered  that  the  will  itself  must  specify  the  paper  that  is  to  be 
incorporated  into  it.  Here,  the  question  is  not  upon  the  devise,  but 
upon  the  subject  of  it.  Nothing  is  offered  in  explanation  of  the  will, 
or  in  addition  to  it.  The  evidence  is  only  to  ascertain  what  is  in- 
cluded in  the  description  which  the  testator  has  given  of  the  thing 
devised.  Where  there  is  a  devise  of  the  estate  purchased  of  A.,  or 
of  the  farm  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  nobody  can  tell  what  is  given, 
until  it  is  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence,  what  estate  it  was  that  was 
purchased  of  A.,  or  what  was  in  the  occupation  of  B.  In  this  case, 
the  direction  with  regard  to  payment  for  the  house  amounted  in  effect 
to  a  devise  of  so  much  of  the  produce  of  the  timber  ordered  to  be  cut 
down  as  should  be  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  house.  What  is  there  in 
the  fact  here  referred  to,  namely,  an  antecedent  order  for  cutting 
down  timber,  that  makes  it  less  a  subject  of  extrinsic  evidence,  than 
such  a  one  as  I  have  alluded  to  ?    The  moment  it  is  shown  that  it 

(a)  1  Mer  646 
1  Bnrthe  v.  Denis,  81  La.  An.  568. 
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was  a  giren  number  of  trees  growing  in  such  a  place,  or  10,0002. 
worth  in  value  of  the  timber  on  such  an  estate,  that  the  testator  had 
ordered  to  be  cut  down,  the  subject  of  the  devise  is  rendered  as  cer- 
tain, as  if  the  number,  value,  or  situation  of  the  trees,  had  been  speci- 
fied in  the  will." 

So,  in  Ongley  v.  Chambers  (b),  where  a  testator  devised  the  rectory 
or  parsonage  of  M.,  with  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  tithes, 
hereditaments,  aad  all  and  singular  other  the  premises  thereunto  be- 
longing, with  their  and  every  of  their  rights,  members,  and  appurten- 
ances ;  it  was  held,  that  lands,  and  a  messuage  (in  addition 
to  the  parsonage  house)  in  the  same  parish,  which  *  had  been  [*399] 
acquired  by  the  owners  of  the  rectory  about  two  centuries 
ago,  and  had  been  uniformly  demised  and  occupied  with  it  since  that 
period,  and  had  been  so  purchased  by  and  conveyed  to  the  devisor, 
passed    Lord  Oifford,  G.  J.,  observed,  that  the  expression  was  '^  mes- 
suages ; "  whereas,  strictly  speaking,  there  was  but  one  messuage  be- 
long! ng  to  the  rectory,  namely,  the   parsonage-house.    ^     . 
The  having  recourse  to  the  leases  and  other  extrinsic  Ongiev  v. 
evidence,  to  show  what  lands  had  been  usually  enjoyed  Ciumbcre. 
with  the  rectory,  was  objected  to  on  the  authority  of  Doe  t;.  Brown 
and  the  class  of  cases  before  stated ;  but  the  distinction  between  the 
oases  is  obvious.    Here  it  was  a  question  of  parcel  or  no  parcel,  the 
description  referred  to  the  fact,  and  it  was  governed  by  the  same 
principle  as  the  case  suggested  by  Sir  W.  Grant  of  a  devise  of  lands 
in  the  occupation  of  A. 

In  Ricketts  v.  Turquand  (e),  a  testator  who  had  purchased  a  house 
and  lands,  which,  together,  were  generally  called  and  known  as  the 
"Ashford  Hall  estate,"  devised  as  follows:  "As  it  is  j.  .  . 
my  wish  and  desire  that  all  my  estate  in  Shropshire,  *<  my  esute 
called  Ashford  Hall,  should  be  sold,  I  do,  therefore,  give  **"^  ^''' 
and  devise  the  same  unto"  A.  and  B.,  "in  trust  to  sell,"  &c.  Parol 
evidence  was  admitted  to  show  what  was  included  by  the  term  "  my 
estate  called  Ashford  HalL"  The  distinction  between  this  case  and 
Doe  V.  Oxenden  was  clearly  pointed  out  by  Lord  Cottenham,  who 
said,  "  If  a  testator  describes  lands  in  a  particular  parish,  or  in  a  par- 
ticular locality,  you  cannot  go  into  evidence  to  show  he  meant  by  the 
general  appellation  to  include  something  out  of  it.  You  cannot  do 
that  without  contradicting  the  terms  used.  Here  is  a  term  which  in- 
cludes more  or  less  land,  according  to  what  was  meant  by  the  term 
used,  and  all  we  are  in  search  of  is  the  particular  meaning  of  the  ex- 
pression which  is  used."    The  distinction  between  a  devise  of  "  my 

(h)  8  J  B.  Moo.  665,  1  Bing.  483. 

(c)  1  H.  L^Ca.  473;  Me  also  Doe  d.  Gore  «.  Langton,  8  B.  &  Ad.  680;  Doe  v.  Jersey,  1 
B  &  Aid.  660,  3  B.  &  Cr.  870;  Goodtitle  v  Southern,  1  M.  &  Sel.  299;  Purchase  v.  Shallis, 
8  H  &  Tw  864:  Webb  v.  Bjrng,  1  K  &  J.  680  (as  to  which  vide  ante,  p.  293,  n.);  Gaant- 
lett  V  Carter,  17  Bear.  686;  Boas  9,  Veal,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  751;  Harrison  9.  Hyde,  4  H.  &  N. 
806. 

VOL.  I.  88 
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estate  of  Ashton/'  and  a  devise  of  '^  my  estate  called  Ashf ord  Hall/' 
is,  upon  the  words,  not  very  perceptible.  But  in  Doe  v.  Oxenden  the 
word  of  was  held  equivalent  to  o^,  a  construction  which  makes  it 
easier  to  refer  the  cases  to  the  opposite  principles  which  governed 
them,  and  which  are  in  themselves  clear  enough. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  of  course,  it  is  not  essential  to  the  valid- 
ity of  a  gift,  either  of  real  or  personal  estate,  that  the  person 
[*400]  ♦  who  is  the  intended  object  of  the  testator's  bounty  should 
be  actually  pointed  out  on  the  face  of  the  will ;  it  is  enough 
that  the  testator  has  provided  the  means  of  ascertaining  it,  according 
to  the  maxim,  id  certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest  Nor  is  it 
Saffic  t  if  i^iaterial  that  the  description  makes  the  object  of  gift  to 
teflutor  pro-  depend  upon  circumstances  or  acts  of  persons  which  are 
McerSininy*  future  and  contingent,  or  even  upon  the  future  acts  of  the 
the  object  of  testator  himself,  though  this  is  sometimes  resisted  as 
^  contravening  the  principle  of  the  statutory  requisition  of 

attesting  witnesses.  There  seems  however  to  be  no  valid  ground  for 
the  objection.  Every  description  must  more  or  less  involve  inquiry 
into  extrinsic  facts;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  ascertainment  of 
the  objects  may  not  depend  as  well  upon  the  acts  or  conduct,  past  or 
future,  of  the  testator,  as  upon  any  other  contingent  circumstance ; 
provided  only  the  acts  are  not  testamentary.  Hence  it  was  decided 
in  Stubbs  V.  Sargon  ((£),  that  a  devise  in  favor  of  the  persons  who 
might  be  partners  of  the  testatrix  or  to  whom  she  might  sell  her 
business,  was  valid ;  Lord  Langdale  observing,  that  if  the  description 
be  such  as  to  distinguish  the  devisee  from  every  other  person,  it  is 
sufficient,  without  entering  into  the  consideration  of  the  question, 
whether  the  description  was  acquired  by  the  devisee  after  the  date  of 
the  will,  or  by  the  testator's  own  act  in  the  course  of  his  affairs,  or  in 
the  ordinary  management  of  his  property. 

The  admission  or  rejection  of  parol  evidence  is  commonly  said  to 
depend  in  all  cases  on  the  canon,  which  rejects  it  in  the  case  of  a 
Rule  as  to  patent  ambiguity,  or  "that  which  appears  to  be  ambigu- 
Mtent  and  ous  upon  the  deed  or  instrument,"  and  admits  it  in  the 
guk^esthow  oasc  of  a  lat&ni  ambiguity,  or  "that  which  seems  certain 
&r  conclusive  and  without  ambiguity  for  anything  that  appeareth  upon 
admlssibufty  the  deed  or  instrument,  but  there  is  some  collateral 
of  evidence.  matter,  outside  of  the  deed,  that  breedeth  the  ambi- 
guity "  (e).  In  the  latter  case,  ambiguity  being  raised  by  parol  evi- 
dence, may,  it  is  said,  be  fairly  removed  by  the  same  means.  But 
upon  examination  the  maxim  proves  not  to  be  an  universal  guide; 
for,  on  the  one  hand,  there  are  many  recognized  authorities  for  the 
admission  of  parol  evidence  to  explain  ambiguities  appearing  on  the 


15 


2  Kee  255. 3  My.  &  Cr  507,  ante,  p.  102. 
e)  Bacon's  Maxims,  Reg.  23. 
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face  of  the  will  (/),^  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  existence  of  a 
latent  ambiguity  will  certainly  not,  as  appears  sometimes  to 
have  been  supposed,  warrant  the  admission  *  in  all  cases  in-  [*401] 
discriminately  of  parol  evidence  to  show  what  the  testator 
meant  to  have  written  as  distinguished  from  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  words  he  has  used  (g).  It  is  to  the  admissibility  of  this  species 
of  evidence  that  attention  is  now  to  be  turned.  To  say  that  such  evi- 
dence is  admissible,  because  the  ambiguity  complained  of  has  been 
raised  by  the  extrinsic  facts,  is  to  lose  sight  of  the  essential  differ- 
ence between  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  evidence  which  raises  the 
ambiguity,  and  that  by  which  it  is  to  be  removed ;  for  the  former  is 
confined  to  a  development  of  facts  with  reference  to  which  the  will 
was  written,  and  to  which  the  language  of  the  will  expressly  or 
tacitly  refers ;  and,  therefore,  it  lies  within  the  strict  limits  of  expo- 
sition, which  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  latter  transgresses  {h).  To 
render  the  proposition  tenable,  it  must  be  supposed  to  assert  only  that, 
if  an  ambiguity  is  introduced  into  an  otherwise  unambiguous  will 
by  parol  evidence  of  the  state  of  the  testator's  family,  or  other  cir- 
cumstances, that  ambiguity  may  be  removed  by  further  evidence  of 
the  same  nature  (i).  But  if  this  interpretation  of  the  rule  be  admit- 
ted, all  distinction  between  patent  and  latent  ambiguities  is  lost,  for 
in  evert/  case  the  Judge  by  whom  a  will  is  to  be  expounded  is  entitled 
to  be  placed,  by  a  knowledge  of  all  the  material  facts  of  the  case, 
as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  situation  of  the  testator  when  he  wrote 
it.'  The  conclusion  is  either  that  the  distinction  taken  by  the  canon 
between  latent  and  patent  ambiguities  is  an  unsubstantial  one,  or  that 
the  canon,  in  its  second  branch,  asserts  the  admissibility  of  evidence 
to  show  the  testator's  intention  (as  distinguished  from  the  meaning 
of  his  written  words) ;  and  that,  consequently,  if  true,  its  application 
must  be  confined  to  a  special  class  of  cases. 

It  remains  to  inquire  in  what  cases,  if  any,  such  evidence  is  admis- 
sible.    Suppose  then  that  evidence  has  been  given  of  all  the  material 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  that  these  have 
ultimately  raised  an  ambiguity  by  disclosing  the  exist-   intention/ 
ence  of  more  than  one  object  or  subject  to  which  the   ^hen  admit- 
words  are  equally  applicable.*    The   uncertainty  as  to 

(/)  Doe  d.  Gord  v.  Needs,  9  M.  &  Weh.  129 ;  Doe  d.  Smith  «.  Jersey,  9  B.  &  B.  553 ; 
Fonnereau  v.  Poyntz,  1  B.  C.  C.  472;  Colpoys  v.  Colpoys,  Jacr  461,  Wigr.  Wills,  65,  66, 178; 
whence  the  views  expressed  in  the  text  have  been  adopted. 

(a)  See  cases,  ante,  p.  380,  n.  (b). 

(A)  See  Wigr.  Wills,  121;  per  Romillv,  M.  R.,  StitogBT  9.  Gardiner,  27  Beav.  88. 

(0  Per  Alderson,  B.,  18  M.  &  Wels.  d04. 

1    Lee  V.  Shivers,  70  Ala.  288.  8oc.,  id.  327;  Skinner  v.  Harrison,  116  Ind. 

<  See  ante,  p.  379,  note.  139;   Burnet  v.  Burnet,  30  N.  J.  Kq.   595; 

'  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  tn  ioeh  a  Griscom  v.  Evens,  40  N.  J.  402,  407;  Hawkins 

ease.    Gilmer  v.  Stone,  120  U.  S.  5M;  Patch  v.  Garland,  76  Va.  149.    The  testator  having 

9.  White,  117  U.  S.  210:  Danham  v,  Averill,  used  the  phrase  "mv  two  farmi«,'-  evidence 

45  Conn.  61,  68 ;  Beardtlej  v.  American  Miss,  may  be  introduced  to 'show  the  situation  of  the 
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which  of  these  was  in  the  testator's  contemplation  wotdd^  if  the  in- 
vestigation stopped  here,  necessarily  be  fatal  to  the  gift.  Under 
these  peculiar  circumstances,  however,  declarations  of  the  testator  or 

other  direct  evidence  of  his  intention  are  admissible  to  clear 
[*402]  up  the  ambiguity,  *  by  pointing  out  (if  they  can),  the  actual 

subject  or  object  of  gift,  among  the  several  properties  or  per- 
sons answering  to  the  description.^    Of  this  nature  are  the  examples 

given  by  Lord  Bacon,  in  illustration  of  the  maxim,  ^  Am- 
tioD?***^*^^*"       bigfuitas  verborum  latens  verificatione  suppletur;  nam 
quod  ex  facto  oritur  ambiguum  verificatione  facti  toUi- 
tur;"*and  are  styled  by  him  cases  of  equivocation  (jfe). 

Thus,  where  a  testator  devises  his  manor  of  Dale,  and  it  is  found 
that  he  had  at  the  date  of  his  will  two  manors.  North  Dale  and 
Effect  where  South  Dale,  evidence  may  be  adduced  to  show  which  of 
there  are  two  them  was  intended  (/).•  Again,  if  a  testator,  having  two 
objecto'an-  closes  in  the  occupation  of  A.,  devises  all  that  his  close 
swering  to  de-  in  A.'s  occupation,  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  which 
■cnption.  ^^  ^^  ^^^  closes  he  meant  to  devise.* 

The  same  principle,  of  course,  is  applicable  (and  it  has  been  most 
frequently  applied)  to  the  objects  of  a  devise.  Thus,  in  Lord  Chey- 
ney's  case  (m),  it  was  resolved  that  if  a  man  have  two  sons,  both 


n/: 


k)  See,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  awMguity,  Wigr.  WUls.  pi.  910;  Cic.  Q.  Tom. 

/)  See  1  M.  &  Sc.  348. 
m)  5  Bep.  68  b. 


land,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  had  been  testimony  was  admitted  to  explain  the  am- 
used and  treated,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  biguity.  Allen  v.  Lyon*,  9  Wash.  C  C  475. 
a  disconnected  piece  of  woodland  was  in  fact  S^  Riggs  v,  Myers,  20  Mo.  239.  So  where 
a  part  of  one  of  the  '*  two  farms,"  so  as  to  a  testator  devised  "  thirty-«x  acres,  more  or 
pass  under  the  devise.  Black  v.  Hill,  32  Ohio  less,  in  lot  37,  in  2d  division  in  Bamstead," 
St.  313.  See  Ryerss  v.  Wheeler,  22  Wend,  and  there  was  no  such  lot  as  87  iu  the  second 
148.  division  in  that  town,  but  there  was  lot  No.  97 

1  See  Wilson  v.  Fosket,  6  Met.  404,  406;  in  that  division,  a  part  of  which  the  testator 
Lowe  V.  Carter,  2  Jones,  Kq.  377;  Mitchell  v.  died  possessed  of,  —  it  was  held  that  there 
Mitchell,  6  Md.  224.  was  a  latent  ^mbiguity  in  the  devise  which 

s  Doe  V,  Roe,  1  Wend.  541 ;  Storer  v.  Free-  might  be  explained  or  parol  evidence.  Wink- 
man,  6  Mass.  440,  441;  Watson  v.  Boylston,  ley  «.  Kaime,  82  N.  H.  268.  So  where  a  tes- 
5  Mass.  417;  Stack  pole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mass.  tator  devised  all  his  messuages  and  lands  in 
29.  30;  Webster  v.  Atkinson,  4  N.  H.  21;  the  parish  of  D.,  parol  evidence  was  admitted 
Jack$«on  v.  Sill,  11  Johns.  201 ;  Peisch  v,  to  snow  that,  ahhough  in  point  of  fact  some 
Dickson,  1  Mason,  10,  11;  Mann  f.  Mann,  part  of  said  land  was  situate  in  the  parish  of 
1  Johns.  Ch.  231;  Vernor  v.  Henr\%  3  Watts,  W.,  yet  that,  at  the  date  of  his  will  and  death, 
385 :  Tudor  v.  Terrel,  2  Dana,  49 ;  Edwards  v.  that  part  was  generally  reputed  to  lie  in  D. 
Richards,  1  Wright,  597;  Hand  p.  Hoffman,  Anstee  v.  Kelms,  1  H.  &  M.  225. 


V.  Duncan,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  51 ;  Comfort  v.  tnnsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  which 

Mather,  2  Watts  &  S.  450;  Haydon  v.  Ewing,  of  such  subjects  was  intended  by  the  testator. 

1  B.  Mon.  113  :  Connolly  v.  Pardon,  1  Paige,  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  290.    See  Jackson  v.  Cvoes,  18 

291;  Capel  v.  Kobarts,  8  Harg.  156.  Johns.  518;  Prichard  v.  Hicks,  1  Paire.  270; 

s  Skinner  v.  Harrison,  118  Ind.  139;  also  Pinson  «.  Ivev,    1  Terg.  296;  Wosthoff  v. 

cases  supra,  p.  401.    Devise  of  a  house  and  Dracourt,  8  Watts,  248;  Botton  v.  American 

lot  in  Fourth  Street,  Philadelphia;  the  tes-  Tract  Soc.,  23  Vt.  886;  Gaaa  v.  Ross,  8  Sneed, 

tator  had  no  property  in  Fourth  Street,  but  211. 
had  a  house  and  lot  m  Third  Street.    Parol 
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baptized  by  tbe  name  of  Jobn,  and,  conceiving  tbat  tbe  elder  (wbo 
bad  been  long  absent)  is  dead,  devises  bis  land,  by  bis  will  in  writ- 
ing, to  bis  son  Jobn,  generally,  and  in  trutb  tbe  elder  is  living ;  in 
tbis  case  tbe  younger  son  may  produce  witnesses  to  prove  bis  fatber's 
intent,  tbat  be  tbougbt  tbe  otber  to  be  dead,  or  tbat  be,  at  tbe  time  of 
tbe  will  made,  named  bis  son  Jobn  tbe  younger ;  for,  observes  Lord 
Coke,  no  inconvenience  can  arise,  if  an  averment  in  sucb  case  be 
taken  (n) ;  because  be  wbo  sees  sucb  will,  ougbt  at  bis  peril  to  in* 
quire  wbicb  Jobn  tbe  testator  intended,  wbicb  may  easily  be  known 
by  him  wbo  wrote  tbe  will,  and  otbers  wbo  were  privy   g^^^^j^ 

to  bis  intent.  admitted  u> 

So,  in  Jones  v.  Newman  (o),  wbere  a  testatrix  devised   J^o'persoM  ^ 
to  Jobn  Cluer  of  Calcot.    Tbere  were  two  persons,  fatber  aimwenng  to 
and  son,  of  that  name,  and  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  intend^!  ^** 
wbicb  was  intended.     One  of  them  bad  subsequently   _^. 
died  in  the  testatrix's  lifetime ;  but,  of  course,  tbat  could  of  testator 
not  influence  the  construction.^    So,  wbere  a  testator  •Emitted, 
bequeathed  a  legacy  to  <'  W.  B.,  bis  farming  man,"  and  it  ap- 
peared he  had  two  farming  men  of  tbat  name,  *  evidence  of  [*403] 
tbe  testator's   declarations    in  favor  of  one  of   them  was 
admitted  (p). 

Again,  in  Doe  d.  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (q),  where  a  testator  devised 
certain  property  to  his  nephew  Morgan  Morgan,  and  then  in  tbe 
same  will  devised  otber  property  to  bis  nephew  Morgan  Morgan, 
of  the  viUctge  of  Mothvey,  It  appeared  that  the  testator  bad  two 
nephews  of  this  name,  one  of  whom  lived  at  Mothvey,  and  the  other 
elsewhere ;  it  was  contended  that  as  the  first  devise  was  to  Morgan 
Morgan  simpliciter,  and  tbe  second  devise  to  Morgan  Morgan  of 
Mothvey,  it  was  to  be  presumed  tbat  tbe  testator  in  making  this 
distinction  had  different  persons  in  his  contemplation,  and  that,  tbis 
being  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  will,  parol  evidence  to  tbe  contrary 

(»)  But  the  eflfect  of  the  doctrine  is  to  render  it  necessarr  to  the  completeness  of  a  title 
derived  under  a  deyisee,  that  it  should  be  ascertained  that  there  is  not  more  than  one  per- 
son answering  to  the  descnptionj  but  this  is  seldom  attended  to  m  practice,  unless  some  diS'^ 
crei»ancy  occurs  between  the  terms  of  the  will  and  the  actual  name  or  addition  of  the  claimant. 

(o)  W.  Bl  60. 

Ip)  Reynolds  v.  Whelan,  16  L.  J.  Ch.  434. 

\q)  1  Cr.  &  M.  835. 

1  See  Matter  of  Gahn,  8  Redf.   Sur.  81;  also  did  Robert  R.  Homry     It  appeared  in 

Connolly  v.   Pardon*  1  Paige,  291 ;  Stokeley  evidence  that  James  was  not  the  nephew  but 

«.  Gordon,  8  Md.  496.    In  Smith  o.  Smith,  a  grandnephew  of  the  testator,  and,  instead. 

1  Edw.  Ch.  189;  «.  c.  4  Paige.  271,  a  legacy  of   being  the  son,  he  was  the  grandson  of' 

was  left  to  Mary  S.,  wife  of  Nathaniel  S.  Elizabeth.    Robert,  on  the  other  hand,  was  a 

Mary  S.'s  husband  was  named  Abraham,  and,  nephew  of  the  testator,  and  the  onlr  son  of 

Sarah  S.*b  husband  was  Nathaniel  S.    Upon  Elisabeth,  who  was  living  at  the  date  of  the 

extrinsic  evidence  and  circumstances,  it  was  will.    Upon  the  extrinsic  evidence  produced, 

held  that  Mary  S.  was  entitled.    In  Vernor  the  court  held  James  to  be  entitled.     See 

V.   Henrv,  3    Watts,  385,  the    testator   had  Jackson  v   Stanley,  10  Johns.  183;   Jackfton 

given  a  legacv  to  James  Vernon  Henry,  de»  v.  Boneham,  15  Johns  226:  Jackson  v.  Hart, 

scribing  the  legatee  as  his  nephew,  and  son  12  Johns.  77;  Hall  v.  Leonard,  1  Pick.  81; 

of  Elizabeth,  a  deceased  sister  of  the  testator.  Stokeley  v  Gordon,  8  Md.  496. 
James  Vernon  Henry  claimed  the  legacy,  as 
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was  inadmissible ;  but  the  Court  held  that  evidence  of  the  testator's 
oral  declarations  made  at  the  time  of  the  will,  was  admissible.^ 

In  Doe  d.  Gord  v.  Needs  (r),  there  was  a  devise  to  Creorge  Gord, 
the  son  of  John  Grord ;  another  to  George  Grord,  the  son  of  George 
Gord ;  and  a  third  to  George  Gordj  the  son  of  Gord,  The  Court  of 
Exchequer  held,  that  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations,  that  he 
intended  George  Gord,  the  son  of  George  Gord,  to  take  the  property 
devised  to  George  Gord,  the  son  of  Gord,  was  admissible :  that  it 
was  clear  the  testator  had  selected  a  particular  object  of  his  bounty ; 
though  if  there  had  been  a  blank  before  the  name  of  Gord  the  father, 
that  might  have  made  a  difference .  that  if  there  had  been  no  mention 
in  the  will  of  any  other  George  Gord,  the  son  of  a  Gord,  evidence  of 
the  testator's  declarations  would  undoubtedly  have  been  admissible, 
upon  the  authorities,  which  were  all  characterized  by  the  fact  that 
the  words  of  the  will  did  describe  the  object  or  subject  intended,  and 
the  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations  had  not  the  effect  of  vary- 
ing the  instrument  in  any  way  whatever;  it  only  enabled  the  Court 
to  reject  one  of  the  subjects  or  objects  to  which  the  description  ap- 
plied, and  to'  determine  which  of  the  two  the  devisor  understood  to 
be  signified  by  the  description  which  he  used  in  the  will ;  that  the 
mention  in  other  parts  of  the  will  of  two  persons,  each  answering  the 
description  of  George  the  son  of  Gord,  had  no  more  effect  for  this 
purpose  than  proof  by  extrinsic  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such 
persons,  and  that  they  were  known  to  the  devisor,  would 
[*404]  have  had :  and  that  though  the  *  claimant  under  the  devise  in 
question  was  more  perfectly  and  fully  described  in  another 
part  of  the  will,  still  he  was  correctly,  however  imperfectly,  described 
by  that  devise. 

In  Doe  d.  Allen  v.  Allen  («),  a  testatrix  devised  her  land  to  her 
brother  T.  A.  for  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  John  A.,  grandson 
of  her  said  brother  T.  A.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  charged,  nevertheless, 
with  the  bequest  of  100/.  to  each  and  every  of  the  brothers  and  sisters 
of  the  said  John  A.  At  the  time  of  making  the  will,  there  were  two 
grandsons  of  T.  A.,  each  named  John ;  but  one  of  them,  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  had  brothers  and  sisters ;  the  other,  the  defendant,  had 
none  :  it  was  held,  that  the  bequest  to  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the 
said  John  A.  did  not  contain  a  description  of  the  devisee,  so  as  to 
exclude  extrinsic  evidence  in  favor  of  the  defendant's  claim,  as  it 
would  have  applied  to  after-born  brothers  and  sisters ;  and  that  a 
declaration  by  the  testatrix,  of  her  intention  in  the  defendant's  favor, 
was  admissible. 

(r)  2  M.  &  Wels.  189.     See  also  Phillips  v.  Barker.  1  Sm.  &;  Gif.  6S8. 

(«)  12  Ad.  &  Ell.  451.  In  Bennett  v.  Marsha]!,  2  R.  &  J.  740,  the  case  of  two  pervons,  one 
with  several  Christian  names,  the  other  with  one  onlv,  that  one  being  identical  with  the  first 
Christian  name  of  the  former,  was  considered  to  be  tfie  same  as  the  case  of  two  persons  bear- 
ing the  same  name.  It  is  not  stated,  howeyer.  what  was  the  nature  of  the  parol  eTidenoe 
admitted.    See  also  per  Malins,  V,-C.,  Webber  v.  Corbett,  L.  R.,  16  £q.  518. 

i  Tacker  «.  Seaman'i  Aid  Soc^  7  Met  208, 209. 
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On  the  other  hand,  in  Doe  d.  Westlake  t;.  Westlake  (t),  where  the 
devise  was  nnto  ''  Matthew  Westlake  my  brother,  and  to  Simon  West- 
lake  my  brother's  son ; "  and  it  appeared  by  the  evidence,   q^^^^  ^^^^^ 
that  the  testator  had  three  brothers,  Thomas,  Eichard,   ground  for 
and  Matthew,  each  of  whom  had  a  son  named  Simon ;   eUheiTs^^ 
Thomas  and  Bichard  were  mentioned  in  previous  parts   afforded  by  the 
of  the  will :  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  (and  that  in  ^    * 
perfect  consistency  with  the  preceding  cases  (u) ),  that  the  fact  of 
there  being  several  brothers'  sons  named  Simon  did  not  raise  a  latent 
ambiguity,  so  as  to  let  in  evidence  of  oral  declarations  made  by  the 
testator  respecting  his  intention ;  it  being  clear,  on  the  face  of  the 
will,'  that  the  nephew  intended  was  the  son  of  Matthew.     ''My 
brother's  son ''  evidently  meant  the  son  of  that  brother  who  was  then 
particularly  in  his  mind. 

And  the  result  would  doubtless  be  the  same  where  the   _^^  ^  ^^^^ 
evidence  of  surrounding  circumstances  disclosed  reasons   rounding  cir- 
for  the  testator  preferring  one  person  to  another  of  the   *^"™'^'*^^- 
same  name  (x)  :  for  there  is  properly  no  "ambiguity"  until 
all  the  facts  of  the  case  have  *  been  given  in  evidence  and  [*405] 
found  insufficient  for  a  definite  decision  (y). 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt,  though  it  has  never  been  distinctly  de- 
cided, that  the  principle  of  the  preceding  cases  applies  to  a  devise  to 
a  person  sustaining  a  given  character,  as  "to  my  brother,   to  "my 
son,"  &c.,  without  specification  of  name ;  so  that  if  the  ^'Sj*^'"*^'* 
fact  should  happen  to  be,  that  there  were  more  persons   having  several 
than  one  to  whom  the  description  applied,  parol  evidence   brothers, 
would  be  admissible  to  show  which  of  them  was  the  intended  object 
of  gift;  for,  as  the  uncertainty  does  not  appear  until  the  parol  evi- 
dence discloses  the   plurality  of  persons  answering  to  the  terms 
of  the  will,  it  seems  to  be  an  instance  of  that  kind  of  ambiguitas 
latens,  to  remove  which  evidence  of  intention  is  permitted  («).     In 
several  reported  cases,   indeed,   devises  of  this   kind  have  failed, 
on  account  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  object;  but  in  none  of  them 
does  parol  evidence  appear  to  have  been  offered  to  remove  the 
ambiguity. 

(t)  4  B.  &  Aid.  57.  See  also  Douglas  v.  Fellows,  Kay,  114;  Webber  9,  Oorbett,  L.  R.  16 

',  518;  and  cf.  Fleming  v.  Fleming,  1  H.  &  C  248. 
u)  See  Wigram,  Wilb,  pi.  144. 

«)  Jeffries  v.  Mitchell,  80  Beav.  16. 

>)  Wigr.  Wills,  Prop.  Viand  VII. 

(»)  See  ace.  per  Lord  Thurlow,  1  Ves.  Jr.,  415:  and  Hampehire  v.  Peirce,*  8  Ves.  816— 
the  gift  to  *'the  four  children  of  B.*'— as  to  which  case,  however,  see  5  M.  &  Wei.  871. 
Note  the  difference  between  this  case  and  that  of  a  gift  to  "one  of  the  sons,  brothers,  &c.  of 
A.,"  8  Vem.  686.  Bat  a  devise  "to  one  of  my  cousin  A.'s  daaghters  that  shall  marry  with 
a  Norton  within  16  years  "  has  been  held  to  mean  the  daughter  who  shall  jfrst  marry  a  Nor- 
ton, and  conseqaently  a  good  devise,  Bate  v.  Amherst,  T.  Raym.  88.  See  also  AahSamer  «. 
Wilson,  17  Sim.  804. 

1  Wootton  ff.  Redd,  18  Gratt.  196. 
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Thus,  in  Dowset  t;.  Sweet  (a),  a  bequest  to  the  son  and  daughter 
of  W.  W.  was  held  to  be  void  as  to  the  son,  on  account  of  there  be- 
ing more  than  one.  So,  in  Doe  d.  Hayter  v.  Joinville  (6),  one  of  the 
grounds  on  which  the  devise  to  the  testator's  '<  brother  and  sister's 
family"  failed  was,  that  there  were  children  of  two  sisters  of  the 
testator,  one  living  and  one  dead,  and  it  did  not  appear  which  of 
them  was  intended. 

Sometimes  it  happens  that  one  part  of  the  description  applies  to 
each  of  several  claimants  in  common,  and  another  part  to  neither  of 
Where  ]>art  of  ^^^^  9  ^  iB  the  casc  of  Carelcss  t;.  Careless  (c),  where  the 
deacription  bcquest  was  to  "  Bobert  Careless  my  nephew,  the  son  of 
oF  several  ^r-  Joseph  Carclcss."  It  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  the 
to"nerther'*^  testator  had  no  brother  named  Joseph,  but  he  had  two 
evidence  id-  brothers,  John  and  Thomas,  both  mentioned  in  the  will, 
mitted.  ^g^j^  q£  whom  had  a  son  named  Bobert.    These  nephews 

were  the  respective  claimants ;  Thomas's  son  relying  on  the  fact,  that 
in  other  parts  of  his  will  the  testator  had  described  Bobert, 
[*406]  the  son  of  John,  in  a  different  *  manner,  sometimes  calling 
him  his  nephew  Bobert  simply,  without  any  further  designa- 
tion, and  sometimes  rightly  Bobert  the  son  of  John.  By  the  parol 
evidence  which  was  adduced  on  both  sides  it  appeared  that  the  tes- 
tator was  intimately  acquainted  with  John's  son  Bobert,  but  that 
Thomas's  son  lived  at  a  distance  and  was  almost  unknown  to  hiin, 
the  testator  having  been  introduced  to  him  but  once;  and  it  was 
even  doubtful  whether  the  testator  knew  that  his  brother  Thomas 
had  a  son  of  that  name.  Sir  W.  Grant  held,  that,  as  the  ambiguity 
was  created  by  facts  dehors  the  will,  parol  evidence  was  admis- 
sible ;  and  the  presumption  upon  the  evidence  was,  that  the  testator 
intended  that  nephew  whom  he  knew  best,  and  with  whose  name  it 
is  certain  he  was  acquainted. 

Again,  in  Still  t;.  Hoste  (d),  a  testator  bequeathed  a  legacy  to 
Sophia  Still,  daughter  of  Peter  Still.  Still  had  two  daughters  only, 
Selina  and  Mary  Anne ;  and  the  evidence  of  the  attorney  who  made 
the  will  and  of  another  person,  proving  that  Selina  was  the  person 
meant,  was  admitted.  It  is  clear  that  if  Selina  had  been  the  only 
daughter,  her  claim  might  have  been  supported  on  the  terms  of  the 
will  without  the  aid  of  extrinsic  evidence. 

So,  in  Price  v.  Page  (e),  where  a  testator  gave  a  legacy  to 

Price,  the  son  of Price.    The  report  states  that  the  plaintiff 

was  the  only  person  who  claimed  the  legacy,  but  the  executors  raised 
the  question  whether  the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  to  whom  the  descrip- 
tion was  equally  applicable,  was  not  intended.  Evidence  was  admit- 
ted and  relied  on  by  Sir  B.  P.  Arden,  M.  B.,  that  the  testator  had 

(a)  Amb.  176.  (b)  8  East,  173. 

(e)  1  Mer.  884.  {d)  6  SCad.  109.    See  alfo  Be  Brake,  6  P.  D.  il7. 

(e)  4  Vee.  679. 
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flaid  that  he  had  or  would  pzovide  for  .the  plaintiff^  and  that  he  had 
left  him  something  by  his  wilL 

Of  the  three  cases  last  cited,  it  was  said  by  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.  (/), 
that  they  did  not  materially  difEer  from  the  class  immediately  preced- 
ing. That  they  differed  indeed  in  this,  that  the  equivocal  description 
was  not  entirely  accurate  (g) ;  but  they  agreed  in  its  being  (although 
inaccurate)  equally  applicable  to  each  claimant ;  and  that  they  all  con- 
curred in  this,  that  the  inaccurate  part  of  the  description  was  either, 
as  in  Price  v.  Page,  a  mere  blank,  or,  as  in  the  other  two  cases,  appli- 
cable to  no  person  at  all.  That  these,  therefore,  might  fairly  be 
classed  also  as  cases  of  equivocation,  and  in  that  case  evidence  of  the 
intention  of  the  testator  seemed  to  be  receivable. 

*  There  is  yet  another  class  of  cases  in  which  it  has  been  [*407] 
made  a  question,  whether  evidence  of  the  nature  now  under 
consideration  can  be  legally  admitted,  namely,  where  the  description 
in  the  will,  taken  altogether,  answers  to  no  person  or   yfiiere  ptrt  of 
thing,  but  part  of  it  applies  to  one,  and  part  to  another,   description 
Gases  are  to  be  met  with,  supporting  the  conclusion,  that  SS^^rt^to'^* 
a  testator's  declarations  are  admissible  to  show  which  of  another, 
the  imperfectly-described  persons  or  things  he  intended  fJ/enSon  is 
to  be  the  object  or  subject  of  the  gift  (A).     But  in  Doe  iJ^dmiMiUe. 
d.  Hiscocks  v.  Hiscocks  (i),  where  part  of  the  description  in  the  will 
applied  to  one  person  and  part  to  another,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
rejected  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations,  at  the  time  of  giving 
instructions  for  his  will,  respecting  his  actual  intention.    The  devise 
was  to  the  testator's  son  John  H.  for  life,  and  on  his  decease  to  his 
(testator's)  grandson  John  H.,  eldest  son  of  the  said  John  H.  for 
life,  and  on  his  decease  to  the  first  son  of  the  body  of  his  said  grand- 
son John  H.,  in  tail  male,  with  other  remainders  over.    At  the  time 
of  making  the  will,  the  testator's  son  John  H.  had  been  twice  mar- 
ried ;  he  had  by  his  first  wife  one  son,  Simon;  by  his  second  wife  an 
eldest  son  John,  and  other  younger  children,  sons  and  daughters.    It 
was  held,  that  evidence  of  the  instructions  given  by  the  testator  for 
his  will  and  of  his  declarations  after  its  execution  was  not  admissible 
to  show  which  of  these  two  grandsons  was  intended  by  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  will.     Lord  Abinger,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  reviewed  most  of  the  principal  cases  on  this  subject.     In  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  there  was  but  one  case,  in  which  evidence  was 
admissible  of  the  testator's  declarations,  of  the  instructions  given  for 
his  will,  and  other  circumstances  of  the  like  nature,  which  were  not 

<f)  In  Doe  V.  Hiscocks,  8  M.  &  WeU.  870. 

(a)  Legal  certainty,  not  perfect  accuracy,  is  reqaired,  see  Wigr.  Wills,  pi.  186. 

(A)  Thomas  d.  Evans  v.  Evans,  6  T.  R.  678;  firadsliaw  «.  Bradshaw,  2  Y.  &  C.  79  :  in 
Doe  d.  Chevalier  «.  Uthwaite,  8  Taant.  806,  8  Moo.  304,  3  B.  &  Aid.  682,  sometimes  cited 
in  support  of  the  same  doctrine,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  declarations  b^  the  testator 
were  offered  in  evidence.  The  case  is  tM  to  nave  been  ultimately  compromised,  per  Lord 
Brouffliam,  1  H.  L.  Ca.  797. 

(t)  5  H.  &  Weis.  868. 
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adduced  for  explaining  the  words  or  meaning  of  the  will,  but  either 
to  supply  some  deficiency  or  remove  some  obscurity  or  ambiguity. 
That  case  was  where  the  meaning  of  the  testator's  words  was  neither 
ambiguous  nor  obscure,  and  where  the  devise  was,  on  the  face  of  it 
perfect  and  intelligible,  but,  from  some  of  the  circumstances  admitted, 
in  proof,  an  ambiguity  arose  as  to  which  of  the  two  or  more  persons 
or  things,  eaeh  answering  the  words  in  the  willy  the  testator  intended 
to  express.  Though  it  was  clear  he  meant  one  only,  both 
[*408]  were  *  equally  denoted  by  the  words,  whence  there  arose  an 
'^  equivocation,"  and  evidence  of  previous  intention  might  be 
received  to  solve  this  latent  ambiguity;  for  the  intention  showed 
what  he  meant  to  do;  and  when  you  knew  that,  you  immediately 
perceived  that  he  had  done  it  by  the  words  he  had  used,  and  which 
in  their  ordinary  sense  might  properly  bear  that  construction.  It 
appeared  to  them  that  in  all  other  cases  parol  evidence  of  what  was 
The  rale  the  testator's  intention  ought  to  be  excluded.     This  case 

suted.  ig  generally  considered  to  have  settled  the  law  upon  this 

subject  (k)y  and  to  decide  that  '^  the  only  cases  in  which  evidence  to 
prove  intention  is  admissible,  are  those  in  which  the  description  in 
the  will  is  unambiguous  in  its  application  (i.  e.  equally  applicable  in 
all  its  parts)  to  each  of  several  subjects."  ^ 

So  in  Ee  Taylor,  Cloak  v,  Hammond  (Z),  a  testatrix  gave  a  share  of 
her  residuary  property  to  her  "  cousin  Harriet  Cloak ; "  the  share 
was  claimed  by  two  persons,  viz.,  Harriett  Crane,  whose  maiden  name 
was  Cloak,  and  who  was  a  first  cousin  of  the  testatrix,  and  Harriett 
Cloak  who  was  herself  not  related  to  the  testatrix,  but  had  married 
Thomas  Cloak,  who  was  a  first  cousin  of  the  testatrix ;  it  was  held 
that  extrinsic  evidence  of  the  intimacy  between  the  testatrix  and  the 
respective  claimants  was  admissible,  and  that  Harriett  Cloak,  the  wife 
of  T.  Cloak,  was  entitled  to  the  share.  Sir  H.  Cotton,  L.  J.,  in  that 
casc'observed  as  follows  (m)  :  —  '^  Evidence  of  the  testatrix's  expres- 
sions of  intention  before  and  after  the  making  of  the  will  is  not  ad- 
missible. Such  evidence  of  intention  is  only  admissible  where  tiie 
words  are  equally  applicable  to  two  or  more  persons,  which  is  not 
the  case  here,  where  the  words  are  not  strictly  applicable  to  any  per- 
son. But  evidence  of  the  surrounding  circumstances  and  of  the 
knowledge  of  the  testatrix  is  admissible." 

Where  evidence  of  intention  is  admissible  it  is  no  objection  to  its 
reception   that  the  declarations  relied  on  were  subsequent  to  the 

(I)  Wigr.  WIIIb,  pi.  915;  Blundell  v.  Gladstone,  11  Sim.  467,  ^0, 1  Phil.  882;  Thomson 
V.  HempensUll,  1  Rob.  783,  13  Jur.  814;  Beraasconi  v.  Atkinson,  10  Hare,  848;  Charter  v. 
Charter,  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  864,  377.  In  Re  Blackman.  16  Beav.  877,  the  rule  was  transsreased, 
but  the  decision  seems  right  without  the  questionable  evidence,  ante,  p.  849. 

(/)  34  Ch.  D.  265. 

(m)  Ibid,  at  p.  258. 

1  Hammond  «.  Hammond,  55  Md.  576  (citing  Tucker  v.  Seaman^s  Aid  See.,  7  Met  905); 
Madigan  v.  Bums,  58  N.  H.  12,  and  406. 
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making  of  the  wilL^    In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Allen  (n),   Declarations 
the  declarations  admitted  as  evidence  had  been  made  by   ^^  °^^  ^ 
the  testatrix  ten  months  after  the  date  of  her  will,  and   neons  with 
were  objected  to  on  that  account.     Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,   ^^^' 
concluded  the  judgment  of  the  *  Court  by  saying,  that  "  none  [*409] 
of  the  cases  which  were  referred  to  in  the  books  to  show  that 
declarations  contemporaneous  with  the  will  were  alone  to  be  received, 
established  such  a  distinction.     Neither  had  any  argument  been  ad- 
duced which  convinced  the  Court  that  those  subsequent  to  the  will 
ought  to  be  excluded  wherever  any  evidence  of  declarations  could  be 
received.    They  might  have  more  or  less  weight  according  to  the 
time  and  circumstances  under  which  they  were  made,  but  their  ad- 
missibility depended  entirely  on  other  considerations."    The  same 
remarks  would  apply  to  declarations  made  before  the  will  (o). 

It  was  stated  in  a  former  page  that  evidence  of  all  the  material 
facts  of  the  case  was  admissible  to  assist  in  the  exposition  of  the 
will.  And  this  statement  was  necessarily  qualiiied  by  Evidence  of 
the  insertion  of  the  word  material,  because  though  the  c'S^nSuuices 
rules  specially  applicable  to  the  subject  now  under  con-  rejected; 
sideration,  may  not  raise  any  peculiar  obstacle  to  the  admission  of 
evidence  tendered  in  support  of  a  given  fact;  yet  if  that  fact,  suppos- 
ing it  to  be  proved,  ought  not  to  influence  the  construction  of  the 
will,  the  evidence  in  support  of  it  is  immaterial,  and  therefore  inad- 
missible. Some  examples  illustrating  this  principle  have  already 
been  given  (p).  It  is  further  exemplified  by  the  well-known  rule, 
that  words  shall  be  interpreted  in  their  primary  sense,  if  the  context 
and  surrounding  circumstances  do  not  exclude  such  an  interpretation, 
even  though  the  most  conclusive  evidence  of  intention  to  use  them  in 
some  popular  or  secondary  sense  be  tendered  (q):  whence  it  follows 
that  a  person,  to  whom  the  terms  of  the  description  are  imperfectly 
applicable,  may  not,  by  parol  evidence  of  facts  tending  to  prove  an 
intention  in  his  favor,  support  his  claim  against  another  person 
exactly  or  more  nearly  answering  to  all  the  particulars  in  the 
description.* 

(n)  12  Ad.  &  EI.  456;  Wigr-  on  Wills,  162. 

(o)  Un^ham  9.  Sandford,  19  Ves.  649;  2  Tavl.  Evid.  p.  1009,  7th  ed.    Lord  Kenron's 
dictum,  Thomas  v,  Thomas,  6  T.  R.  677,  seems  therefore  to  be  overruled. 
\p)  Ante  p.  398,  et 


ippl]     ^ 

contracts  and  wills,  and  a  greater  latitude  allowed  in  construing  wills,  becauw  in  them  the 
tesUtor  soliloquised,  but  that  in  a  contract  each  party  spoke  to  the  other:  and  accordinglv  it 
was  held  in  that  case  that  "  nephew"  meant  **  wife's  nephew,"  although  it  would  not  have 
been  in^nsible  with  reference  to  extrins'c  circumi^tances  if  it  had  been  strictlv  interpreted. 
Sed  Qu.:  a  tesUfor  speaks  to  all  persons  interested  under  or  againjit  his  will;* and  in  Wells 
V.  Wells,  L.  R.,  18  Bq.  605,  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  R.,  reaffirmed  Sir  J.  Wigram's  proposition  and 
declined  to  follow  Grant  v.  Grant.  See  also  the  doubt  thrown  on  Grant  r.  Grant,  bv  Cot- 
ton, L.  J.,  in  Re  Taylor,  Cloak  v,  Hammond,  34  Ch.  D.  at  p.  257. 

I  See  Hope's  Appeal.  48  Mich.  618.  But  see  Powell  v.  Biddle,  2  Dall.  70,  and  the 

■  Tacker  v.  Seaman's  Aid  Soc.,  7  Met.  188.     remarks  by  Shaw,  C  J.,  in  7  Met.  209,  210. 
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[*410]  *  ThuS;  in  Delmare  t;.  Robello  (r),  where  a  testator  in  1785 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  estate,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
interest  for  life  to  all  the  children  of  his  two  sisters,  Reyne  and 
e.  ^.,  to  ex-  Estrella  ;  in  .case  of  the  death  of  any,  their  issue  to  have 
dude  an  ob-      their  respective  shares,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  for 

lect  Answer"  s  t  ^ 

ing  the  want  of  issue.     The  testator  died  in  1789,  leaving  three 

description.  sisters :  Reynty  who  was  never  married,  but  in  1757 
changed  her  profession  of  religion  from  the  Jewish  to  the  Boman 
Catholic  persuasion,  and  became  a  professed  nun,  and  was  baptized 
by  the  name  of  Marin  Hieronymay  and  lived  at  Genoa ;  and  Estrella 
and  Rebecca,  who  were  married^  and  lived  at  Leghorn.  Rebecca  had 
several  children,  who  set  up  a  claim  on  the  ground  that  the  testator 
intended  Rebecca  when  he  named  Reyne.  Parol  evidence  of  the  «tr- 
cumstancee  as  well  as  of  testator's  declarations  in  support  of  this 
claim  was  rejected  by  Lord  Thurlow,  who  suggested  that  Maria 
Hieronyma  might  have  changed  her  mind,  and  have  escaped  into  this 
country,  and  have  married  and  had  children,  notwithstanding  her 
vow.  He  decided,  therefore,  that  the  claim  of  the  children  of  Re- 
becca was  untenable,  inasmuch  cm  there  was  a  sister  answering  to  the 
name  in  the  will ;  for  he  considered  that  the  assumption  of  the  con- 
ventual name  did  not  prevent  the  applicability  of  the  former  name : 
it  was  a  part  of  the  profession,  and  was  not  meant  for  the  rest  of  the 
world ;  the  former  name,  therefore,  continued,  and  by  that  such  per- 
sons were  always  spoken  of. 

So,  in  Andrews  i;.  Dobson  («),  where  the  bequest  was  to  ''  James, 
son  of  Thomas  Andrews,  of  Eastcheap,  printer."    There  was  no  per- 
son of  the  name  of  Thomas  Andrews  in  Eastcheap,  but 

Evidence  not         ,  _  .      _  .    .  ,^      , .       ,   ,1, 

admiMibie  to  there  was  James  Andrews,  a  printer,  who  lived  there : 
exclude  a  j^^  j^^  ^^^  ^^^  named  Thomas,  by  his  first  wife,  who 

person  '  i       X     js      i  \ 

answering  to  was  related  to  the  testator;  he  had  also  a  son  by  a 
description.  gecond  wife,  named  James,  who  was  in  no  manner  re- 
lated to  the  testator.  The  son  by  the  first  wife  claimed  the  legacy, 
insisting  that  the  testator  meant  "  Thomas,  the  son  of  James,"  in- 
stead of  "  James,  the  son  of  Thomas ; "  and  prayed  some  inquiry 
respecting  the  circumstances :  but  Sir  L.  Kenyon,  M.  R.,  said  that 
though  there  were  cases  in  which  legacies  were  left  to  persons  by 
nicknames,  and  evidence  had  been  admitted  to  show  that  the  testator 
usually  called  them  thereby,  yet  he  thought  this  was  beyond  all  pre- 
cedent, and  dismissed  the  bill.^ 

(r)  1  Ves.  Jr.,  419.  (i)  1  Cox,  485. 

1  A  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  the  "  Sea-  deeply  interested  In  Hs  objects,  had  contriln 

inan*9  Aid  Society,  in  the  city  of  Boston."  nted  to  its  funtts,  and  had  frequently  ex- 

Another   society,*  denominated    **The   Sea-  pressed  a  determination  to  give  it  a  legacy; 

man's  Friends  Society,**  claimed  the  legacy,  that  be  directed  the  scrivener  who  wrote  his 

and  offered  evidence  to  prove  that  the  testator  will  to  insert  the  leoacy  as  made  to  said  »o- 

had  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  detv;  that  the  scrtvener,  not  knowing  the 

society  named  in  the  will;  that  he  knew  the  existence  of  said  society,  told  the  testator  that 

existence  of  the  said  other  society,   was  the  name  of  the  eocie^  was  "  The  Seaman'a 


CH.  Xin.]  AMBIGUITT.  —  INTENTION.  445 

In  this  case  there  could  have  been  no  doubt  as  to  the  iden- 
tity *  of  the /o^Aer;  but  the  difficulty  was  in  admitting  the  [*411] 
claim  of  a  son  of  a  different  name,  there  being  a  son  of  the 
$ame  name. 

Again,  in  Holmes  v,  Custance  (t),  where  there  was  a  legacy  to  the 
children  of  Robert  Holmes,  '*  late  of  Norwich,  but  now  of  London." 
It  appeared  that,  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  testator  had  no  relative 
named  Robert,  but  that  a  person  of  this  name,  who  was  related  to  the 
testator,  and  had  gone  from  Norwich  to  London,  at  the  age  of  fourteen 
or  sixteen,  had  died  in  London,  a  few  years  before,  leaving  a  child. 
It  was  contended  that  the  legacy  did  not  apply  to  the  child  of  this 
person,  but  to  the  children  of  George  Holmes,  who  was  a  relative  of 
the  testator,  had  been  formerly  of  Norwich,  and  was  then  resident  in 
London,  and  had  several  children,  some  of  whom  were,  in  habits  of  in- 
timacy with  the  testator ;  but  Sir  W.  Grant  held  that  the  description 
was  not  so  inapplicable  to  Robert,  as  to  let  in  evidence  that  Oeorge 
was  the  person  intended ;  that  the  sense  of ''  late  "  was  not  '^  recently  " 
but ''  formerly ;  '^  and  as  to  his  being  dead  at  the  time,  that  the  tes- 
tator might  not  have  known  or  might  have  forgotten  it,  he  being  at  a 
distance. 

And  in  Wilson  v.  Squire  (tt),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  legacy 
to  ''  The  London  Orphan  Society  in  the  City  Boad,"  and  it  appeared 
that  there  was  no  institution  precisely  answering  this  description, 
but  there  was  one  in  the  City  Eoad  called  the  Orphan  Working 
School,  which  claimed  the  legacy :  evidence  was  tendered  that  there 
was  a  society  called  the  London  Orphan  Asylum  at  Clapton,  and 
that  the  testator  was  many  years  a  subscriber  to  it,  and  in  his 
lifetime  avowed  his  intention  of  leaving  it  a  legacy;  and  Sir  J. 
K.  Bruce  held,  that  the  Orphan  Working  School  was  sufficiently 
described  by  the  will,  and  therefore  that  none  of  the  evidence  was 
admissible. 

In  Maybank  v.  Brooks  {x)  the  rule  was  applied  to  a  different  spe- 
cies of  case.  A  testator  bequeathed  a  legacy  to  A.,  *'  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns :  '^  A.  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
which,  however,  took  no  notice  of  the  fact :  but  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  A.  claimed  the  legacy,  insisting  that  the  terms  of  the 
bequest  made  it  transmissible,  and  in  support  of  his  claim  proposed 
to  read  (amongst  other)  evidence  of  the  testator's  knowledge  that  A. 

(0  12  Vm.  379;  sm  also  Doe  «.  Wesdake,  4  B.  &  Aid.  57,  ante,  p.  404 ;  Be  Ingle'e  Trust, 
L.  B.,  11  Eq.  678. 
{%)  1  Y.  4  C.  C.  C.  654. 
(«)  1  B.  C.  C.  84. 

Aid  Society;*'  and  that  the  testator  there-  Aid  Soc.,  7  Met.  188.    See  South  Newmarket 

upon  submitted  to  have  that  name  inserted.  Sem.  v.  Peasiee,  15  N.  H.  817;   Missionaiy 

This  evidence  was  held  inadmissible,    and  Society  v.  Beynold,  9  Md.  841;  Missionary 

'*The  Seaman's  Aid  Society'*  was  deemed  Societv's  Appeal,  80Penn.  St.  425;Cre8aon*s 

entitled  to  the  legacy.    Tucker  v.  Seaman's  Appeal,  80  Penn.  St.  487. 
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was  dead :  but  Lord  Thurlow  rejected  it,  saying,  '^  The  only 
[*412]  fact  to  which  evidence  is  afforded  is,  that  the  *  death  of  A« 
was  within  the  knowledge  of  the  testator.  The  end  to  which 
it  is  to  be  read  is,  that  the  legacy  was  meant  to  be  transmissible  : 
that  could  not  be  from  a  legatee  who  had  been  dead  several  years.'' 
....  ^^  I  must  accordingly  decree  the  legacy  to  be  lapsed  "  (y). 

And  even  where  no  person  actually  answers  to  any  part  of  the 
Evidence  of  description  in  the  will,  it  would  seem,  upon  principle,  to 
intention  in-  be  impossible  to  admit  parol  evidence  ''  of  intention  " 
Bu^rt  claim  ^^  Support  of  the  claim  of  one  to  whom  the  description 
of  one  to  is  in  every  respect  inapplicable :  *  for  the  will  ought  to  be 

ofd^riptuMi  made  in  writing;  and  if  the  testator's  intention  cannot 
applies.  \)Q  made  to  appear  by  the  writing,  explained  by  the  cir- 

cumstances, there  is  no  will  («). 

Thus,  Sir  John  Strange  (a),  in  citing  a  case  where  the  executor  con- 
stituted in  a  will  was,  "  my  nephew  Robert  New,"  which  in  the  en- 
grossing was  written  "  Nunc,"  and  parol  evidence  was  admitted,  and 
thereupon  New  was  declared  the  person  meant,  observed,  that  this 
would  hardly  have  done,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  relative  words  "  my 
nephew,"  and  its  appearing  that  New  was  the  testator's  nephew,  and 
that  he  had  no  such  nephew  as  Robert  Nune. 

And  in  Miller  v.  Travers  (6),  where  a  testator  devised  all  his  free- 
hold and  real  estates  whatsoever,  situate  in  the  county  of  Limerick, 

Same  rule  as  ^^^  ^"  *^®  ^^^^  °^  Limerick,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs, 
to  subject  of  At  the  time  of  making  his  will,  the  testator  had  no  real 
^'  ^'  estate  in  the  county  of  Limerick,  but  he  had  considerable 

real  estates  in  the  county  of  Clare :  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Brougham, 
L.  C,  assisted  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  and  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  that  evi- 
dence to  prove  that  the  testator  intended  his  estates  in  the  county  of 
Clare  to  pass  by  the  devise,  and  that  the  word  Limerick  was  inserted  by 
Total  blanks  mistake  instead  of  Clare,  was  not  admissible, 
for  names  not  And  in  no  instance  has  a  total  blank  for  the  name  been 
to  be  supplied,    g^g^  ^p  ^y  pg^j^j  evidence  (c).*    In  such  cases,  indeed, 

(y)  See  as  to  this,  ante.  p.  807. 

(z)  Per  Lord  Abinger,  Doe  o.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  Wels.  869. 

(a)  Hampshire  t».  Pierce,  2  Ves.  218. 

(b)  8  Bing.  244,  1  M.  &  Sc.  342.  The  judgment  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  contains  a  full  and  able 
examination  of  the  authorities.  See  also  Okeden  v.  Clifden,  2  Russ.  809  ;  Re  Clergy  Society, 
2  K.  &  J.  616;  Re  Peel,  L.  R.,  2  P.  &  D.  46;  Barber*.  Wood.  4  Ch.  D.  886.  Beaumont  ». 
Fell,  2  P.  W.  141,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  866,  pi.  8,  where  a  legacy  to  »*  Catherine  Eamlev  "  wa?, 
upon  evidence  of  intention,  held  well  bequeathed  to  Gertrude  Yardley,  is  overruled  (5  H.  L. 
Ca.  168);  unless  it  can  be  deemed  a  case  of  nickname  —  which  is  questionable.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  Masters  v.  Masters,  1  P.  W.  426,  where  on  a  lepcy  to  "Mrs.  Sawyer"  in- 
quiry was  directed  whether  Mrs.  Swapper  was  the  person  intended. 

(c)  Baylisv.  Att.-Gen.,  2  Atk.  289;  Ulrich  v.  Litchfield,  id.  372;  Taylor  v.  Richardson, 

^  If  the  description  of  the  person  or  thine  making  of  the  will,    are  alike   admissible, 

be  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  subject  intended,  Wigram  on  Will«,  pi.  104, 194, 195 ;  1  GreenL 

or  said  to  be  intended  by  it,  evidence  is  inad-  Ev.  §  290.    See  Rothmahler  v.  Myers,  4  De- 

missible  to  prove  whom*  or  what  the  testator  saus.  216;  Tucker  r.  Seaman's  Aid  Soc.,  7 

really  intended  to  describe.    His  declarations  Met.  188 ;  Hyatt  v.  Pngsley,  23  Barb.  286. 
of  intention,  whether  made  before  or  after  the        *  Tucker  v.  Seaman's  Aid   Soc,  7  Met. 
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there  is  no  *  certain  intent  on  the  face  of  the  will  to  give  to  [*413] 
any  person :  the  testator  may  not  have  definitely  resolved  in 
whose  favor  to  bequeath  the  projected  legacy  {d). 

The  effect  of  partial  or  imperfect  descriptions,  however,  has  often 
come  under  consideration.  In  Hunt  v.  Hort  {e\  where  the  bequest 
was  to  Lady  ,  Lord  Thurlow  considered  it  as   partifti  bUnks 

equivalent  to  a  total  blank,  and,  therefore,  that  the  name  supplied, 
could  not  be  supplied  by  parol  evidence.  But  in  Abbot  v,  Massie  (/), 
where  the  bequest  was  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  G.,  Lord  Loughborough  di- 
rected an  inquiry  as  to  who  Mrs.  G..was.  Of  cotirse,  if  there  had 
been  more  than  one  person  answering  to  the  imperfect  description  in 
the  will,  and  the  evidence  had  failed  to  point  out  which  of  them  was 
the  intended  object  of  the  testator's  bounty,  the  bequest  would,  in 
both  the  preceding  cases,  have  been  void  for  uncertainty.  It  is  clear 
that  blanks  may  be  supplied  by  reference  to  the  context  of  the  willy 
and  for  this  purpose  the  Court  is  entitled  to  look  at  the  original  will 
as  well  as  at  the  probate  copy  (g). 

At  the  conclusion  of  his  judgment  in  Blundell  t;.  Gladstone,  the  Y.-C. 
said  he  decided  the  case  upon  the  words  of  the  will,  coupled  with 
that  evidence  only  which  haul  been  given  as  to  the  state   Evidence 
of  the  Weld  family  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  which  he  wmetiniee 
thought  was  the  only  part  of  the  evidence  which  ought  to   tbouf  h  imnui- 
he  received   (A).     But  besides  that  evidence  there  was   **"■*• 
parol  evidence  {i)  of  the  testator  having,  both  before  and  after  mak- 
ing his  will,  and  even  after  the  correction  of  his  mistake,  repeatedly 
called  the  possessor  of  Lulworth  by  the  name  of  Edward  Weld.    This 
evidence  had  been  received  in  the  Master's  office,  and  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges  in  D.  P.  (where  the  suit  was  carried), 
Parke,  B.,  said,  they  thought  it  was  rightly  received  {k).    Hence  it 

S  Drew.  16.  The  decision  in  Re  Bacon's  Will,  Camp  r.  Coe,  81  Cb.  D.  460,  appears  to  con- 
tradict  the  statement  in  the  text.  But  the  circumstances  in  that  case  were  very  peculiar. 
The  testatrix,  who  was  ille^timate  and  left  no  next  of  kin.  made  her  will  on  a  pnnted  form, 
whereby,  after  fdving  certain  legacies,  she  gave  all  her  residue  "  unto  to  and  for 

own  use  and  benefit  absolutely,'^  and  she  nominated  C.  "  to  pay  all  my  debts,  &c., 
to  be  executor  of  this  my  will."    Probate  of  the  will  was  granted  to  C.  as  executor.    It  was 
held  by  Kay,  J.,  that  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case,  parol  evidence  was  ad- 
missible to  rebut  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  Crown  and  against  the  executor,  and  that 
C.  was  beneficially  entitled  to  the  residue. 

Id)  Per  Parke,  B.,  Doe  v.  Needs,  2  M.  &  Wels.  139. 

U)  3  B.  C.  C.  311 ;  see  also  1  M.  &  Sc.  351. 

(/)  3  Ves.  148;  and  see  Re  De  Rosaz,  2  P.  D.  66. 

?)  Re  Harrison,  Turner  «.  Hellard,  30  Ch.  D.  390. 
,  )  11  Sim.  488. 
\i)  Id.  470. 
\k)  1  H.  L.  Ca.  778,  nom.  Camoys  r.  Blundell. 


206;  Wisram  on  Eztrinnc  Ev.  Prop.  6,  pi. 
121,  p.  88;  Prop.  7,  pi.  181,  p.  143;  1  Phill. 
Ev.  (Cowen  &  Hiirs  ed.)  539, 540,  and  notes; 
1  Greenl.  Ev.  Pt.  2,  c.  16,  J  301,  and  notes; 
Miller  v.  Travers,  8  Bing.  244;  Ram  on  Wills, 
c.  3,  p.  32,  84,  2  Williams,  Ex.  (6th  Am.  ed.) 
pp.  1163,  1164.    It  was  remarked,  in  a  gen* 


eral  way,  by  Parker,  C.  J.,  in  Brown  v.  Gil- 
man,  13  Mass.  168,  that,  where  a  contract  has 
been  reduced  to  writing,  and  the  name  of  the 
contracting  party  has  been  omitted,  the  omis- 
sion may  be  supplied  bv  extrinsic  evidence. 
See  also  Penniman  v.  Barremore,  18  Mart. 
497;  Lynn  v.  Risberg,  2  Dall.  180. 
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is  to  be  inferred  that  evidence  (to  which^  upon  the  principles  dis- 
cussed in  this  chapter,  there  is  per  se  no  objection)  of  fads 
[*414]  *  connected  with  the  case,  and  which  may  by  possibility  influ- 
ence the  construction  of  the  will,  is  admissible,  although  ulti- 
mately it  is  found  to  be  immaterial  and  has  to  be  excluded  from 
consideration  (I). 

(l)  See  also  Lowe  v.  Lord  Httntingtower,  4  Biut.  MS,  n.;  Sftjer  «.  B^jw.  7  Hare,  SSI, 
Wigr-  Willa,  pi.  103. 
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L  —  Nature  and  Bxtent  of  the  Dootrlne.  —  The  doctrine  of  election 
may  be  thus  stated :  ^  That  he  who  accepts  a  benefit  under  a  deed  or 
will,  must  adopt  the  whole  contents  of  the  instrument. 

1        .        ^       t^   -M  •  •  J  •  Doctrine  of 

conforming  to  all  its  provisions,  and  renouncing  every   election,  what, 
right  inconsistent  with  it.'    If,  therefore,  a  testator  has 


1  For  a  full  discussion  of  this  subject,  see 
3  Story,  Eg.  Jur.  j  1076,  et  uq.;  Schuebly  v, 
Ragan,  7  GIU  &  «l.  130;  Ores  well  v.  Lawson, 
id.  328:  Robertoon  v.  Stevens,  1  Ired.  Eq. 
347;  Addison  v.  Bowie,  2  Bland,  606 ;  Daxon  o. 
Steele,  2  Jones,  178 ;  Gest  v.  Flock,  1  Green, 
Cb.  108;  Page  v.  Hughes,  2  B.  Hon.  442; 
Butrickev.  Broadhurst,  iVes.  (Sumner's  ed.) 
172,  note  Ot)j  Cogdell  v,  Cogdell,  3  Desaus. 
846, 388 ;  Deveaux  9.  Barnwell,  1  Desaus.  497; 
Collins  9.  Janey,  3  Leigh.  389;  Hyde  v, 
Baldwin,  17  Pick.  303;  Hamblett  v.  Hamblett, 
6  N  H.  333;  Weeks  v.  Patten,  18  Maine,  42; 
Btiffbee  v.  Sargent,  23  Maine,  269,  271. 

Election  may  be  enforced  against  fimu 
covert  and  infants,  between  two  inconsistent 
rights,  where  there  is  a  clear  intention  of  him 
under  whom  one  of  those  rights  is  devised 
that  both  shall  not  be  enjoyed,  and  when  it 
would  be  against  conscience  to  enjoy  both. 
Robertson  v.  Stevens,  1  Ired.  £q.  247 ; 
Tieman  v.  Roland,  15  Penn.  St.  429;  Sledds 
V.  Carey,  11  B.  Mon.  181.  Wherever  a 
testator  may  put  his  devisees  to  an  election  to 
take  under  or  in  opposition  to  his  will,  the 
court  may,  in  such  case,  elect  for  infants. 
Addison  v,  Bowie,  2  Bland,  606.  See  2  Storv, 
£q.  Jur.  §  1097  ;  Frank  «.  Frank,  8  Mylne 
&C.  171;  M'Queen  v.  M'Queen,  2  Jones, 
£a.  16 ;  Flippin  v.  Banner,  id.  460. 

^  A  party  entitled  to  an  estate  mav  there- 
fore, by  accepting  a  devise  under  a  will  which 
attempts  to  dispose  of  his  property,  be  barred 
of  a  clear  right.  Penn  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Stokes,  61  Penn.  St.  186.  See  also  as  to  the 
rule  stated  in  the  text,  Howse  v.  Davis,  76 
Ala.  881;  Noe  «.  Splivalo,  54  Cal.  207;  Stunz 
9.  Stuns,  131  111.  210;  Qorhamv.  Dodge,  122 
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m.  628;  Ditch  9.  SennotL  117  III.  362; 
WooUey  «.  Schrader.  116  111.  29;  Lee  o. 
Templeton,  73  Ind.  316;  Chapman  v.  Chick, 
81  Maine,  109;  Watson  v.  Watson,  128  Mass. 
162;  Hyde  i;.  Baldwin,  17  Pick.  308;  Story, 
Eq.  Jur.  chap.  dO;  Smith  e.  Guild,  34  Maine, 
443;  Weeks  9  Patten,  18  Maine,  42;  Buist  «. 
Dawes,  3  Rich.  Eq.281;  Waters  v.  Howard, 
1  Md.  Ch.  Dec.  112,  Fultun  9.  Moore,  26 
Penn.  St.  468;  Holt  v.  Rice,  64  N.  H.  398; 
Hamblett  v.  Hamblett,  6  N.  H.  333,  Bell 
V.  Armstrong,  1  Addams,  366;  George  9. 
Bussing,  16  B.  Mon.  568 ;  Lee  r.  Tower,  124 
N.  Y.  370  (citing  Chamberlain  9.  Chamberlain, 
43  N.  Y.  424 ;  Brown  v.  Knapp,  79  N.  Y.  136) ; 
Haack  r.  Weichen,  118  K.  Y.  67;  Caulfield  o. 
Sullivan,  85N.Y.  153;  Syme  9.  Badger,  92 
N.  C.706;  In  re  Jackson,  126  Penn.  St.  105, 
Moore  9.  Harper,  27  W.  Va.  862;  Beem  9. 
Kimberlv,  72  Wis.  343.  Value  is  immaterial. 
Lee  9.  Tower,  supra;  Caulfield  v.  Sullivan, 
supra;  Brown  v.  E.napp,  supra.  But  as  to  the 
right  of  a  widow  or  otner  person  taking  under 
it  to  contest  its  validitv,  see  Moore  v.  Johnson, 
7  I.ea,  580;  Carder  v.  IfayetteCo.,  11  Ohio43t. 
358. 

The  rule  holds  good  at  law  as  well  as  in 
equitv.  Watson  9.  Watson,  128  Msm.  152  ; 
SmitR  o.  Smith,  14  Gray,  532;  Brown  9. 
Brown,  108  Mass.  386;  HaM^od  v.  Houghton, 
22  Pick.  480,  483;  Doe  t^.  Cavendish,  3  Doug. 
48,  66;  f.e  4  T.  R.  741,  743,  note;  Wilson 
V.  Townshend,  2  Ve<i.  Jr.  693,  696 ;  Birming- 
ham 9.  Kirwan,  2  Schoales  &  L.  444,  450. 
But  where  a  man  gives  a  child  or  other  person 
a  legacy  or  portion  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of 
a  particular  thing,  this  will  not  exclude  him 
from  another  benefit,  though  it  may  happen 

29 
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affected  to  dispose  of  property  which  is  not  his  own,  and  has  given  a 
beneht  to  the  person  to  whom  that  property  belongs,  the  devisee  or 
legatee  accepting  the  benefit  so  given  to  him  must  make  good  the 
testator's  attempted  disposition ;  ^  but  if,  on  the  contrary,  he  choose 
to  enforce  his  proprietary  rights  against  the  testator's  disposition, 
equity  will  sequester  the  property  given  to  him,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  satisfaction  out  of  it  to  the  person  whom  he  has  disappointed 
by  the  assertion  of  those  rights.* 

Thus  where  (a)  A.  seised  of  two  acres,  one  in  fee,  and  the  other  in 
tail,  and  having  two  sons,  by  his  will  devised  the  fee-simple  acre  to 

his  eldest  son,  who  was  issue  in  tail,  and  the  entailed  acre  to 
[*416]  his  youngest  son,  and  died.    The  eldest  son  entered  *  upon 

the  entailed  acre,  whereupon  the  younger  son  brought  his  bill 
against  his  brother,  that  he  might  enjoy  the  entailed  acre  devised  to 
him,  or  else  have  an  equivalent  out  of  the  fee  acre ;  because  his  father 
plainly  designed  something  for  him.  Lord  Cowper  said,  "  The  devise 
of  the  fee  acre  to  the  elder  must  be  understood  to  be  upon  the  tacit 
condition,  that  he  shall  suffer  the  younger  son  to  enjoy  quietly,  or 
else  that  the  younger  son  shall  have  an  equivalent  out  of  the  fee  acre." 
And  he  decreed  the  same  accordingly.  This  case  is  the  more  remark- 
able, as  showing  the  length  to  which  the  doctrine  of  election  has  been 
carried ;  because  the  elder  son  was  actually  entitled  to  both  acres  by 
his  better  title  as  general  or  special  heir,  and  took  nothing  under  the 
will.  Yet  the  mere  intention  to  give  him  property  by  the  will  was 
held  sufficient  to  put  him  to  his  election  (b). 

But  a  devisee  or  legatee  is  not  precluded  from  claiming  derivativelyi 
through  another,  property  which  such  other  person  has  taken  in  op- 
position to  the  will.    Thus,  a  man  may  be  tenant  by  the 
extend^to  curtesy,  in  respect  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  taken  by 

derivative         his  wife  in  Opposition  to  a  will  under  which  he  has  ao- 

cepted  benefits,  without  affecting  his  title  to  those  ben- 

(a)  Anon.,  Gilb.  Cu.  Eq  15,  see  also  Pre.  Ch.  361;  Belt*8  Suppl.  to  Vee.  850{  1  Ves.  284; 
IB  P.  C.  Tom  300,  3  id.  167,  Amb.  388,  1  Ed.  632  ;  3  B.  0.  0.  316  ;  4  B.  C.  G.  21,  «.  e. 
1  Yes.  Jr.  614  ;  4  B.  C.  C.  38  ;  1  Ves.  Jr  634;  2  Yes.  Jr.  367  ;  id.  693  ;  id.  644  ;  3  Yes. 
191  ;  id.  384,  6  Yes.  616;  9  Yes.  369;  18  Yes.  224;  1  I>ow.  249  ;  2  V.  &  B.  187;  2  Mer.  86; 
1  Sw.  369;  id.  409 ;  3  Rosa.  278,  4  T.  &  C.  18 ;  2  Drew.  93.  Where  several  are  disappointed 
tlie  sequestered  property  is  divided  among  them  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  interests  of 
which  they  are  disappointed,  Howells  v.  Jenkins,  1  I).  J.  &  S.  617.  If  the  property  which 
the  testator  affects  to  dispose  of  belongs  to  several,  as  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman 
(Ward  V.  Baugh,  4  Yes.  623),  or  as  tenants  in  common  (Fytche  9.  Fytche,  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  494^ 
each  has  a  separate  rig^it  of  election. 

(b)  See  Schroder  v.  Schroder,  Kay,  684-686.    But  9  Pri.  673,  Richards,  C  B.,  dub. 


to  be  contraij  to  the  will ,  for  the  court  will 
not  construe  it  in  lieu  of  everything  else,  when 
he  has  named  a  particular*  thing.  East  v. 
Cook,  2  Ves.  Sen.  33;  Hapgood  v.  Houghton, 
22  Pick.  480, 483 ,  Ward  v.  Ward,  16  Pick.  626. 
I  Syme  9.  Badger,  92  NO.  706;  Isler  v 
Isler,  88  N.  C.  681;  Hibbs  v.  Ins.  Co.,  40  Ohio 
St.  643.  But  in  order  to  furnish  a  case  for 
election  under  a  will,  it  most  be  clear  that  the 
testator  intentionallv  assumed  to  dispose  of 
the  property  of  the  beneflciary,  and  did  not 


intend  to  dispose  of  any  expectant  or  other 
interest  of  bis  own  in  the  property.  Havens 
9.  Sackett,  16  N.  T.366;  colmanV  Lohman, 
79  Ala.  68;  Fitzbngh  v.  Hubbard,  41  Ark.  64. 
3  Batione'sEsUte,  136  Penn.  St.  307  (citing 
Sandoe*8  Appeal,  66  Penn.  St.  814;  Gal- 
lagher's Appeal,  87  Penn.  St.  200).  See  also 
Ferguson's  Estate,  188  Penn.  St.  200 ;  Young's 
App«al,  108  Penn.  St.  17.  So  one  who  electa 
aoatfM<  the  will  cannot  take  m  virtue  of  it. 
(junningham'i  Estate,  187  Penn.  St.  621. 
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efits  (c).  For,  compensation  having  once  been  made  by  the  wife  (d) 
cannot  be  exacted  a  second  time.  And  a  devisee  or  legatee  who 
claims  derivatively  through  another  to  whom  the  will  gave  nothing 
is  equally  free ;  for  whether  the  true  owner  took  subject  to  an  obli- 
gation which  he  has  discharged,  or  subject  to  no  obligation  whatever, 
can  make  no  difference :  thus  one  co-heiress  electing  to  take  under 
a  will,  may  retain  a  share  which  since  the  testator's  death  has 
descended  to  her  from  a  deceased  co-heiress,  although  bound  to  give 
up  her  own  original  share  (e).* 

It  must  however  be  understood  that  the  obligation  attaches  on 
whoever  at  the  testator's  death  is  true  owner  of  the  property  wrong- 
fully disposed  of,  and  to  whom  also  a  benefit  is  given  by  the  will. 
This  is  the  point  of  time  to  be  regarded.  And  it  matters  not  from 
whom,  or  by  what  previous  acts  or  devolutions,  such  owner's  title  was 
derived  (/).  Where  the  obligation  to  elect  has  once  attached, 
the  property  which  is  taken  under  the  *  will  as  bounty,  how-  [*417] 
ever  and  whenever  it  may  devolve,  continues  liable  until  com- 
pensation is  duly  made  (g). 

The  doctrine  of  election  clearly  applies  as  well  to  contingent  as  to 
vested  rights  (A) ;  to  the  interest  of  next  of  kin  in  the  unascertained 
residue  of  an  intestate's  personal  estate  (i)  ^  and  to  re-   ^^ 
versionary  and  remote  as  well  as  to  immediate  inter*  coatiDKenf  and 
ests  {j),^    Lord  Hardwicke,  indeed,  at  one  time  seems   jJJ^"*®"*'^ 
to  have  thought  that  it  did  not  extend  to  a  remainder 
expectant  on  an  estate  tail  (k)  -,  but  the  notion  stands  upon  no  intelli- 
gible principle,  and  is  inconsistent  with  his  own  decision  in  Graves  v. 
Forman  (Q,  in  which  he  would  not  allow  an  heir  at  law  to  whom  an 
estate  for  life  in  remainder  after  an  estate  tail  was  devised,  to  take  it 
without  giving  up  a  copyhold  disposed  of  to  another,  but  upon  which 
the  will  could  not  (in  the  then  state  of  the  law)  operate,  for  want  of 
a  previous  surrender.    The  heir  it  seems  (strangely  enough)  elected 

(e)  Ladr  Cavan  v.  Palteney,  2  Vea.  Jr.  544,  3  Vea.  8S4. 

(d)  2  Ves.  Jr.  555. 

(e)  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  1  De  G.  &  S.  152.  And  see  Howells  v.  Jenkins,  2  J.  &  H.  706; 
Grissell  9.  Swinhoe,  L.  K.,  7  Eq.  291.    But  see  per  Lord  Moncrieff,  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  79. 

(/)  Cooper  V.  Cooper,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  15,  7  H  L  53. 

&)  Fytche  9.  Fjtche,  19  L.  T  (N.  8.)  848  ;  Pickersgill  v,  Rodger,  6  Ch.  D.  163.  Where 
the  person  to  elect  is  dead  without  electing,  and  his  0¥m  property  and  that  taken  under  the 
will  ^  di£Ferent  ways,  the  latter  is  (as  between  the  two)  primarify  liable,  id.  But  the  dis- 
iippointed  legatees  may  recover  to  the  extent  of  the  latter  against  his  general  estate,  Rogers 
V.  Jones,  8  On.  D.  688". 

(h)  Per  Lord  Loughborongh«  2  Yes.  Jr.  696, 697. 

(i)  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  15,  7  H.  L.  53.  How  the  value  of  sach  an  interest  is  to 
be  ascertained,  see  «.  e.  7  H.  L-  68. 

0)  Webb  V.  Earl  of  Shaftesbury,  7  Yes.  480;  Wilson  v.  Lord  John  Townshend,  2  Yes. 
Jr.  697. 

(t)  Bor  9,  Bor,  8  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  178,  n. 

(/)  Cited  8  Yes.  67;  see  Mahon  9.  Morgan,  6  Ir.  Jnr.  178. 

1  See  Carder  «.  Fayette  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  858;        >  s  gtory,  Equity,  {  1095. 
Bo  wen  v.  Bowen,  84  Ohio  St.  164;  Croatwaight 
V.  Hntchinaon,  2  Bibb,  408. 
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to  take  tbe  estate  for  life  in  remainder,  and  eventually  got  nothing ; 
the  tenant  in  tail  having  acquired  the  fee*siniple  by  suffering  a 
common  recovery. 

It  is  immaterial  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  election,  whether  the 
testator,  in  disposing  of  that  which  is  not  his  own,  is  aware  of  his 
Immaterial  want  of  title,  or  proceeds  on  the  erroneous  supposition 
whether  te«ta-    that  he  is  cxercising  a  power  of  disposition  which  be- 

tor  IS  acquaint-    ^^  .      <•  •        i    •        •.!_  t_  i    •         • 

ed  with  his  longs  to  him ; '  m  either  case,  whoever  claims  m  opposi- 
want  of  title,  tion  to  the  will,  must  relinquish  what  the  will  gives 
him  (m).  This  seems  to  result  from  the  impossibility  of  knowing 
with  certainty,  that  the  testator  would  not  have  made  the  disposition, 
had  he  been  accurately  acquainted  with  the  title;  and  (as  a  great 
Judge  has  observed)  *^  nothing  can  be  more  dangerous  than  to  specu- 
late upon  what  he  would  have  done,  if  he  had  known  one  thing  or 
another  "  (n). 

A  question  which  has  been  much  discussed  is,  whether  the 
[*418]  ♦principle  governing  cases  of  election  under  a  will  is  for- 
feiture   or    compensation ;  *    or,  to  speak   more  explicitly, 
whether  a  person  claiming  against  a  will  is  bound  to  relinquish  the 
benefit  thereby  given  to  him  in  toto,  or  only  to  the  extent 
doctrine*i9         of  indemnifying  the  persons  disappointed  by  his  elec- 
compensation,     tjon  (o).     The   Strong  current  of  the  authorities,  parti- 
cularly those  of  a  recent  date,  is  in  favor  of  the  prin- 

(«)  Whistler  v.  Webster,  2  Ves.  Jr.  370;  Thellusson  v  Woodford,  13  Id.  221;  Welbjr  9. 
^  Welby,  2  V.  &  B.  199,  overruling  Cull  r.  Showell,  Amb.  727,  unless  decided  on  the  ground 
of  the  great  lapse  of  time,  which  seems  probable. 

(n)  See  Sir  R.  P.  Arden's  jud^jment  in  Whistler  v.  Webrter,  2  Ves.  Jr  370. 
.  (0)  The  doctrine  of  compensation  does  not  apply  m  the  case  of  a  person  electing  to  take 
ttfuier  a  will,  Re  Lord  Chesham,  Cavendish  v.  Dacre,  31  Ch.  D.  466. 

1  Id.  §  1093.    See  Swan8ton*8  note  to  Dil-  .  donee,  after  compensation,  does  not  devolve 

Ion  r.  Parker,  1  Swanst.  407.  upon  the  representative  of  the  testator  as  un- 

3  See  2  Story,  Eq.  Jar.  }  1085,  and  notes;  disposed  of,  but  is  restored  to  the  donee,  the 

Jennings  v.  Jennings,  21  Ohio  St.  81 ;  San-  purpose  being  satisfied  for  which  alone  the 

doe's  Appeal,  65  Penn.  St.  314.     The  fair  court  controlled  the  legal  right.    Gretton  v. 

result  of  the  modem  leading  decisions  is,  that  Haward,  1  Swanst.  409;  Sandoe's  Appeal,  65 

in  such  a  case  there  is  not  an  absolute  for-  Penn.  St.  314.    And  the  disappointed  donee 

feitiire,  but  there  is  a  duty  of  compensation  can  never  get  more  than  the  value  of  the 

(at  least  where  the  case  admits  of  compensa-  interest  intended  for  him.    But  if  the  estate 

tion)  or  its  equivalent ;  and  that  the  surplus,  devised  to  the  electing  donee  is  obviously  less 

after  such  compensation,  does  not  devolve  valuable  than  that  owned  by  him,  equity  will 

upon  the  heir  as  a  residuum  undisposed  of  by  decree  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  devised  to 

the  will,  but  belongs  to  the  donee  ;  the  pur-  the  first  donee^  or  permit  the  second  donee  to 

pose  being  satisfied,  for  which  alone  courts  of  recover  it  in  ejectment.    Lewis  v,  I^wis,  13 

equity  will    control  his  legal  right.    Id.  $  Penn.  St.  79.    It  should  be  added  that  this 

1085.  doctrine  of  election  is  never  applied  except 

The  operation  of  this  principle  of  compen-  where,  if  an  election  is  made  contrary  to 
sation  (apart  from  statute)  is  generally  thus  the  will,  the  interest  that  would  pass  from  the 
worked  out;  In  the  event  of  an  election  to  testator  by  the  will  can  be  laid  bold  of  ia 
take  against  the  will,  equity  assumes  juris-  equity  to  compensate  the  disappointed  donee, 
diction  to  sequester  the  benefit  intended  for  Some  free  disposable  property  must  be  given 
the  refusing  donee  by  way  of  taking  the  to  the  electing  donee  which  can  become  corn- 
rents,  profits,  and  issues,  in  order  to  insure  pro-  pensation  for  what  the  testator  endeavored  to 
per  compensation  to  him  whom  such  election  take  awav.  Bristow  v.  Warde,  2  Vet.  Jr. 
disappoints.  The  surplus,  if  any,  above  the  836;  Box' v.  Barrett,  L.  R.,  3  Eq.  244i 
value  of  the  property  owned  by  ue  electing 
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ciple  of  compensation  (p) ;  interrupted,  certainly,  by  some  dicta  (<^), 
and  by  an  express  decision  of  Lord  Langdale  (r),  in  favor  of  the  doc- 
trine of  forfeiture.  In  Green  v.  Green  («),  Lord  Eldon  is  generally  sup- 
posed to  have  used  expressions  indicating  a  similar  opinion.  But  he 
expressly  admits  the  cases  to  have  decided  that  the  party  electing 
against  a  will  was  not  bound  to  give  up  more  than  was  enough  to 
make  satisfaction  for  that  which  was  intended  for  another;  and 
when  he  states  the  contrary  doctrine,  it  is  with  reference  to  the  case 
before  him,  which  arose  upon  a  deedf  "  in  which,"  he  observed,  "  as  it 
is  a  contract,  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  that  compensation  only  is  to 
be  made"  (t).  The  doctrine  of  compensation  was  also  subsequently 
recognized  by  the  same  high  authority  in  Kerr  v.  Wauchope  (u),  as 
well  as  in  the  earlier  and  much-discussed  case  of  Lord  Eancliffe  v, 
Parkyns  (x) ;  and  is  now  generally  accepted  as  the  settled  doctrine 
of  the  Court  (y). 

In  order  to  raise  a  case  of  election,  there  must  be  a  personal  com- 
petency on  the  part  of  the  author  of  the  attempted  disposition,  as 
the  doctrine  is  founded  on  intention  (z),  which  supposes  such  compe- 
tency. Thus,  under  the  old  law,  where  personalty  was,  and 
real  estate  was  not,  disposable  by  the  will  of  a  person  ♦  under  [*419] 
age,  the  heir  of  the  infant  testator  was  allowed  to  take  his 
real  estate  in  opposition  to  the  will,  without  relinquishing  a  legacy 
bequeathed  to  him  by  the  same  will  (a).    And  though   _ 

.,       J.     i_.i.j.        £  _.  .       .  -       j«  ^'         Personal  com- 

the  disability  of  coverture  is,  m  some  respects,  distin-   petency  to 
guishable  from  and  less  absolute  than  that  of  infancy  (a  ^v^^^  »"?ten- 
feme  covert  having,  it  is  said,  a  disposing  mind,  but  not  * 

a  disposing  power,  while  an  infant  has  neither  the  one  nor  the  other), 
yet  the  principle  seems,  according  to  the  authorities,  to  apply  to  the 
attempted  dispositions  of  married  women.    If,  therefore,       ^^  .^j    . 
a  feme  coverte,  having  a  testamentary  power,  makes  an  and  femes 
appointment  by  will  in  favor  of  her  husband,  and  by   ~^®'^»* 

(p)  Webster  v.  Mitford,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  363,  stated  from  Ref?.  Lib.  1  Sw.  449;  Bor  v.  Bor, 
8  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  167  ;  Ardesoife  r.  Bennett,  3  Dick.  463  ;  Lewis  v.  King,  2  B.  C.  C.  600  ; 
Freke  v.  Lord  Barrington,  3  B.  C.  C.  284  ;  Blake  v.  Bunburv,  1  Yes.  «lr.  523 ;  Whistler  v. 
Webster,  2  Yes.  Jr.  372  ;  Lady  Cavan  v.  Ptiltenej,  2  Yes.  Jr.  560 ;  Ward  v.  Baugh,  4 
Yes.  627  ;  Dashwood  v.  Peyton,  18  Ves.  49;  Welby  r.  Welby,  2  V.  &  B.  190;  (see  these 
cases  stated  Gretton  v,  Haward,  1  Sw.  433,  n.)  ;  Tibbitts  9.  Tibbitts,  Jac.  817. 

(q)  Cowper  V.  Scott,  8  P.  W.  119  ;  Cookes  v.  Hellier,  1  Yes.  235  ;  Morris  r.  Burroughs,  X 
Atk.  404  ;  Villareal  v.  Lord  Galwav.  1  B.  C.  C  292,  n.  ;  Wilson  v.  Townshend,  2  Ves.  Jr. 
697;  Wilflon  v.  Mount,  3  Yes.  194;  Broome  v,  MoDck,  10  Yes.  609;  IlieUiiason  v.  Woodford, 
18  Yes.  220. 

(r)  Greenwood  v.  Penny,  12  Beay.  406 

(«)  2  Mer.  86. 

(0  19  Yes.  668. 

(«)  1  Bli.  1. 

ix)  6  Dow,  149. 

(y)  Schroder  v.  Schroder,  Kay,  578  ;  Howells  v.  Jenkins,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  617 ;  Cooper  v. 
Cooper,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  15,  7  H.  L.  53  ;  Re  Yardon*8  Trusts,  28  Ch.  D.  124.  But  1  Roper*8 
Hu.4band  and  Wife,  by  Jacob,  556,  n.  is  contrary ;  see  also  Sug.  Pow.  p.  575,  8th  ed.,  where 
the  doctrine  of  forfeiture  is  also  preferred. 

(z)  /.  e.,  a  disposing  intention,  not  an  intention  to  pat  the  owner  to  his  election.  See  per 
Lord  Cairns,  Coopers.  Cooper,  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  67. 

(a)  He«rle  v.  Greenbank,  1  Yes.  298. 
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the  same  will  professes  to  bequeath  to  another  personal  estate  to 
which  her  power  docs  not  extend,  the  husband  may  take  the  benefit 
appointed  to  him,  and  also  defeat  the  intended  bequest  of  the  other 
property,  by  the  assertion  of  his  marital  right  {b). 

Where  under  the  old  law,  a  testator,  by  a  will  sufficient  in  point  of 
execution  to  pass  personal  estate,  but  not  adequately  attested  for  the 
devise  of  freehold  estate,  devised  such  estate  away  from  the  heir,  to 
whom,  by  the  same  will,  he  bequeathed  a  legacy,  no  case  of  election 
arose  against  the  heir  (c),  unless  the  legacy  to  him  was  bequeathed 
upon  the  express  condition  that  he  should  confirm  the  devise  (d).  Of 
Effect  of  1  course  this  question  cannot  now  arise  under  wills  made 
Vict.  c.  96,  or  republished  since  the  year  1837,  which,  if  sufficiently 
on  octrine.  executed  for  the  bequest  of  a  personal  legacy,  will  also 
be  effectual  to  dispose  of  freehold  estate.  Nor  is  this  the  only  in- 
stance in  which  the  statute  1  Vict,  has  tended  to  narrow  the  practical 
range  of  the  doctrine  under  consideration ;  for  now  that  the  devising 

power  extends  to  after-acquired  real  estate,  it  can  no  longer 
[*420]  be  a  question  (as  formerly  (e)),  ♦  whether  the  testator  has,  by 

attempting  to  dispose  of  the  real  estate  to  which  he  may  be 
entitled  at  his  decease,  raised  a  case  of  election  against  the  heir  in 
respect  of  such  property.^  Even  before  the  act,  the  heir  was  held 
not  to  be  put  to  his  election  in  cases  of  revocation  by  alteration  of 
estate  (/). 

(6)  Rich  r.  Cockell,  0  Yes.  370;  Coutts  v.  Acworth,  L.  R.,  9  Eo.  519,  is  contra,  bat  the 
point  wafi  not  taken.  In  Blaiklock  r  Grindle,  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  216,  tiie  invalid  bequest  purport- 
ed to  be  in  exercise  of  a  power  given  to  f .  c.  if  she  died  before  her  husliand. .  The  will  was 
made  in  bis  lifetime,  but  he  tfterwards  died  before  his  wife,  so  that  the  point  did  not  arise. 
As  to  the  capacity  of  f .  c  to  elect,  see  Frank  v.  Frank,  8  My.  &  Cr.  171 ;  Wall  v.  Wall,  16 
8im.  613 i  Wilson  v.  Townsbend,  2  Yes.  Jr.  698  ;  Ke  Vardon's  Trusts,  81  Ch.  D  275. 
And  see  as  to  election  by  the  Court  on  behalf  of  f.  c,  Robinson  v.  Wheel wriffbt,  6  D.  M. 
G.  548  ;  Cooper  r.  Cooper,  L.  R.,  7  H.  L.  65.  It  would  seem  that  the  doctrine  of  election  or 
compensation  does  not  apply  to  f.  c,  restrained  from  anticipation,  Smith  «.  Lucas,  18  Ch.  D. 
531  i  Re  Wheatley,  Smith  r.  Spence,  W.  N.  1884,  p.  171 ;  see  Re  Vardon*s  TmsU- 

(c)  Hearle  v.  'Greenbank,  1  Yes.  298,  8  Atk.  697,  716;  Carev  v.  Askew,  1  Cox,  241; 
Sbeddon  v.  Goodrich,  8  Yes.  481:  Brodie  v.  Barry,  2  V.  &  B.  127,  Gardiner  v.  Fell,  1  J  & 
W.  22.  Wilnon  v,  Wilson,  1  De  G.  &  S.  152,  seems  contra.  But  see  as  to  that  case  Middle- 
brook  9.  Bromley,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  614  ,  and  per  Lord  Alvanley,  Buckridge  «.  Ingram,  2  Yet. 
Jr.  665,  cited  bv'Lord  Eldon,  8  Yes.  500. 

(d)  Boughton  v.  Boughton,  2  Ves.  12. 

(c)  See  Churchman  «.  Ireland,  4  Sim.  629,  1  R.  &  My.  250  ;  Tennant  o.  Tennant,  2  U.  & 
G.  516  ;  Schroder  v.  Schroder,  Kay,  578,  24  L.  J.  Ch.'  510  ;  Hance  v.  Truwhitt,  2  J.  &  H. 
216.  In  Schroder  v.  Schroder  the  testator  (who  died  before  the  act  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106,  s.  3. 
came  into  operation),  after  making  his  will,  which  purported  to  deyise  his  after-acquired  real 
estates,  contracted  to  buy  a  certain  estate,  and  then  made  a  codicil  directing  his  trustees  to 
complete  the  purchase,  and  hold  the  estate  on  the  trusts  of  the  will,  which  were  partly  in 
favor  of  the  heir:  afterwards  the  codicil  was  revoked  by  a  conveyance  to  oses  to  bar 
dower  in  the  testator's  favor  {vide  ante  p.  165),  and  it  was  held  that  the  heir  must  elect. 
But  if  a  testator  before  18:^8  devised  estate  A.,  which  he  had  contracted  to  buy,  to  onepenon. 
and  estate  B.,  with  all  other  estates  which  be  might  subsequently  acquire,  to  another,  ana 
gave  benefits  to  his  heir,  and  afterwards  took  a  conveyance  of  estate  A.  to  uses  to  bar  dower 
m  his  own  favor  and  aconired  other  estates,  it  was  questioned  by  the  Y.-C.  whether  the 
heir  was  bound  to  elect;  tor  there  was  no  intention  to  give  estate  A.  to  the  devisee  of  B.,  and 
the  whole  doctrine  of  election  proceeded  so  entirely  on  the  ground  of  intention  that  perhaps 
the  heir  might  be  entitled  to  retain  the  estate  against  both  devisees,  neither  of  whom  would 
have  a  better  right  against  him  than  the  other. 

(/)  Plowden  v,  Hyde,  2  Sim.  (N.  S.)  171;  Tennant  v,  Tennant,  2  LI.  &  Go.  516;  Sogd. 
Pow.  577,  8th  ed. 

1  See  however,  Gibbon  v.  Gibbon^  40  Ga.  662  ;  Raineav.  Corbin,  24  Ga.  136. 
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Nearly  allied  to  the  cases  last  noticed,  are  those  where  a  testator 
entitled  to   heritable  property  in  Scotland  affects  by  will  in  the 
English  form,  ineffectual  to  pass  the  Scotch  property,  to   la  what  cmses 
devise  it  away  from  the  Scotch  heir,  at  the  same  time   ^^^^^  ^^^ 
giving  him  property  in  England.    It  seems  now  well   election  bjr 
settled  that  in  such  cases,  if  the  English  will  purports  to   ^^^^^^  ^*"- 
give  the  Scotch  property  either  by  name  or  under  the  general  denom- 
ination of  property  in  Scotland  (^),  or  of  property  "  in  any  part  of 
the  United  Kingdom"  (A),  the  Scotch  heir  is  put  to  his  election, 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  a  devise  in  general  terms  of  all  the  testa- 
tor's property  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  is  held  to  refer  only  to 
such  ^property  as  he  has  power  to  give  by  the  will,  and  the  Scotch 
heir  may  claim  both  by  descent  and  under  the  will  (t);  the  first  prop- 
osition also  seems  to  apply  where  the  disposition  is  in  the  Scotch 
form,  but  not  sufficient  to  pass  lands  in  England  away  from  the 
English  heir  (k),  and  it  is  presumed  the  latter  proposition 
would  be  held  to  apply  also,  as  the  doctrine  of  approbate  *  and  [*421] 
reprobate  in  Scotland,  and  of  election  in  England,  seem  to  be 
identical  (I). 

It  is  clear  that  the  doctrine  of  election  is  applicable  to  cases  of 
appointment  under  a  power,  so  that  if  one  having  a  special  power  by 
his  will  gives  benefits  out  of  his  own  property  to  the    Where  an 
objects  of  the  power,  and  appoints  the  subject  of  the   jj^ed  by  a 
power  to  strangers,  or  to  an  object  of  the  power  charged   power  to 
in  favor  of  strangers,  the  former  will  be  obliged  to  elect  JJJtliuiar 
in  favor  of  the  latter  (m).    And  the  purported  exercise   objects, 
of  a  power  which  the  appointor  erroneously  supposes  himself  to  pos- 
sess will  raise  an  election  under  such  circumstances  (n).    But  in 
cases  where  the  appointment  is  made  to  the  objects  of  the  power 
absolutely,  and  the  donee  superadds  a  proviso  or  condi-  None  where 
tion  in  favor  of  strangers  to  the  power,  though  the  pro-  J^nJ^ient^ 
viso  is  void,  no  case  of  election  arises.    The  Court  reads   attempted  to 
the  will  as  if  all  the  passages  in  which  such  attempts  are   ^Jvor  of^*^  "* 
made  were  swept  out  of  it,  for  all  purposes;  i.  «.,  not   strangers; 
only  so  far  as  they  attempt  to  regulate  the  quantum  of  interest  to  be 

(g)  Brodie  9.  Barry,  2  V.  &  B.  127 ;  Reynolds  v.  Tomn,  1  Ross.  129 ;  M*GaU  v,  M'Call,  1 
Dm.  283. 

(h)  OrreU  v.  Orrell,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  302. 

(i)  Johnson  v,  Telford,  1  R.  &  My.  244;  Allen  9.  Anderson,  5  Hare,  168  ;  Maxwell  v.  Max- 
well, 16  Bear.  106,  2  D.  M.  &  G.  705. 

(k)  Dundas  r.  Dundas,  2  D.  &  CI.  349.  The  Scotch  Courts  therefore,  unlike  the  English 
Courts,  will  read  against  the  English  heir  an  instrument  imperfectly  executed  according  to 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  no  a-n  to  put  him  to  an  election,  and  in  like  manner  the  English  Courts 
(treating  the  Scotch  heir  differently  from  the  English  heir,  Dewar  9.  Maitland,  L.  R.,  2  Eq. 
834)  will  read  a^^ainst  the  Scotch  heir  an  instrument  insufficient  according  to  the  law  of 
Scotland  to  dismherit  him. 

(l)  2  D.  &  a.  352: 16  Bear.  107. 

(hi)  Whistler  v.  Webster,  2  Ves.  Jr.  370 ;  and  see  Fearon  v.  Fearon,  3  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  19; 
Reid  V.  Reid,  25  Beav.  469  i  Tomkyns  v.  Blane,  28  Bear.  422  ;  Cooper  9,  Cooper,  L.  R.,  6 
Ch.  15,  7  H.  L.  53;  White  v.  White,  22  Ch.  D.  555. 

(n)  Re  Brookebank,  Beauclerk  v.  James,  84  Ch.  D.  160. 
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enjoyed  by  the  appointee,  but  also  so  far  as  they  might  otherwise 
have  been  relied  upon  as  raising  a  case  of  election  (o).  A  residuary 
appointment  that  carries  an  ill-appointed  portion  of  the  fund  is  in 
this  respect  undistinguishable  from  an  absolute  appointment  with 
ineffectual  modifications.  Thus  where  the  donee  of  a  special  power 
appointed  part  of  the  fund  upon  trusts  that  were  void  for,  remote- 
ness, and  the  residue  to  A«  and  B.,  to  whom  also  he  bequeathed  part 
of  his  own  estate,  it  was  held  first  that  the  ill-appointed  part  did  not 
pass  as  in  default  of  appointment,  but  fell  into  the  residue,  and  sec- 
ondly that  A.  and  B.  were  not  bound  to  elect  in  favor  of  the  remote 
objects.  Sir  W.  James,  Y.-C,  collected  from  the  authorities  that 
'<  The  rule  as  to  election  is  to  be  applied  as  between  a  gift  uilder  a 

will  and  a  claim  dehors  the  will  and  adverse  to  it,  and  is  not 
[*422]  to  be  applied  *  as  between  one  clause  in  a  will  and  another 

clause  in  the  same  will"  (p).  Nor  was  it  to  be  applied 
Dorinaidof      i^^    ^id    of    a    gift   which   violated   the    law    against 

ft  perpetuity.       perpetuity  (q). 

With  the  rule  as  thus  stated  by  the  Y.-C.,  agree  those  cases  which 
have  determined  that  where  by  the  same  will  several  properties  are 
,.      .^  given  to  the  same  person,  some  beneficial  and  the  others 

under  same  burdensome,  he  is  generally  at  liberty  to  accept  the 
maybe**takeii  ^^^^^^  8Jid  reject  the  latter  (r),  although  by  so  doing  he 
the  other  '  throws  a  burdeu  on  the  testator's  general  estate,  which, 
rejected;  j£  j^^  accepted  both,  must  be  borne  by  himself;  as  where 

the  repudiated  gift  comprises  shares  in  a  company  which,  after  the 
testator's  death,  fails,  and  is  wound  up,  the  shareholders  being  called 
on  to  contribute  («),  or  where  the  subject  is  leasehold  property,  in 
respect  of  which  the  testator  was  liable  at  his  death  under  his  cove- 
nant to  repair  (t).  So  where  a  testator  devised  a  house,  which  was 
mortgaged  beyond  its  value,  upon  trust  to  permit  his  two  sisters  to 
occupy  it,  and  also  gave  to  his  sisters  an  annuity.  Sir  J.  Pearson,  J., 
held  that  the  sisters  were  not  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  on  the 
mortgage  debt  (u).  But  the  question  is  one  of  intention,  and,  there- 
fore, where  a  testator  bequeathed  an  annuity  to  A.,  and  also  a  lease- 
Co)  Carver  r.  Bowles,  2  R.  &  My.  801 ;  Church  v,  Kemble,  6  Sim.  686 ;  Blacket  »•  Lamb, 
14  Beav.  482;  Woolridge  r.  WooVld^e,  Johns.  63;  ChurchilU.  Churchill,  L.  R.,  6  E<^.  44. 
See  thw  claas  of  casen  distinRuiphed.  22  Ch.  D.  at  p.  669.  1  he  doubts  expressed  in  Moriartj 
r.  Martin,  3  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  26,  whether  this  is  law  except  in  cases  where  the  proviso  is  in  terms 
'*  so  far  as  lawfully  may  be»'  (as  in  Carver  v.  Bowles),  have  not  prevailed.  And  see  the 
doctrine  recopiiz^  Roach  v,  Trood,  8  Ch.  D.  444,  where  however,  it  was  excluded  by  the 
appointee  having  executed  the  appointment  (which  was  by  deed)  and  so  accepted  the  pro- 
viso.   As  to  the  question  whether  the  appointment  U  in  the  first  instance  absolute,  vide 

ante.  pp.  264,  266.  «^  r«    t^   .-* 

(p)  See  Re  Lord  Chesham,  Cavendish  r.Dacre,  81  Ch^.  466.     ^    ^    ^„     .^^    «  ^ 
\g)  Wollaston  r.  Kinif,  L  R.,  8  Eq.  165;  Wallinpsr  r.  Wdlin«r,  L.  R.,  0  Eq.  801 ;  Burtott 

r.  Newbery,  1  Ch.  D.  242;  Bizaey  v.  Flight,  8  Ch.  D.  274;  Re  Warren's  Tmsto,  26  Ch.  D.  at 

p.  219. 

(r)  Andrew  r.Trinitv  Hall,  9  Ves.  625.  ^.     .  ^         .  ^  _ 

(«)  Moffeit  V.  Bates,  i  Sm  &  Gif.  468.    Putting  a  distnngas  on  aharas  does  not  prevent 
a  subsequent  di-claimer  ,  Hobbes  «.  Wayet,  86  Cn.  D.  256. 

(t)  Warren  v.  Rudall,  IJ.  &  U.  1. 

(«)  Syer  v.  Gladstone,  80  Ch.  D.  614. 
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hold  house  held  at  a  rack-rent  beyond  its  value,  Sir  J.  _ unless* 
Leach,  M.  B.,  thinking  that  the  plain  intention  of  the  contrary  inten- 
testator  was  that  his  estate  should  no  longer  be  subject  ^^^  *pp«*"' 
to  the  rent  of  the  leasehold  house,  held  that  the  legatee  must  take 
both  bequests  or  neither  (v).  The  test  seems  to  be  whether  or  not 
the  gifts  are  separate  and  distinct,  If  onerous  property  and  beneficial 
property  are  included  in  the  same  gift,  then,  unless  a  contrary  inten- 
tion appears  by  the  will,  the  donee  cannot  disclaim  the  onerous 
property  and  accept  that  which  is  beneficial ;  he  must  take  the  whole 
gift  or  nothing  (x).  But  if  two  distinct  gifts  are  made  by  the  same 
will,  one  of  them  being  onerous  and  the  other  beneficial,  the  donee 
may  reject  the  former  and  take  the  latter  (y). 

Again,  where  one,  having  a  testamentary  power  of  appointment 
over  a  fund  which  in  default  of  appointment  belongs  to  A., 
*  makes  his  will  and  thereby  expressly  declares  that  he  ab-  [*423] 
stains  from  making  any  appointment,  on  the  ground  that  the 
fund  will  devolve  (as  he  supposes)  on  B.,  and  gives  A.  certain  bene- 
fits by  his  will ;  A.  is  not  put  to  his  election,  since  by   '^^^  ^^^^  i^ 
taking  both  he  disappoints  no  actual  disposition  of  the  *"  actual 
testator  *.  all  that  can  be  said  is  that  the  testator  was   pro^ity'b^ 

mistaken  («).  Zl^wtr^ 

A  case  of  election  arises  where  a  testator,  whether  to  be  put  to 
under  a  power  or  not,  gives  property  which  belongs  to   *^  decUon. 
one  person  to  another,  and  gives  to  the  former  property  of  his,  the 
testator's :  but  '<  there  must  be  some  free  disposable  property  given 
to  the  person  who  is  put  to  his  election,  which,  if  he   r^^^  ^^^^ 
elects  to  take  against  the  will,  may  be  laid  hold  of  to  also  be  prop- 
compensate  the  disappointed  devisees"  (a).     The  doc-  tJator to 
trine  is  therefore  inapplicable  where  the  will  deals  only   compensat« 
with  property  subject  to  special  powers  of  apx)ointment.   pointed 
Thus  where  a  man  had  an  exclusive  power  of  appointing   <i«^'"««- 
an  estate  to  his  children  and  grandchildren,  and  an  exclusive  power 
of  appointing  a  fund  to  his  children  only,  and  appointed  the  estate 
to  some  of  his  children,  and  the  fund  to  his  children  and  to  a  grand- 
child.   It  was  held  that  the  children  were  not  bound  to  elect  between 
giving  effect  to  his  appointment  of  a  share  in  the  fund  to  the  grand- 
child and  rejecting  the  estate  appointed  to  them  under  the  first 
power  (b). 
The  doctrine  of  election  has  been  held  not  to  apply  to  creditors ;  ^ 

(«)  Talbot  V.  Earl  of  Radnor,  8  Mj.  &  K.  254. 

ix)  Guthrie  r.  Walrond,  22  Ch.  D.  573. 
y)  Re  Hotchk^t,  FVeke  «.  Calmady,  82  Ch.  D.  408. 
8)  Langslow  v.  Langslow,  21  Bear.  552;  see  also  Box  v.  Barretti  L.  Bi,  8  Eq.  244;  and 
post,  Ch.  XVII. 
(n)  Per  Lord  Loughborough,  Bli«tow  v.  Warde,  2  Ves.  Jr.  850. 
{bj  Be  Fowler's  Trusts,  27  Beav.  862. 

1  2  Storr,  Ea.  $  1092,  and  note.    A  will    that,  loath  to  offend,  bj  the  word  pay.  the 
contained  tlie  following  clause:  *'  I  will^fintlj,    generona feelings  of  mj  friends,  whose  kind- 
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and,  thereforOi  where  a  testator  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  debts 
Kot  applicable  property  which  was  not  liable  thereto,  and  by  the  same 
to  creditors.  ^m  disposed  of,  in  favor  of  other  persons,  property 
which  was  by  law  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts,  it  was  held  that 
the  creditors  might  take  the  latter  in  subversion  of  the  testator's  de- 
vise, without  abandoning  their  claim  to  the  former  (c).  And  where  a 
testator  devised  for  payment  of  debts  certain  lands  (including  some 
which  were  not  his  own,  but  belonged  to  his  son),  the  son  was 
allowed  to  participate  as  a  creditor  in  the  provision  for  debts,  out  of 
the  other  property,  without  relinquishing  his  own  estate  to  the  credi- 
tors (d).  But  now  real  estates  of  every  description  are  assets  for  the 
payment  of  debts  (e). 

n.  —  Parol  Bvidenoe  inadmissible  to  raise  Sleotion.  —  At 

[♦424]  one  ♦  period  it  was  doubted  whether  evidence  dehors  the  in- 
strument was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a 
testator  considered  that  to  be  his  own  which  did  not  actually  belong 
to  him,  or  was  not  under  his  disposing  power.  In  the  well-known 
Whether  ^^^^  ^^  Pultcney  V.  Darliugtou  (/),  rent-rolls  and  stew- 

paroi  evidence  ard's  accounts  were  admitted  to  prove  that  the  testator 
18  admiBaib  e.  ^qqI^  ^s  absolute  owner  with  lands  of  which  he  was  only 
tenant  in  tail,  and,  consequently,  that  he  must  have  intended  them  to 
pass  under  a  general  devise  of  his  real  estate,  so  as  to  impose  election 
on  the  heir  in  tail,  to  whom,  by  the  same  will,  a  benefit  was  given, 
though  the  testator  had  a  large  estate  of  his  own,  to  which  the  words 
were  applicable  (g).^ 

Lord  Commissioner  Eyre,  however,  in  Blake  v.  Bunbury  (A),  laid 
it  down,  that  <'  the  intent  of  the  testator  to  dispose  of  that  which 
was  not  his,  ought  to -appear  on  the  will."  The  admissibility  of  ex- 
trinsic evidence,  too,  was  strongly  denied  by  Lord  Loughborough,  in 
Stratton  v.  Best  (t) ;  and  the  same  Judge  expressed  his  disapproba- 
tion of  Pulteney  v.  Lord  Darlington,  in  Kutter  v.  Macleati  (k) ;  as  did 

(e)  Kidney  v.  Coussmaker,  12  Yea.  186;  see  also  Clarke  v.  Guise,  2  Yes.  617. 

fd)  Deg  r.  Deg,  2  P.  W.  412. 

e)  Ch.  XLVI. 

If)  2  Yee.  Jr.  544»  and  8  Yee,  884. 

Ig)  See  also  Hinchcliffe  v.  Hinchcliffe,  8  Yen.  516;  Ratter  «.  Maclean,  4  Yes.  681;  Pole  v. 
Lord  Somers,  6  Yes.  809;  and  Druce  v.  Dennison,  id.  885;  and  see  Finch  «.  Finch,  4  B.  C. 
C.  38,  1  Yefl.  Jr.  534. 

(A)  1  Yes.  Jr.  623. 

(i)  1  Yes.  Jr.  285. 

Ik)  4  Yes.  537. 


{) 


nestes  to  me  hare  been  many  and  lone  con-  elected  to  relinquish  the  benefit  of  the  devise ; 


being 

ditional  devise,  that  H.  by  bringing  an  action   good  v.  Houghton,  22  Pick.  460. 
against  her  executor  for  her  board,  in  which,       ^  See  Bailjr  v.  Doncan,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  965, 
however,  judgment  was  recovered  against  H.,   266. 
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Lord  Eldon  in  Pole  v.  Lord  Somers  (Q,  and  Druce  v.  Dennison  (m). 
In  the  latter  case,  however.  Lord  Eldon  admitted  a  statement  of 
property  written  by  the  testator,  and  books  of  account,  as  evidence 
that  he  considered  himself  to  be  owner,  and,  as  such,  intended  to  dis- 
pose of  certain  messuages  and  leases,  the  property  of  his  wife,  part 
of  which  the  testator  had  made  his  own  by  alienation;  but  Lord 
Eldon  seems  to  have  regarded  the  papers  themselves  as  testamentary, 
and  to  have  thought  that  he  must  either  admit  the  testator's  explana- 
tory statement  as  extrinsic  evidence,  or  give  the  parties  an  opportu- 
nity of  propounding  it  as  part  of  the  will  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Coui*t. 
However,  in  a  subsequent  case  (n),  he  observed  that  he  thought  the 
rules  as  to  election  had  been  settled :  '^  It  must  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  will,  that  the  testator  proposes  that  there  should  be  an  election, 
and  as  to  what  subjects.'^  And  he  referred  to  Druce  v.  Dennison  as 
standing,  to  some  extent  at  least,  on  the  special  ground  which  has 
been  noticed.  He  also  adverted  to  a  case  of  Andrews  v.  Le- 
mon, where  a  testator  bequeathed  all  *his  personal  property  [*425] 
(he  having  personal  property  of  his  own,  and  also  personal 
property  not  so  strictly  his  own,  but  which  he  had  power  to  dispose 
of  by  deed  or  will),  for  purposes  for  which  his  own  was  insuffi- 
cient; Sir  L.  Kenyon,  M.  K,  directed  an  inquiry  whether  by  per- 
sonal property  he  meant  his' own  strictly,  or  intended  to  include 
both  .  but  when  the  evidence  was  taken,  he  was  so  much  struck  with 
his  own  decision,  that  he  said,  "  Though  the  evidence  has  been  taken, 
I  shall  not  now  admit  one  word  of  it,  it  being  necessary,  for  the  gen- 
eral interests  of  mankind,  that  persons  should  in  their  will  state 
clearly  what  they  mean." 

The  doctrine  thus  earnestly  advocated  by  these  eminent  Judges 
has  prevailed  in  subsequent  cases.  As  in  Clementson  v,  Gandy  (o), 
where  parol  evidence  was  tendered  for  the  purpose  of  paroi  evidence 
showing  that  the  testatrix  had  supposed  herself  to  be  "j«cted. 
absolute  owner  of,  and  intended  to  include  in  the  residuary  bequest 
in  her  will,  certain  settled  property,  in  which  she  had  only  a  life  in- 
terest, in  order  to  raise  a  case  of  election  against  a  legatee  under  the 
will,  who  also  took  an  interest  in  such  property  under  the  settlement ; 
but  the  evidence  was  rejected,  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  observing  that 
the  intention  to  dispose  must  in  all  cases  appear  by  the  will  itself ; 
that  there  was  no  ambiguity  in  the  expressions  the  testatrix  had  em- 
ployed ;  and  extrinsic  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the 
intention  was  inadmissible. 


(0  6  Yes.  322. 

(m)  Id.  402. 

(n)  Doe  V.  Chichester,  4  Dow,  76,  89, 90. 

{0)  1  Kee.  309;  see  also  Dixon  v.  Sampson,  2  T.  &  C.  566.  The  exploded  doctrine  of  Pul- 
tenej  9.  Darlington  was  treated  obiter  as  law  bj  Jessel,  M.  B.,  5  Ch.  D.  171 ;  bat  the  sabse- 
quent  cases  were  not  cited. 
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m  —  "What  Bzpreuions  in  'Will  are  atiifloieiit  to  ndsa  Blection. 

—  With  respect  to  the  intention,  as  manifested  by  the  will  itself,  it 
Kxpressions  is  to  be  observed,  that^  in  order  to  raise  a  case  of  elec- 
niust  be  clear  tion,  it  must  be  clear  and  decisive ;  *  for  if  the  testator's 
raise  a  case  of  expressions  will  admit  of  being  restricted  to  property 
election.  belonging  to  or  disposable  by  him,  the  inference  will  be, 

that  he  did  not  mean  them  to  apply  to  that  over  which  he  had  no 
disposing  power.  Thus,  in  Dummer  v.  Pitcher  (p),  where  the  testa- 
tor having,  before  making  his  will,  transferred  certain  4Z.  per  cent, 
and  51.  per  cent,  stock  (then  forming  the  whole  of  his  funded  prop- 
erty), into  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  bequeathed  the 
rents  of  his  leasehold  houses,  and  the  interest  ofcUl  his  funded  prop' 

erty  or  estate,  of  whatsoever  kind,  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for 
[*426]  his  wife  for  life,  *  and  after  her  decease  upon  trust  to  pay 

divers  legacies  of  4Z.  per  cent,  stock,  the  aggregate  amount  of 
which  fell  short  by  50Z.  only  of  the  amount  of  stock  of  that  descrip- 
tion so  formerly  transferred  by  him  *  he  afterwards  made  some  fur- 
ther purchases  of  bl,  per  cent,  stock,  taking  the  transfers  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  his  wife.  The  testator  at  his  death  left  no 
funded  property,  except  the  4Z.  per  cents,  and  5Z.  per  cents,  before 
mentioned,  exclusive  of  which  his  assets  v/ere  greatly  inadequate  to 
pay  his  legacies.  It  was  held,  first,  that  all  the  sums  of  stock  then 
standing  in  the  joint  names  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  whether 
transferred  before  or  after  the  date  of  his  will,  became,  by  survivor- 
ship, the  absolute  property  of  the  wife  j  secondly,  that  the  will  did 
not  purport  to  dispose  of  the  stock  in  terms  sufficiently  distinct  and 
explicit  to  put  the  wife  to  her  election  (y). 

In  like  manner  a  general  devise  of  the  testator's  real  estate  has 
always  been  held  to  show  an  intention  to  give  what  strictly  and  prop- 
General  devise  erly  belonged  to  him,  and  nothing  more,  even  if  the  tes- 
TOopertvVf*  *ator  had  no  real  estate  of  his  own  upon  which  the  devise 
testator.  could  Operate.     The  same  principle  was  held,  in  Time- 

well  V,  Perkins  (r),  to  apply  to  a  devise  of  a  specified  kind  of  prop- 

{p)  h  Sim.  85;  2  My  &  K.  362^  see  also  Crabb  v.  Crabb,  1  Mj.  &  K.  511;  Blommart  v. 
Player,  2  S.  &  St.  597 ,  Parker  «.  Carter,  4  Hare,  411 ;  Smith  v.  Lyne,  2  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  345; 
Seaman  v.  Woodx,  24  Beav.  881. 

{a)  See  Att-Gen.  v.  Fletcher,  5  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ch.  75 ;  and  compare  Sbnttleworth  v.  Greaves, 
4  My.  &  Or.  38,  where  certain  canal  shares  standing  m  the  joint  names  of  the  testator  and  his 
wife'  were  held  to  be  intended  to  pass  under  a  bequest  of  *'  my  shares  in  the  N.  Canal  Navi- 
gation/' so  as  to  put  the  wife  to  her  election,  the  testator  having  no  shaxes  of  his  own  an- 
swering to  the  description. 

(r)  2  Atk.  102. 

1  Dummer  v.  Pitcher,  2   My.  &  K.  262;  325;  Jones  v.  Jones,  8  Gill,   197.     But  this 

«.  e.  5  Sim.  35;  Cavan  v.  Pulteney,  2  VeH.  rule  has  been  changed  by  statute  in  many 

Jr.  544;  «.  c.  3  Yes.  Jr.  384;  Pole  v,  Somers,  states,  in  regard  to  the  claims  of  a  widow  to 

6  Ves.  Jr.   809  ;  Honywood  v.  Forster,  30  dower  in  addition  to  provisions  of  the  will  in 

Beav.  14;  In  re  Gilmore,  81  Cal.  240;  Havens  her  favor;  a  provision  being  presumed  to  be 

V.  Sackett,  15  N.  Y.  365 ,  Lefevre  v.  I^efevre,  in  lien  of  dower,  unless  a  difrerent  intention 

59  N.  Y.  434;  Church  v.  Bull,  2  Denio,  430;  appears.     Se  e.  g.  Burkhnlter  «.  Barkhalter, 

f.  c.  5  Hill,  206;    Fuller  v.  Yates,  8  Paige,  88  Ind.  368;  infra,  p.  429,  not«. 
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erty,  as  "  groand-rents ; "  in  regard  to  which,  however,   i>evi8e  of 
it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  bequest,  even  under  the  old   "ground- 
law,  would  have  included,  and,  therefore,  might  have  ""* 
been  designed  to  include,  lecLsehold  ground-rents  purchased  by  the 
testator  after  the  making  of  the  will ;  so  that  no  inference  that  he 
had  not  his  own  property  in  contemplation  arose  from  the  circum- 
stance of  his  not  having  any  such  when  he  made  his  will. 

With  respect,  however,  to  wills  subject  to  the  old  law,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that,  though  a  general  devise  was  (as  we  have  seen)  con- 
strued as  comprising  property  belonging  to  the  testator   Devise  of 
and  that  only,  even  when  there  was  nothing  properly  and  lng*^to*ceruSn 
strictly  his  own  on  which  it  could  operate ;  yet  it  would   locality, 
seem  that  a  devise  of  lands  answering  to  a  particular  locality  stood 
upon  a  different  footing.     It  was  hardly  to  be  supposed  that  a  testa- 
tor would  make  such  a  devise  without  having  a  particular  property 
in  view  (5). 

*  Such  a  question,  however,  will  present  itself  under  a  differ-  [*427] 
ent  aspect  in  regard  to  wills  made  since  the  year  1837,  which 
(we  have  seen  {t)  )  speak,  in  reference  to  the  property  comprised  in 
them,  from  the  death ;  though  even  with  regard  to  them,  u^^  affected 
if  they  devise  lands  in  a  particular  locality,  it  is  difficult  by  1  Vict. 
to  say  that  [there  is]  no  inference  that  the  testator  had 
some  specific  property  in  view  arising  from  the  fact  of  his  having  none 
of  his  own  to  satisfy  the  devise  at  the  date  of  its  execution ;  for  it  is  a 
whimsical  intention  to  impute  to  a  testator,  when  he  affects  to  dispose 
of  all  property  of  a  particular  character,  of  which  he  has  now,  or  may 
hereafter  have  power  to  dispose,  that  he  makes  that  disposition  with- 
out the  least  suspicion  that  he  has  then  any  property  of  that  descrip- 
tion, and  solely  with  the  notion  that  he  may  thereafter  buy  some 
such  property  (m).  Where  the  devise  is  specific  in  the  sense  of  being 
a  gift  of  a  particular  estate,  as  "  my  R,  property,"  the  wife  alone  and 
not  the  devisor  being  entitled  to  that  property,  she  must  undoubtedly 
elect  (»).  And  where  (y)  a  testator  was  seised  of  freeholds  in  fee 
simple  and  of  copyholds  in  tail,  and  himself  occupied  parts  of  each, 
and  had  let  other  parts  of  each  to  tenants  at  entire  rents,  and  then 
by  will,  dated  in  1869,  devised  his  "  real  estate  "  upon  trust  as  to  the 
"  lands  occupied  by  him  "  for  his  wife,  and  confirmed  his  tenants  "  in 
their  present  occupations  at  their  present  rents"  for  twenty-one 
years ;  it  was  held  that  the  heir  in  tail  of  the  copyholds  (to  whom 
an  annuity  was  bequeathed)  must  elect. 

(«)  See,  however,  Read  v.  Crop,  1  B.  C.  C  492;  «.  e.  Cox's  MS.;  1  Sw.  402,  n.,  where 
Lord  TharIow*8  remarks,  it  is  coDceived,  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  special  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case. 

if)  Ante,  Chap.  X. 

(tt)  Per  Wood,  V.-C.  Usticke  r.  Peters,  4  K.  &  J.  465. 

\xS  Whitley  v.  Whitley,  81  Beav.  178  (wm  in  1867). 

(jf)  Honywood  v.  Forster,  80  Beav.  14. 
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rv.  —  Where  the  Testator  has  only  a  partial  Interest.  —  But  the 

most  numerous  as  well  as  the  most  difficult  class  of  cases  with  which 
Question  *^®  Courts  have  had  to  deal,  consists  of  those  in  which 

whether  testa-  the  testator  and  the  person  against  whom  the  election  is 
inciluirinter-  nought  to  be  raised,  have  each  an  undivided  share  or 
est  of  co-pro-  some  partial  or  limited  interest  in  the  property;  and  in 
pne  or.  which,  therefore,  the  question  is  not,  as  in  the  cases  be- 

fore discussed,  simply  whether  the  testator  referred  to  particular 
tenements,  but  whether  he  intended  the  devise  to  comprise  such 
Prndbaryv.  property,  inclusive  of  the  interest  of  his  co-owner.* 
Clark.  Thus,  in  Padbury  v,  Clark  («),  the  testator  being  entitled 

to  a  moiety  of  a  freehold  house,  devised  "  all  that  my  f ree- 
[*428]  hold  messuage,  &c.,  now  on  lease  to  A.  and  in  *  his  occupa- 
tion," giving  the  person  entitled  to  the  remaining  moiety 
benefits  under  his  will ;  he  was  also  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  some 
other  property,  which  he  devised  by  the  description  of  "  all  that  my 
moiety,"  &c.  Lord  Gottenham  observed  that  he  found  no  ground  for 
a  doubt  as  to  the  intention  to  give  the  entirety ;  that  the  words  were 
ample,  complete,  and  correct  for  that  purpose,  but  wholly  inapplicable 
to  the  supposed  gift  of  a  moiety  only ;  and  tiiat  if  this  were  matter 
of  any  doubt,  this  construction  would  be  strongly  corroborated  by  the 
other  devise,  which  showed  how  the  testator  described  a  moiety  when 
his  intention  was  to  give  only  a  moiety.  The  L.  G.  therefore  held 
that  the  owner  of  the  other  moiety  must  elect.  A  direction  to  repair 
the  specifically  described  property  would  likewise  corroborate  this 
construction  (a)  ;  but  it  would  appear  from  Lord  Gottenham's  judg- 
ment, and  from  subsequent  authorities  (6),  that  a  specific  devise  as 
of  the  entire  subject  will  generally  suffice,  without  such  assistance, 
to  put  the  co-owner  to  his  election. 

So,  in  Swan  v.  Holmes  (e),  where  a  sum  of  10,000^.  consols  stood 
settled  in  trust  for  two  sisters  for  life,  and  after  their  deaths,  two- 
Swan  v.  thirds  of  the  capital  in  trust  for  their  brother,  and 
Holmes.  one-third  in  trust  for  their  sisters  ;  and  the  brother  be- 
queathed the  whole  of  his  property  to  trustees,  as  to  part  on  certain 
trusts  for  his  sisters;  and  he  afterwards  bequeathed  the  property, 
"including  the  10,000Z.  trust  money,"  to  other  persons;  it  was  held 
that  the  sisters  must  elect  between  the  benefits  given  them  by  the 
will,  and  their  interest  in  the  10,000Z.  consols. 

(s)  2  Mac.  &  G.  298. 

(a)  Howells  v.  Jenkins,  2  J.  &  H.  706.    There  was  no  such  direction  in  Padbnnr «.  Clark. 
(6)  Wilkinson  9.  Dent,  L.  B.,  6  Ch.  339;  Fitcsimons  9.  Fitssimons,  98  Beav.  417;  Miller 
9.  Thurgood,  33  Beay.  496. 
(c)  19  Bear.  471. 

1  In  such  cases  the  court  will  incline  to  a  240;  Ditch  v.  Sennott,  117  111.  862;  In  re 
construction  which  will  make  the  testator  deal  Gotzian,  84  Minn.  169.   See  Raiaell  v.  Minton, 
only  with  his  own,  and  thns  prevent  the  neoes-  42  N.  J.  Eq.  123 ;  Havens  «.  Sackett,  15  K.  T. 
sitv  of  an  election.     Maddison  9.  Chapman,  865;  2  Stoiy  Bq.  }  1089. 
1  ^ohns.  &  H.  470.    In  re  Gilmore,  81  Cal. 


CH.  XIV.]  AS  TO  DOWEB  AND  FBEEBENCH.  468 

So,  where  the  testator  has  a  reversion  ouly  in  the  lands  devised,  it 
frequently  becomes  a  question  whether  he  intended  to  confine  the 
will  to  that  estate,  or  to  include  in  it  the  immediate  and   Qaestion, 
absolute  interest.     Prima  facie,   the  testator  must  of  J^^?'^ 
course  be  understood  to  refer  only  to  what  he  had  power   reversion  only, 
to  dispose  of.     But  the  context  of  the  will  must  be  ex-   J^^^^*  ^^  ' 
amined,  to  see  whether  an  intention  to  include  also  what   immediate 
he  had  no  such  power  to  dispose  of,  be  indicated;  and   "*^""^' 
for  this  purpose,  notwithstanding  some  strong  expressions  tending 
to  show  the  difficulty  of  applying  the  doctrine  of  election  to  such 
cases  (d),  the  ordinary  rules  for  collecting  the  testator's  in- 
tention must  be  observed,  the  question  *  being  simply,  what  [*429] 
does  the  testator  mean  ?     If  he  has  subjected  the  lands  in 
question  to  limitations  which,  if  the  devise  be  limited  to  the  rever- 
sion, cannot,  or  probably  will  not,  ever  take  effect,  or  has  conferred 
powers   on   the  devisees   which,  on  the  same  hypothesis,  they  can 
never  exercise,  the  intention  to  include  the  immediate  interest  will 
be  sufficiently  established  (e).     But  these  indications  of  intention 
will  not  prevail  against  an  express  and  unreserved  confirmation  of 
the  settlement  creating  the  estates  which  precede  the  testator's  re- 
version.    Express  declaration  overrides  conjecture,  however  prob- 
able (/). 

Again,  if  a  testator,  having  an  estate  subject  to  an  incumbrance, 
simply  devises  the  estate  without  saying  more,  he  is  to  be  taken  to 
mean  the  estate  in  its  actual  condition ;  ^  and  the  incum- 
brancer  to  whom  other  benefits  are  given  by  the  will,  is   tion  where**" 
not,  in  such  a  case,  put  to  his  election ;  still  less,  if  the   ^^^^l "  u 
beneficiary  be  entitled  only  to  participate  in  the  incum-  ject  to  mcam- 
brances  with  others  to  whom  no  benefit  is  given  by  the   ^™"<^- 
will  (ff).    So  if,  being  an  incumbrancer  only,  the  testator  devise  the 
estate,  this  may  be  satisfied  without  imputing  an  intention  to  dispose 
of  more  than  Ms  own  interest  (A). 

V.  —  ▲■  to  Dower  and  Freebenoli.  —  A  similar  question,  and 
one  which  was  formerly  much  agitated  was  (t),  whether  Dowreas  when 
the  widow  of  a  testator  to  whom  she  was  married  before  Ji^tion**^ 

(d)  See  per  Lord  Eldon,  in  Rancliffe  «.  Parkyns,  6  Dow,  149. 

(6)  Welbv  «.  Welby,  2  V.  &  B.  187,  Wintoar  v.  Clifton,  31  Bear.  447,  8  D.  M.  &  Q. 
641;  Usticlce  v.  Peten,  4  K.  &  J.  437. 

(J)  Rancliffe  9.  Parkyna,  6  Dow,  149.  But  oonfinnation  of  a  portion  of  tlie  lottlement 
leaves  the  remaining  portion  unconfirmed,  Blake  «.  Bunburj,  1  Ves.  Jr.  514. 

(a)  Stenhens  v.  Stephens,  3  Drew.  697, 1  De  Q.  &  J.  62. 

f  A)  Maadison  v.  Chapman,  1  J  &  H.  470. 

(i)  Ae  this  Question  can  seldom  be  of  any  practical  importance  at  the  present  time,  the  re* 
marks  of  the  learned  writer  and  of  former  editors  as  to  election  by  a  dowress  have  been 
much  abbreviated.  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  cases  referred  to  on  this  subject,  see  the  4th 
Sdition  of  this  work.    Vol  I.  p.  458  et  seq. 

1  Talbot  V.  Badnor,  8  My.  &  K.  252;  Moffett  «.  Bates,  3  Sm.  &  G.  468. 
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General  derise  1834  was  precluded,  by  a  benefit  giren  to  her  by  his 
dowrew  to  her  ^^^^'  ^^^°^  claiming  dower  out  of  lands  devised  by  that 
eiecuon.  wilL^    It  is  clear  that,  under  the  old  law,  a  mere  devise 


^  At  comiDoii  law.  and  under  statutes  in 
some  of  the  states,  so  tar  following  the  common 
law,  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  compel  the 
widow  to  elect  must  be  clear.  If  it  oe  not 
made  known  in  express  terms,  the  intention 
must  appear  by  manifest  implication  from 
tlie  will,  lounded  upon  the  fact  that  the  claim 
of  dower  would  not  be  consistent  with  the 
language  or  meanmg  of  the  will.  4  Kent 
Com.  68 ,  In  re  Blaney,  73  Iowa,  113;  Snyder 
9.  Miller,  67  Iowa,  261;  Hasenritter  v.  Hasen- 
ritter,  77  Mo.  162  (citing  Sheldon  v.  Bliss,  8 
N.  Y.  81),  Konvalinka  v  Schlegel,  104  K  Y 
125i  Bull  V.  Church,  5  Hill,  206^  s.  c.  2 
Denio,  430  ;  Savage  v.  Burnham,  17  N.  Y. 
561,  571,  Dodge  v.  Dodge,  31  Barb.  413, 
Lasher  v.  Lasher,  13  Barb.  106;  Palmer  v. 
Voorbis,  35  Barb  479}  Lord  v.  Lord,  23 
Conn.  327,  Shipman  v.  Keys.  127  Ind.  353; 
Fulton  V.  Fulton,  80  Miss.  586,  Braxton  v 
Freeman,  6  Rich.  35,  Norris  v  Clark,  2 
Stockt.  51,  Nelson  v.  Kownslar.  79  Va.  468, 
Higginbotham  v.  Comwell,  8  Gratt.  83  j 
Parker  p.  Sowerby,  4  De  6.  M.  &  G.  821. 
But  express  words  are  not  necessary  to  re- 

9uire  the  widow  to  elect     Howard  r.  Smith, 
9  Iowa,  73. 

In  order  to  exclude  dower,  the  instrument 
containing  the  bequest  ought,  at  common  law, 
and  under  some  of  the  statutes,  to  comprise 
some  provision  inconsistent  with  the  claim  to 
it.  Snyder  v.  Miller,  57  Iowa,  961;  Martien 
V.  Norris,  91  Mo.  465;  Pratt  v.  Douglas.  38 
N.  J.  Fjq.  518  (reversing  Cory  9.  Cory,  37  N. 
J.  Eq.  198),  Asche  v.  Asche,  118  N  Y.  832 
(citing  Vernon  v.  Yemon,  53  N.  Y.  351 ,  Kon 
valinka  v.  Schlegel,  104  N.  Y.  125),  In  re 
Frazer,  92  N.  Y.  289  •  Fuller  v.  Yeates,  8 
Paige,  325,  French  v.  Dayies,  2  Ves-  Jr.  572, 
577,  Greatorex  v.  Carey,  6  Vea  615,  Bir- 
mingham V.  Rirwan,  2  i^cho  &  J/cf.  452,  453; 
Pearson  v  Pearson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkin'a 
ed^  292  and  notes,  Harrison  v  Harriffon, 
1  Keen,  765,  Jackson  r.  Churchill,  7  Cowen, 
287,  Van  Orden  v.  Van  Orden,  JO  Johns.  30; 
Pickett  V.  Peay,  2  Const.  S.  C.  746;  Kennedy 
V.  Mills,  13  Wend.  558,  Bull  v  Church,  5 
Hill,  206  ;  Hill  v.  Hensworth,  Lloyri  &  G. 
temp.  Plank.  87;  Hall  9.  Hill,  1  Dru.  &  War. 
94;  «.  c.  1  Con.  &,  l^w.  120,  Baily  v.  Dun- 
can, 4  T.  B.  Mon.  265,  266;  Hall  v.  Hall,  2 
McCord,  Ch.  280;  Herbert  o.  Wren,  7  Crancb, 
87U;  Adsit  v.  Adsif,  2  Johns.  Ch.  448,  Smith 
V  Knishern,  4  Johns.  Ch.  9;  Dickson  v.  Rob- 
inson, Jacob,  503,  Shaw  v.  Shaw,  2  Dana, 
342;  Morgan  v.  Edwards,  1  Dow  &  Clark, 
104;  Gordon  v,  Stevens.  2  11  ill.  Ch.  48; 
Edwards  i;.  Morgan,  13  rrice,  782;  Duncan 
9.  Duncan,  2  Yeates,  302;  Jonf^  v.  Powell,  6 
Johns.  Ch.  194  ;  Shotwell  v.  Dedam,  3  Ohio, 
I ;  Ellis  V.  Lewis,  3  Hare,  310. 

Hence,  where  there  is  a  devise  of  real  estate 
to  a  wife  without  any  declaration  or  plain  in- 
dication in  the  will  that  it  is  to  be  m  lieu  of 
dower,  she  is  not  put  to  her  election  but  may 
take  both  devise  and  dower  in  other  lands. 


Shaw  V  Shaw,  2  Dana,  342;  Snook  v.  Snook, 
43  N  J  £q  132  (citmg  Leonard  v.  Sted**,  4 
Barb.  20).  That  would  not  be  true  under  the 
statutes  of  some  of  the  states;  in  some  states 
the  common-law  rule  is  wholly  changed.  See 
infra.  See  also  Larrabee  v.  Van  Alstine, 
1  Johns.  307,  Kennedy  v.  Medrow,  1  DalL 
414,  Ambler  r  Norton,  4  Hen  &  M.  23. 

Further,  the  widow  is  not  bound  to  make  her 
election  until  all  the  circumstances  are  known, 
and  the  condition  and  value  of  the  funds 
are  clearly  ascertained.  2  Storv,  £q  Jur. 
§1098,  Kidney  V  Coussmaker,  1^  Ves.  (Sum- 
ner's ed.)  136,  note  (a)  ;  Hall  v.  Hall.  2 
M'Cord  Ch.  280.  An  ejection  made  under 
mistake  as  to  the  facts  or  her  rights,  will  not 
bind  her.  Sill  v.  Sill,  31  Kans.  248  (citing 
Millikm  v.  Welliver.  37  Ohio  St.  460);  Moore 
V  Johnson,  7  ]..ea,  580;  Snelgrore  v.  Snel- 
grove,  4  Desaus.  274;  4  Kent,  57.  Still  she 
may  lose  her  right  by  delay,  though  ignorant 
of  the  law  on  the  point.  Akin  v  &ellogg, 
119  N.  Y.  44] ,  Blunt  9.  Gee,  5  Call,  481.  A 
widow  claimiug  dower,  and  haviirg  it  narti- 
tioned  off  to  her  by  legal  process,  and  holding 
and  enjoying  the  same  for  several  years,  has 
made  her  election,  and  cannot  afterwards  sef 
It  aside  and  claim  her  third  when  the  estate 
is  nearly  settled.  Quaries  9.  Gameti .  4  Desaus.: 
146.  Indeed,  acceptance  and  enjoyment  of  a 
devise  will  generally  amount  to  an  election. 
Hall  V.  Smith,  108  Mo.  289  Secus  if  the  gilt 
is  invalid  and  thus  fails.  Akm  v.  Kellogg, 
119  N  Y.  441  ^citing  Hone  9.  Van  Schaick,  7 
Paige,  22J )  See  f^ott  «.  Bagley,  McClel. 
&  Y  56,  TJpahaw  v.  Upsliaw,  2  Hen.  &  M.  3 
0*Dri8coll  V.  Roger.  2  Desaus.  299;  2  Story. 
£q  Jur.  4  J088,  ana  notes,  Allen  9.  Prav,  8 
Fairf  188,  Perkins  9  Little,  1  Greenl.  148; 
Kennedy  9.  Medrow,  I  Dall.  415;  Stark  v. 
Hunton,  Saxt.  216. 

By  the  statutes  of  Massachusetts,  and  of 
other  states,  when  any  provision  is  made  for 
a  widow  by  will,  she  must  elect  whether  she 
will  have  that  or  her  dower  i  but  she  shall  not 
have  both,  unless  it  plainly  apjiears,  br  the 
will,  that  the  testator  so  intended.  Mass. 
Pub.  Stats  c  127.  §  20  ,  Burklialter  v. 
Burkhalter,  88  Ind.  368  (cuing  Young  «. 
Pickens,  49  liid.  23)  i  Wilson  v.  Moore, 
86  Ind.  244  i  In  re  Gotzian,  34  Minn.  159.  \ 
This  is  an  alteration  of  the  rule  at  common 
law.  Reed  v.  Dickerman,  12  Pick  149,  Allen 
9.  Prav,  8  Fairf  138.  Still,  a  provision  for 
the  widow  in  her  husband's  will  does  not 
affect  her  claim  to  one  third  of  the  residue  of 
his  personal  property.  Kempton,  Appellant, 
23  Pick.  163;  Nicker?on  v.  Bowlv,  8  Met. 
424;  Bnggs  v.  Hosford,  22  Pick.  2^8. 

For  circumstances  amounting  to  an  election 
by  the  widow,  see  Ward  v  Ward,  184  111. 
417,  Chapman  v.  Chick,  81  Maine,  109,  MiU 
likin  9,  Welliver,  37  Ohio  St.  460;  Elbert  ». 
O'Neil,  102  Penn.  St.  803,  Quaries  r.  Gamett, 
4  Desaus.  146;  Blunt  9.  Gee,  5  Call,  481: 
Steele  v.  Fisher,  £dw.  485;  Shaw  9  Shaw,  2 
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in  general  terms  of  the  testator's  real  estate  afforded  no  indioation 
of  an  intention  to  dispose  of  the  dower  (j), 

•  And  the  addition  of  the  word  **  all "  would  not  enlarge  [*430] 
the  operation  or  vary  the  construction  of  the  devise,  which 
is  still  but  a  gift  of  "  all "  the  testator's  own  estate  (ky 

According  to  the  authorities,  as  well  as  upon  principle,  it  seems  to 
hare  been  immaterial  whether  the  lands  devised  to  the  widow  was  or 
was  not  part  of  that  out  of  which  her  dower  arose ;  nor,  it  should 
seem,  would  her  dower  have  been  excluded  even  in  respect  of  the 
lands  so  devised,  except  in  cases  where  the  testator  had  intro- 
duced into  the  devise  some  special  provision  irreconcilable  with 
the  widow's  claim  of  dower. 

Thus,  in  Birmingham  v.  Blirwan  (Z),  where  a  testator  devised  his 
house  and  demesne  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  eojoy 
the  same  for  life,  she  paying  13*.  yearly  for  every  acre, 
to  keep  the  house  in  repair,  and  not  to  let,  except  to  the    ^^^g  ifTin- 
person  who  should  be  in  possession  of  tiie  remainder;    coMistent 
and  the  residue  of  his  lands,  subject  to  debts  and  lega-  dower; 
oies,  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  in  fee.    The  question 

(j)  LawKDce  «.  Lawrence,  9  Vem.  866, 1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  218,  pi.  2, 1  Freem.  Ch.  Ca.  234,  8 
B.  P.  C.  Toml.  484,  8  Vin-  Abr.  Copyh.  361,  pi  22  :  see  also  Lemon  v.  Lemon,  8  Vin.  Abr. 
Copyh.  866,  pi  45,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  355,  pi.  13;  Hitchin  9.  Hitchin,  Pre.  Ch  133,  2  Vera.  403; 
Brown  v.  Parry,  2  Dick.  685;  Incledon  v.  Northcote,  3  Atk.  430;  Strahan  v.  Sutton,  8  Ves.  249 ; 
Lord  Dorchester  o.  Earl  of  Effingham,  G  Coop  319,  see  also  Ayres  v.  Willis,  1  Ves.  230  i  Wal- 
ler V.  Faller,  8  Vm.  Abr.  Copyh.  244,  pi.  19.  So  a  beqaeet  to  the  widow  on  condition  that 
she  make  no  claim  on  "  the  residue  of  my  propeity,"  was  held  not  to  exclude  her  from  dower. 
Wetherell  9.  Wetherell.  4  Gif.  51. 

(k)  Thompson  «.  Nelson,  1  Cox,  447;  see  also  Dowson  v.  Bell,  1  Kee.  761;  Harrison  v. 
Harrison,  id.  765. 

(/)  2  Sch.  &  Lef .  444. 

Dana,  342;  Clay  «.  Hart,  7  Dana,  6;  Watkins  <*  if  the  widow  is  deprived  of  the  provision 

9.  Watkins,  7  lerg.  283;  Pearson  P.  Pearson,  made  for  her,  by  will  or  otherwise,  in  lieu  of 

1  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkms*s  ed.)  292,  and  notes  dower,  she  may  be  endowed  anew,  in  like 

and  cases  cited;    Wake  v.  Wake,   1   Ves.  manner  as  if  such  provision  hnd  not  been 

(Sumner's  ed.)  335,  and  notes  :  Wilson  v.  made."    The  widow  has  been  held  to  come 

Hamilton,  9  Serg.  &  R.  424.    The  widow^s  within  this  provision,  if  all  the  property  of 

election  need  not  be  in  writing.     Craig  9,  the  testator  is  taken  or  required  for  the  pay- 

Conover,  80  Iowa,  355.  ment  of  his  debts.     Thompson  9.  McGaw, 

The  statutes  of  many  of  the  states  make  1  Het.  66.    The  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois, 

provision  for  the  period  of  time  within  which  ]880,  ch.  41,  p.  426,  declare  that  any  provi- 

the  widow  shall  make  her  election.     The  sion  by  will  bars  dower,  unless  it  be  other- 

statute  of  Virginia,  1727,  gave  the  widow  wise  expressed  in  the  will,  and  unless  the 

nine  months^ow  extended  to  one  year.   See  widow,  within  one  year,  renounces  the  provi- 

Kinnard  v.  Williams,  8  Leigh,  400;   Code,  sion-    See  4  Kent,  58,  59,  note  (e). 

1873,  Title  31,  ch.  106,  p.  854.    The  R.  8.  of  The  widow's  election  in  a  right  on  her  part, 

Ohio,  1880,  Vol.  2,  Title  S^h.  1,  p.  1438,  give  though  not  pressed  against  her  as  a  duty, 

the  widow  one  Vear.     The  Gen.  Stat,  of  See  Wilson  v.  Moore,  86  Ind.  244.    B  it  the 

Vermont,  1862,  ntle  16,  eh.  55,  p.  412,  allow  light  is  personal,  not  transmissible.    Eltzroth 

the  widow  the  penod  of  eight  months  for  «.  Binford,  71  Ind.  455. 

her  election  after  probate.    The  statutes  of  ^  The  fact  that  residnarv  legatees  mav  be 

Massachusetts  give  six  months  after  probate  diMppointed  by  the  widow's  election  wilf  not 

of  the  will ;  and,  like  those  of  New  York,  afiFect  the  case.    "  That  is  one  of  the  fortunc^^ 

they  assume  that  the  substituted  provision  in  of  residuary  gifts."     Ferguson's  Estate,  138 

lieu  of  dower  is  taken,  unless  waived  within  Penn.  St.  208,  commenting  on  and  explaining 

the  time  prescribed.     See  Laws  of  1861,  c.  Young's  Appeal,  108  Penn.  St.  17,  as  intended 

164;  1  Rev.  Stat.  New  York,  741,  §§  11,  12,  to  be  in  harmony  with  Coover's  Appeal,  74 

13.14;  Pratt  v.Felton^Cush.  174;  Adams  v.  Penn.  St.  143,  and  Gallagher's  Appeal,  87 

Adams,  6  Met.  277.    But  it  was  further  pro-  Penn.  St.  200. 
Tided  by  the  statute  of  Bfassachusetts,  that 
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was  as  to  the  wife's  right  of  dower;  first,  in  the  part  devised  to  her; 
secondly,  in  the  residue.  Lord  Bedesdale  waa  of  opinion  that  the 
directions  that  the  widow  should  keep  the  house  and  demesne  in  re- 
pair, that  she  should  not  alien,  except  to  the  person  in  remainder(m)y 
which  directions  applied  to  the  whole  of  the  house  and  demesne, 
could  not  be  considered  obligations  on  a  person  claiming  title  hj 
dower.  On  the  other  question,  however,  his  Lordship  held,  that  the 
devise  of  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  house  and  demesne  was  not  a 
bar  to  the  widow's  right  of  dower  in  the  rest  of  the  estate  (m). 

So,  in  Miall  v.  Brain  (n),  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  held,  that  the  claim 
of  dower  was  inconsistent  with  a  trust  to  permit  another  to  use, 
occupy  and  enjoy  the   estate   for  her  life ;  his  Honor 
oocapy,  and       thinking  that  the   testator  contemplated   the  personal 
«nJ07*»  use,  occupation  and  enjoyment.     And,  in  Butcher  v. 

—to  carry  on     Kemp  (o),  the  same  learned  Judge  considered  that  % 
to?"**"  "^      direction  to  trustees  (to  whom  a  farm  was  devised  dur- 
ing the  minority  of  the  tenant  for  life,  who  was  the  tes- 
tator's daughter)  ''to  carry  on  the  business  thereof,  or  to  let  the  same 
upon  lease  for  her  benefit,"  was  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  dower. 
Again,  in  Hall  v.  Hill  (p),  there  was  a  general  devise  of 
[*431]  the  *  testator's  estates  to  a  trustee,  upon  trust  to  pay  his  wife 
an  annuity,  and  to  permit  her  to  enjoy  part  of  the  property 
A  power  to        for  her  life,  and  the  residue  was  otherwise  disposed  of. 
widow  to  her     By  a  codicil  a  power  to  lease  was  given  to  the  trustee, 
election.  Sir  E.  Sugden,  C,  decided  that  the  widow  must  elect 

between  her  dower  and  the  benefits  under  the  will  (g). 
However  fine  the  distinction,  yet  it  is  clearly  settled,  in  accordance 
with  an  opinion  of  Lord  Kedesdale  (r),  that  a  general 
did^tput  the  devise  of  all  the  testator's  estates  upon  trust  for  sale  did 
T*^^*'**'     not  put  the  widow  to  her  election;  because  the   sale 

might  have  been  made  subject  to  her  right  of  dower  («)• 

Another  point  formerly  much  discussed  was  as  to  the  effect  of  the 

property  being  devised  to  the  dowress  and  others  in  equal  shares.   Li 


(m)  Bat  Sir  K.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.»  hi  Strehan  v.  Satton,  8  Yes.  S49,  held  that  a  rettrioliaa 
on  letting  did  not  render  the  derise  inoonBistent  with  the  dowress's  claim. 

(fi)  4  Mad.  119. 

[o)  6  Mad.  61 ,  tee  also  Roadley  v.  Dixon,  3  Rnis.  192. 

Ip)  1  D.  &  War.  94, 1  Con.  &  L.  120. 

iq)  This  decision  as  to  the  effect  of  a  power  of  leasinff  was  followed  in  0*Hara  v.  Chaine, 
1  J.  &  Lat.  662;  Gregson  v.  Deakin,  8  De  G.  &  S.  298;  Parker  v.  Sowerbr,  1  Drew.48S.  4  D. 
M.  G.  821;  Linley  v,  Tarlor,  1  Gif.  67.  See  also  Reynard  v.  Spence,  4  Bear-  108;  Lowea 
«.  Lowes,  6  Hare,  601;  Pepper  v.  Dixon,  17  Sim.  200;  see  also  Thompson  v.  Borra,  L.  R., 
16  Eq.  592. 

(r)  Birminriiam  «.  Kirwan,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  444. 

h)  Ellis  V.  Lewis,  8  Hare,  818;  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  1  Drew.  42;  Bending  v.  Bending,  8  K. 
&  J.  257.  But  see  Parker  v.  Downing,  4  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Cb.  19S,  where  flie  deriae  was  of  a 
particular  house  on  tnist  for  sale,  Shad  well,  V.-C.,  held  that  the  widow  most  elect.  As  to 
the  implication  of  election  as  to  the  whole  mopertjr  from  powers  relating  onlr  to  part,  aee 
Miall  V.  Brain,  4  Bfad.  119;  Rocdkj  v.  Dixon,  8  Ross.  204;  0*Han«.  Chaine,  IJ.  & 
Lat.  665. 
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Chalmers  if.  Storil  (f),  the  devise  was  in  these  words:   AktoaeviMto 
"  I  give  to  my  dear  wife  A.  and  my  two  children  (naming  Jq^J^  "* 
them)  all  my  estates  whatsoever,  to  be  equally  divided   «i»*i  shares, 
amongst  them,  whether  real  or  personal."    One  of  the 
questions  was,  whether  the  wife,  taking  a  share  under  this  devise,  was 
bound  to  relinquish  her  dower.   Sir  W.  Grant  considered  the  claim  of 
dower  to  be  directly  inconsistent  with  the  disposition  of  the  will. 
The  principle  upon  which  Chalmers  v.  Storil  stands,  seems  to  have 
been  adopted  in  several  subsequent  cases  (u). 

Another  question  which  was  formerly  much  litigated  between  the 
dowress  and  devisees,  was,  whether  she  was  put  to  her  election  by  a 
rent-charge,  or  an  annuity  charged  on  the  property  out 
of  which  the  dower  arose.     Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Pitts  v.   ^ere  annuity 
Snowden  (as),  decided  that  she  was  not,  and  although  this   out  of  pro- 
has  not  been  uniformly  followed  (y)  it   seems  to  have   ^  ^' 
been  treated  as  clear  in  all  the  later  cases  (x). 

•And  here  it  may  be  observed,  that  where  a  widow  was  "barred  [*432] 
of  her  dower  in  lands  devised  by  the  will,  by  a  benefit  given 
to  her  in  satisfaction  of  such  claim,  the  exclusion  was  considered  as 
made,  not  in  favor  of  the  devisee  personally,  but  of  the    j^  ^^^^^  ^j^^ 
estate ;  and,  consequently,- it  enured  to  the  benefit  of  the  bar  of  dower 
heir,  in  case  of  the  devolution  of  the  land  upon  him  by   *""*"•• 
the  failure  of  the  devise  (a). 

But  a  gift  to  the  widow  in  satisfaction  of  all  her  claims  on  the 
testator's  estate,  does  not  preclude  her  from  claiming 
her  share  of  the  personalty  under  the  Statutes  of  Dis-  ^cluded^from 
tribution,  in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  a  bequest  of   share  of  per- 
that  property  (b),^    And  an  annuity  given  to  the  widow   ~°*^'y- 


9.  Df 


[0  y.  &  B.  222. 

i)  Dickfon  v.  Robinson,  1  Jae.  603 ;  Roberts  v.  Smith,  1  S.  &  St.  513.  See  also  French 
htriw,  3  Yes/ Jr.  577;  Ellis  v.  Levis,  3  Hare,  314;  Gibson  v.  Qibson,  1  Drew.  58;  Ben- 
dinfiT  V.  Bending,  3  K.  &  J.  257;  Rejnolds  v.  Tonn,  1  Buss.  129;  Goodfellowv  Goodfellow, 
18  Bear.  356.  ' 

(x)  1  B  C.  C.  992,  n. 

(y)  Arnold  p.  Kempstead,  Amb.  466,  2  Ed.  236;  Villa  Real  ».  Lord  Galwar,  Amb.  682, 
more  fully  reported  1  B.  0.  C.  292,  n. ;  Jones  «.  Collier,  Amb.  730;  Wake  v.  Wake,  8  B.  C 
C.  225,  1  Ves.  Jr.  135.  ' 

(«)  Pearson  p.  Pearson,  I  B.  C.  C.  291;  Foster  9.  Cooke,  8  B.  C.  C.  847;  Miall  v.  Brain.  4 
Mad.  119:  Dowwn  v.  B«ll,  1  Kee  761;  Holdich  v.  Holdicb,  2  T.  &  C  C.  C.  18:  Lowes  v 
Lowes,  5  Hare,  601;  Hall  «.  Hill,  1  D.  &  War.  103.    See  also  per  Wickens,  V.-C.,  Thomp- 
son V.  Bum,  L.  R.,  16  En.  602.    As  to  Annuities  charged  on  mixed  funds  of  realty  and 
personalty,  see  French  v,  Davies,  2  Ves.  Jr.  572;  Qreatorez  v,  Carey,  6  Ves.  615. 

(a)  See  Pickerine  v.  Lord  SUmford,  8  Ves.  887, 

(h)  Pickering  o.  Lord  SUmford,  2  Vps.  Jr.  272,  581.  8  Yes.  832,  492;  see  aluo  Sampson 
V.  Hutton,  11  Vin.  Ab.  Copvh.  186,  2  Eq.  C«.  Ab.  439,  but  more  correctly  stated  3  Ves.  336; 
but  a  declaration  to  this  effect  in  a  tettUment  will,  of  coarse,  effectoally  bar  the  widow,  Gnrly 

1  In  re  BensoA,  16  N.  T.  499.  denying  The  Section  of  the  widow  to  take  the  tes- 

Pickering  v.  Stamford,  8  Ves.  882and*492,  tamentary  gift,  in  lieu  of  dower  and  all  other 

on  the  point  that  where  there  is  a  lapse  by  claims,  wlllnot  bar  her  of  rijrht  to  a  year's 

death  of  the  donee  in  the  testator's  lifetime  support,  nroyided  by  law,  in  Ohio-    Watts  f. 

the  widow  is  not  barred,  and  holding  the  con-  Watts,  3^  Ohio  St.  4180  (citing  Collier  v.  Col- 

trery,  as  had  been  held  in  Chamberlain  v.  lier,  3  Ohio  St.  809:  Bane  «.  Wick,  14  Ohio 

Chamberlain,  43  N.  T.  424.  St  505, 618). 
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''  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  aJl  dower  and  thirds  or  other  claims  and  de- 
mands which  she  could  or  might  have  had  or  been  entitled  to''  out  of 
the  testator's  estate,  will  not  bar  her  right  as  otMtamary  heir  to  her 
husband  in  respect  of  copyholds  not  disposed  of  by  his  will  (e). 

With  regard  to  the  widow's  claim  to  her  share  of  the  personalty, 
jj.  .  .  .  it  is  said  to  be  different  if,  on  the  face  of  the  will,  there 
case  of  per-  is  an  original  intestacy  as  to  a  part  of  the  personal 
widow'iJ^m'*  estate:  on  the  ground  that  the  exclusion  cannot  then 
teniis  excluded,  be  represented  as  auxiliary  to  any  disposition  of  that 
personalty  1  ^  portion  of  the  personalty :  it  must  hare  an  indepen- 
left  undw-  ^Qj^f^  efFect ;  and  the  only  effect  it  can  possibly  have  is 
° "  to  exclude  the  widow  from  participation  in  the  undis- 

posed part  of  the  personalty  (d). 

A  provision  made  for  a  wife  "  for  her  jointure,  and  in  lieu  of  dower 
and  thirds,  at  common  law  out  of  any  real  or  personal  estate,"  though 

strictly  speaking,  the  widow  has  no  thirds  at  common 
widow  of  ^^^  0"^  ^^  her  husband's  personal  estate,  has  been  held 

share  in  per-      to  extend  to  her  distributive  share  out  of  such  estate  (c). 

Where  the  provision  was  made  "for  a  jointure  and  in 
lieu  of  dower  and  thirds  at  common  law  "  (without  express  mention 
of  personal  estate),  and  was  charged  on  the  land  only,  it  was 
[*433]  held  to  be  clear  ♦  that  the  widow  was  excluded  only  from 
fui*ther  claim  against  the  land  (/).     But  where  the  provi- 
sion was  made  in  similar  terms,  and  charged  both  on  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  it  was  held  that  you  must  look  to  the  fund  out  of  which 
the  provision  was  made,  and  that  the  widow  was  therefore  excluded 
from  her  share  of  the  personal  as  well  as  the  real  estate  (g).    The 
words  " in  lieu  of  dower  or  thirds  at  common  law  or  otherwise"  have 
been  held  to  extend  to  the  wife's  right  of  freebench  in  copyholds  (A). 
The  question  whether  a  dowress  is  put  to  her  election  by  the  con- 
tents of  her  husband's  will,  less  frequently  arises  in  regard  to  widows 

whose  marriage  was  since  the  1st  of  January,  1834 ;  as 
^ect  of  3  &  4  g^^|^  persons  may,  under  the  act  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  105, 
upon"  points  '  be  excluded  from  dower  by  various  acts  of  the  husband, 
tiiifldSapter.      including  a  disposition  of  the  property  by  deed  or  will 

(for  which  a  general  devise  had  been  held  sufficient  (t)), 
or  a  mere  declaration  therein,  or  a  rent-charge,  or  other  interest  de- 
vised to  her  out  of  any  lands  subject  to  dower ;  but  a  mere  gift  of 
personal  estate,  or  of  an  interest  in  lands  not  liable  to  dower,  will  not 

V.  Gurlv.  8  Cl.  &  Fin.  743;  Pruce  v.  Denisonf  6  Vea.  896;  the  former  case  appears  to  ovemile 
Slatter  c.  Blatter,  1  Y.  &  C.  28. 

(c)  Norcott  V.  Gordon,  14  Sim.  258.  ,  •.,.-,     ^     « 

(d)  Lett  V  Randall.  8  Sm.  &  Gif.  88,  not  appealed  on  this  point,  S  D.  F.  &  J.  388.    Sea 
also  Bund  v.  Green.  12  Ch.  D.  819.    But  see  dykes  v.  Sykea,  L.  R.,  4  Bq.  900. 

(«)  Gurlv  «.  Gurly,  2  D.  &  Wal.  488,  8  Cl.  k  Fin.  748. 

(f)  Colleton  V.  Garth,  6  Sim.  19. 

(a)  Thompson  v.  Watts.  2  .1.  &  H.  291. 

(A)  Nottler  r.  Palmer,  S  Drew.  93. 

(0  Lacev  v  Hill,  L.  B.,  19  £q.  846. 
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defeat  the  widow's  claiixL    Moreover  all  partial  estates  and  interests, 

and  charges  created  by  the  disposition  or  will  of  the  husband^  and  all 

debts  and  liabilities  affecting  his  land  will  oust  the  widow's  right  to 

dower;  and  the  right  is  subject  to  any  conditions,  restrictions,  or 

directions  declared  by  the  husband's  will.    This  act  does 

not  affect  copyholds  (k) ;  but  it  must  be  remembered  hol<u.^^^ 

that  the  Wills  Act,  1  Vict  c.  26,  has  been  held  (l)  to 

render  a  devise  of  copyholds  as  effectual  as  a  surrender  to  bar  the 

widow  of  f  reebench. 

As  to  the  effect  of  testamentary  dispositions  in  barring  the  widow's 
right  to  dower  under  the  present  law,  the  following  points  have  been 
decided.    In  Rowland  v.  Cuthbertson  (m),  a  testator  in 
1864  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate,  subject  to   2^™^^^®' 
payment  of  his  debts,  upon  trust  as  to  one-sixth  share  Act. 
for  his  wife  for  life ;  it  was  held  by  Lord  Bomilly,  M.  K., 
that  the  land  was  so  devised  "for  the  benefit  of"  the  widow  within 
the  meaning  of  s.  9  of  the  act,  as  to  deprive  her  of  her  right  to  dower. 
And  in  Lacey  v.  Hill  (n),  where  a  testator  by  his  will  made 
in  1861,  devised  and  *  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  [*434] 
estate  upon  trust  for  sale  and  conversion,  and  directed  his 
trustees  to  invest  the  proceeds,  and  out  of  the  income  of  such  invest- 
ments to  pay  an  annuity  to  his  widow,  and  subject  thereto  to  hold 
the  investments  for  the  benefit  of  his  children :  it  was  held  by  Sir  G. 
Jessel,  M.  B.,  that  the  widow's  right  to  dower  out  of  the  freehold 
realty  was  barred  because  the  devise  on  trust  for  sale  was  a  disposi- 
tion of  the  land  within  the  meaning  of  s.  4  of  the  act,  and  also 
amounted  to  a  gift  of  an  estate  or  interest  in  the  land  for  the  benefit 
of  the  widow  within  the  meaning  of  s.  9.     So  in  Be  Thomas,  Thomas 
V.  Howell  (o),  Sir  E.  Kay,  J.,  held  that  a  gift  to  a  widow  of  the  in- 
come of  part  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  real  estate  is  a  gift  to  her  of 
an  interest  in  land  within  s.  9  of  the  act,  so  as  to  bar  her  claim  to 
dower  out  of  any  part  of  her  husband's  estate. 

VI. — When  Bleotlon  1b  ezoluded.  —  The  ordinary  doctrine  of  elec- 
tion may,  doubtless,  be  excluded  either  wholly  or  partially,  if  the 
testator  so  desires.     "The  rule  in  Noys  v.  Mordaunt," 
said  Lord  Hardwicke  {p),  "of  not  claiming  by  one  part  ^'^^"filS*®' 
of  a  will  in  contradiction  to  another,  is  a  true  rule,  but  thing  does  not 
has  its  exceptions.  .  .  .    Several  cases  have  been,  and  ^othw^t? 
several  more  may  be,  in  which  a  man  shall  give  a  child  or 

(i)  PowdreU  V.  Jones.  9  Sm.  &  Qif.  407;  Smith  v.  Adams,  6  D.  H.  &  G.  712. 

(0  Laoej  V.  Hill,  L.  R.,  19  £q.  346,  ante,  p.  58.  Bat  see  Thompson  v.  Barra,  L.  R.,  16 
Eq.  693,  where  the  widow  was  pat  to  her  election  between  an  annaitj  given  by  the  will, 
and  thereby  chai]^  on  part  of  the  testator's  freeholds  and  copyholds,  and  her  right  to  frae- 
bench  oat  of  deirised  copyholds. 

(m)  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  466. 

(n)  L.  R.,  9  £q.  846. 

(o)  34  Ch.  D.  166. 

(j>)  East  V,  Cook,  8  Yes.  88.    See  also  Bor  «.  Bor,  8  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  167. 
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other  person  a  legacy  or  portion  in  lieu  or  satiafaetion  of  particular 
things  expressed,  which  shall  not  exclude  him  from  another  hen^t^ 
though  it  may  happen  to  be  oontrarj  to  the  will  \  for  the  Court  will 
4ot  construe  it  as  meant  ii^  lieu  of  everything  else  when  he  has 
said  a  particular  thing/' 

The  case  put  by  Lord  Hardwicke  occurred  in  Brown  v.  Parry  {q\ 
where  a  testator  gave  hia  wife  an  annuity  '<  to  be  accepted  by  her  in 
lieu  of  her  dower,"  and  also  bequeathed  other  benefits  to  her  (without 
adding  in  lieu  of  her  dower);  the  widow  elected  not  to  take  the 
annuity,  but  to  keep  her  dower ,  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Thurlow 
that  she  was  nevertheless  entitled  to  take  the  rest  of  the  testator's 
bounty,  and  that  the  case  was  too  clear  for  argument.  In  truth,  this 
is  not  properly  a  case  of  election  at  all ;  which  arises  only  when  some- 
thing is  taken  against  the  will.  There  is  here  a  legacy  upon  an  ex- 
press condition  which  is  ttihrnitted  to )  and  another  legacy  without 
express  condition.  Why  should  a  condition  be  annexed  by  implica^ 
tion  to  the  latter  bequest,  when  by  taking  it  the  legatee  disappoints 

no  part  of  the  will  ? 
[^ISd]      *  But  the  case  is  different  where  a  gift  is  made  in  lieu  of  i^ 

particular  thing  expressed,  and  there  is  then  a  question,  — no^ 
whether  the  legatee,  while  rejecting  the  proposed  exchange,  can  takQ 
i^nother  gift  under  the  will  unconditionally,  but  —  whether,  whilQ 
accepting  the  exchange,  he  can  insist  on  his  right  to  another  property 
qgaingt  the  will.  Thus,  in  Wilkinson  v.  Dent  (r),  where  a  testatrix 
gave  to  her  brother  T.  10,000^.  in  satisfaction  of  any  sums  in  whicli 
she  then  was  or  might  at  her  death  be  indebted  to  him,  and  to  hef 
brother  W.  3,00OZ.  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of  any  rent-charge  out  of  % 
certain  part  of  her  real  estate,  and  specifically  disposed  of  the  entirety 
of  another  estate,  in  which  both  brothers  had  interests.  It  was  held 
that  the  brothers  taking  their  legacies  must  bring  these  latter 
interests  into  account  as  well  as  the  debts  and  the  rent-charge.  Sir 
W.  M.  James,  L.  J.,  said,  •*  The  question  is  whether  there  is  teatsr 
mentary  bounty  to  a  person  whose  estate  and  right  are  by  another 
part  of  the  will  interfered  with.  It  is  clear  there  is,  though  before 
the  amount  of  the  bounty  can  be  ascertained,  the  amount  of  the  claim 
which  the  legatee  had  against  the  testatrix  must  be  ascertained.'' 


VTT-  —  PrasnmptioB   as   to  BtootloB.  —  In   order  to  presume  an 

election  from  the  acts  of  any  person,  that  person  must 

LriiTeteL      be  shown  to  hav«  had  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  re- 

tirn  is  pre-        quisitc  circumstanoes,  as  to  the  amount  of  the  different 

^""  properties,  his  own  rights  in  respect  of  them,  &c.  (js) ;  and 

(g)  RomllVs  No.  Caa.  86,  also  reported,  but  imperfectlr,  «  Dick.  685.  _   ^     ,,  ^ 

(r)  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  339.    See  aUo  Fvtche  v,  Fjrtche,  19  L.vT.,  N.  8.  843;  tbt  raioit  of  which 

L.  R.,  7  Eq.  494,  omita  to  state  the  Jpft  upon  which  the  whole  caae  turned,  Tiz.,  the  fil^  of 

the  wife's  naviffation  shares,  after  her  death,  away  from  her.  ,    .    «      ^^ 

(f)  Wake  9.  W^n,  1  Y«-^r,  Wi  fivl  tU  vtiwt  CiiM  me^^i^iifids  1  Sw.  |ai«  %; 
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a  person  having  elected  under  a  misconception  is  entitled  to  make  a 
fresh  election  (t) ;  ^  and  the  fact  of  a  person  not  having  been  called 
npon  to  elect  and  entering  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
both  properties,  as  it  affords  no  proof  of  preference,  cannot  be  held 
an  election  to  take  one  and  reject  the  other  (u). 

Bejmard  v.  Spenoe,  4  Bear.  103;  Edwards  «.  Morgan,  13  Price,  782,  ITClel.  641,  1  Bli.  N. 

8.  401,  Brice  v.  Brice,  2  Moll.  21;  Wintour  9,  CUllon,  21  Beav.  468;  bopwith  v.  Maiu^an, 
90  Beav.  236;  WUaon  «.  Tbombunr,  L.  B.,  10  Ch.  239. 

(0  Kidney  «.  Connmaker,  12  Yes.  136. 

Oi)  Padbunr  v.  Clark,  2  Mac.  &  G.  306;  Brice  «.  Brioe,  2  Moll.  21 ;  bat  see  Worthingtoa 
V.  Wiginton,  20  Bear.  67;  and  generally,  as  to  what  acts  constitute  election,  see  note  to 
Dillon  o.  Parker,  1  Sw.  382;  Giddings  v.  Giddxngs,  3  Ross.  241;  Briscoe  v.  Briscoe,  1  J.  & 
Lat.  334;  Mahon  v.  Morgan,  6  Ir.  Jur.  173 ,  KutUedge  o.  Buttledge,  1  Dow.&  CI.  331;  Hobbs 

9.  Wajret,  36  Ch.  D.  266.  Aa  to  how  lar  the  gaia  or  loss  to  the  person  called  on  to  elect  is  to 
weigh  in  presnming  election,  see  Harris  v.  Watkius,  2  K.  &  J.  473. 


when  made  in  ignorance  of  material  facts.  H.  L.  Cas.  688,  602,  611,  616.    And  when 

Watson  0.  Watson,  128  Mass.  162, 166.  So  too  will  has  been  prored  in  common  form  (by  tha 

an  alleged  election  may  be  repudiated  when  executor,  ex  parte)  a  legatee  may  afterwards, 

made  (though  with  knowledge  of  the  facts)  in  upon  tendennr  the  sum  received  under  the 

misapprehension  of  the  party's  legal  rights  will,  or  upon  bringing  it  into  court,  contest 

and  in  ignorance  of  his  obligation  to  elect  the  validity  of  the  wiiiand  compel  probate  of 

Oowdrey  v.  Hitchcock,  103  01.  262;  Watson  it  in  solemn  form.    Watson  v.  Watson,  128 

V,  Watson,  supra;  Reed  «.  Dickerman,   12  Mass.  162;  Bell  v.  Armstrong,  1  Add.  Eccl. 

Pick.  146, 161;  Delay  v.  Yinal,  1  Met.  67, 66;  366,  374;  Hamblett  o.  Hamblett,  6  N. H.  333: 

Posie  0.  Desbottvrie,  8  P.  Wms.  316;  Wake  Holt  v.  Rice,  64  N.  H.  39a 


[*436]  •CHAPTER  XV. 

EFFECT   OF    SEPU6NANCT  OR    OONTBADICTIOir  IK  WILLS,  AKD  A8  TO 

BEJBGTINO  WOSDS. 


I.    General  Rales  of  Constraction   .    .  436  IQ.    Distinct  Gift  not  GootroUedbj  Gift 

U.    Rejection  of  Woids 444  |                in  General  Terme    ....     448 

I.  —  Oeneral  Rules  of   ConstmotioiL  —  Doubt  is  sometimes  oast 

upon  the  intention  of  the  testator  by  the  repugnancy  or  contradiction 
between  the  sereral  parts  of  his  will,  though  each  part,  taken  separ- 
ately, is  sufficiently  definite  and  intelligible.^    In  such  cases  the  con- 

1  The  court  is  boand  to  give  effect  to  every  Ala.  486;  Thrasher  «.  Ingram,  82  Ala.  646; 
word  of  the  will,  without  change  or  rejection,  Walker  v.  Walker,  17  Ala.  896;  Miller  v. 
provided  an  effect  can  be  given  to  it  not  m-  Floumoy,  96  Ala.  784 ;  Howard  v.  Howard, 
consistent  with  the  general  intent  of  the  whole  4  Bush,  494 ;  Rountree  9.  Talbot,  89  III.  246 ; 
will  taken  together.  Gray  v,  Minnethorpe,  Davies  v.  Hoover,  112  Ind.  423 ;  Parks  «. 
8  Ves.  Jr.  108;  Constantino  v.  Constantine,  Kimes,  100  Ind.  148;  8100100*  9.  Redman,  26 
6  Yes.  100 ;  Doe  v.  Rawding,  2  B.  &  Aid.  441 ;  Ind.  251:  Evans  v.  Hudson,  6  Ind.  293 ;  Gil- 
Homer  V,  Shelton,  2  Met.  202;  Jones  v.  Doe,  man  v.  Gilnian,  62  Maine,  165;  Pickering  v. 
1  Scammon,  276;  Leavens  v.  Butler,  8  Port.  Langilon,  22  Maine,  480;  Inglehart  v.  Kir- 
880:  Kane  v.  Astor,  6  Sandf.  467;  Lasher  v.  wan,  10  Md.  669 ;  Claflin  v.  Ashton,  128  Mass, 
Lasher,  13  Barb.  106.  But  where  it  is  im-  441:  Pratt  v.  Rice,  7  Gush.  209;  Homer  v. 
possible  to  form  any  consistent  whole,  the  sep-  Shelton,  2  Met.  802;  Braman  v.  Stiles,  2 
arate  parts  being  absolutely  irreconcilable,  the  Pick.  460, 463 ;  Bartlett  v,  Kincr,  12  Mass.  642; 
last  will  prevail,  as  indicating  the  testator's  Roseboom  v.  Roeeboom,  81  N.  T.  866;  Van 
latest  intention.  Homer  v.  Shelton,  2  Met.  Vechten  v.  Keator,  68  M.  T.  62;  Van  Kos- 
202;  Pickering  v.  Langdon,  22  Maine,  430;  trand  r.  Moore,  62  N.  T.  12;  Oxley  v.  Lane, 
Smith  «.  Bell,  6  Peters,  84;  Bradstreet  v.  85N.  T.  840;  Lovett  v.  Gillender,  id.  617; 
Clarke,  12  Wend.  602;  Baird  v.  Baird,  7  Ired.  Auburn  Sem.  v.  Kellogg,  16  N.  Y.  88,  Kane 
£q.266;  Evans  «.  Hudson.  6  Ind.  293;  Miller  v.  Astor,  9  N.  T.  113;  Sweet  v.  Chase,  2 
V.  Floumoy,  26  Ala.  724;  Covenhoven  v.  Comst.  73;  Bradstreet  v.  Clarke,  12  Wend. 
Shaler,  2  Paige,  122;  Adiev.  Cornwell,  3  T.  602;  Covenhoven  v.  Shaler,  2  Pain,  122; 
B.  Mon.  276;  Lewis's  Estate,  8  Whart.  162.  Redding  v.  Allen,  8  Jones,  £q.  868;  Baird  «. 

Thus,  where  one  clause  of  a  will  gives  cer-  Baird,  fired.  £q.  265;  Jones  v.  Strong,  142 

tain  property  to  one  person,  and  a  snosequent  Penn.  St.  469  (citing  Feny's  Appeal,  102 

clause  gives  the  same  property  to  another  Penn.  St.  207;  Sheetz*s  Appeal,  82  Penn.  St. 

person,  the  devisee  under  the  last  devise  tnkes  213);    Finney's  Appeal,  113  Penn.   St.  II ; 

the  property.    Hollms  v.  Coonan,  9  Gill,  62;  McDevitt's  Appeal,  id.  103;  Fahmey  v,  Hol- 

Pratt  V.  Rice,  7  Cush.  209.    So  a  devise  of  an  singer,  66  Penn.  St.  888;  McBride  e.  Smyth, 

undivided  part  of  a  testator's  real  estate  must  64  Penn.  St.  246 ;  Shreiner's  Appeal,  63  Penn. 

yield   to   a  subsequent  clause  in  the  will,  St.  106;  Newbold  v.  Boone.62  Penn.St.  167; 

authorizing  the  executors,  at  their  discretion,  Sheetz's  Appeal,  id.  267;  Hiitter's  Estate,  88 

to  sell  and  convey  a  part  or  the  whole  of  the  Penn.  St.  314;  Stickle's  Appeal,  29  Penn. 

real  esUte  of  the  tesUtor.    Pratt  v.  Rice,  St  234;  Tisdale  v.  Mitchell,  18  Rich.  268; 

supra.  Yancil  v.  Evans,  4  Coldw.  340;  infra,  p.  489. 

This  rule  is  only  applied  where  the  two  Subsequent  clauses  in  a  will  are  not  incom- 

provisions  are  totallv  inconsistent  with  each  patible  with  or  repugnant  to  prior  clauses 

other,  and  where  the  real  intention  of  the  when  they  may  take  effect  as  qualifications  of 

testator  cannot  be  ascertained.    Rejecting  one  them  without  defeating  the  intention  of  the 

clause  to  uphold  another  is  a  desperate  rem-  testator  in  making  the  prior  gift.    Wager  «. 

edy ;  necessity  alone  will  justify  it.    Jenks  9.  Wager,  96  N.  T.  164:  Taggart «.  Murray,  68 

Jackson,  127  ill.  841.    Further  see  Smith  «.  N.  f.  238;  Terry  v.  Wiggins.  47  N.  T.  612; 

BeU,6Peters,  68,  84;  Griffin  v.  Pringle,  66  8weet9.Cha8e,2Comstr78;  Norria«.Beyea, 
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text  (which  ia  so  often  soecessfully  resorted  to  for  the 
purpose  of  throwing  light  on  a  doubtful  passage)  becomes  ^"^^^iidlo- 
itself  the  source  of  obscurity ;  and^  unless  some  principle  ^^^  ®f  »pug- 
of  construction  can  be  found  authorizing  the  adoption  of 
one,  and  the  rejection  of  the  other  of  the  contrariant  parts,  both  are 
necessarily  void,  each  having  the  effect  of  neutralizing  and  frustrating 
the  other.  With  a  view  to  prevent  this  most  undesirable  result,  it 
has  become  an  established  rule  in  the  construction  of  wills,  that 
where  two  clauses  or  gifts  are  irreconcilable,  so  that  they  cannot  pos- 
sibly stand  together,  the  clause  or  gift  which  is  posterior  in  local 
position  shall  prevail,  the  subsequent  words  being  considered  to 
denote  a  subsequent  intention.  Gum  duo  inter  se  pugnantia  reperi- 
untur  in  testamento,  ultimum  ratum  est  (a).^  Hence  it  is  obvious 
that  a  will  can  seldom  be  rendered  absolutely  void  by  mere  repug- 
nancy :  for  instance,  if  a  testator  in  one  part  of  his  will  gives  to  a 
person  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  lands,  or  an  absolute  interest  in 
personalty,  and  in  subsequent  passages  unequivocally  shows  that  he 
means  the  devisee  or  legatee  to  take  a  life  interest  only,  the  prior 
gift  is  restricted  accordingly.' 

(a)  Co.  Liu.  112,  b;  Ulrich  v.  Litchfield,  2  Atk.  872;  Sims  v.  Doaghtj,  6  Yes.  243;  Con- 
stantine  v.  Constantine,  6  Yen.  100;  Doe  d.  L.eice8ter  v.  Biggs,  2  Taunt.  1(^;  see  also  Chand.'^ 
less  V.  Price,  8  Yes.  99;  Wykham  v.  Wykiiam,  18  Yes.  421;  Marks  v,  Solomon,  18  L.  J.  Ch. 
234, 19  L.  J.  Ch.  655. 


13  N.  Y.  280;  Tyson  v.  Blake,  22  N.  T.  559; 
Shaltere  v.  Ladd,  141  Penn.St.  505;  Sticklers 
Appeal,  29  Peon.  St.  234.  A  i^ood  illostra- 
tion  is  seen  in  the  case  of  a  devise  to  A.  and 
bis  heirs  forever,  followed  by  an  executory 
devise  of  the  estate  over  to  another.  Tlie 
devise  in  reality  is  made  less  than  absolute  in 
such  a  case,  whereas  without  the  qualifying 
gift  over  it  would  be  held  absolute.  See  note 
of  American  editor,  ante,  p.  326.  The  dis" 
tinction  between  such  a  case  and  an  attempt 
to  take  away  the  incidents  of  an  estate  de- 
vised or  bequeathed  is  clear.  Shalters  v,  Ladd, 
141  Penn.  dt.  505  (citing  Haldeman  v,  Hal- 
deman.  40  Penn.  St.  34). 

While  it  is  in  general  true  that,  of  two  con- 
tradictorv  clauses  in  a  will,  the  first  must  give 
way,  still  the  two  clauses  must  refer  to  the 
same  subject-matter,  and  the  last  must  be 
clearly  inconsistent  with  the  first.  If  the 
main  provision  plainly  covers  the  whole  sub- 
ject, and  is  defined  in  terms  that  exclude  all 
doubt,  the  subsidiary  provision  must  in  ord- 
inary cases  be  confined  to  its  partial  and  re- 
stricted operation.  Sheetz's  Appeal,  82  Penn. 
St.  213,  Woodward,  J.  See  also  Barkstdale  v. 
White,  28  Gratt.  224;  Rayfield  v.  Gaines.  17 
Gratt.  1;  Kenzie  v,  Roleson,  28  Ark.  102; 
and  cases  cited  supra.  It  must  not,  therefore, 
be  understood  that,  because  the  testator  uses 
in  one  part  of  his  will  words  having  a  clear 
meaning  in  law,  and  in  another  part  words 
inconsistent  with  the  former,  the  first  words 
are  to  be  cancelled  or  overthrown.  Je^son  v. 
Wright,  2  Bligh,  56,  per  Lord  Bedesdale. 
See  also  note  1,  infra. 


If  there  are  words  which  have  no  intel- 
ligible meaning,  or  are  absurd,  or  repugnant 
to  the  clear  intent  of  the  rest  of  the  will,  they 
may  of  course,  as  will  appear  later,  be  re- 
jected.   Bartlett  v.  King,  12  Mass.  537. 

I  Jenks  V,  Jackson,  127  111.  341 ,  Hamlin 
V.  U.  a  Expr.  Co.,  107  111.  443;  Butler  v. 
Moore,  94  Ind.  859;  Covert  «.  Sebem,  78 
Iowa,  564;  Armstrong  v,  Crapo,  72  Iowa, 
604;  Heildebau^h  v,  Wagner,  id.  601;  Crit- 
chell  V.  Brown,  id.  539;  Woodburr  v.  Wood- 
bury, 74  Maine,  83;  Manning  v.  lliruston,  59 
Md.  218;  Claflin  v.  Ashton,  128  Mass.  441. 
In  a  case  of  apparent  repugnancy  the  general 
intent  of  the  testator  is  to  be  preferred  over 
the  special  intent  Jesson  «.  Wright,  2  Bligh, 
56;  Doe  v,  Harvey,  4  Bam.  &  C.  620:  Haw- 
ley  V.  Northampton,  8  Mass.  3  ;  Cook  v. 
Holmes,  11  Mass.  528  ;  Chase  v.  Cockerman, 
11  Gill  &  J.  185;  Morton  v.  Barrett.  22  Maine« 
247;  Pickering  v.  Langdon,  22  Maine.  413; 
Miller  v.  Flonmoy,  26  Ala.  724;  Hollings- 
worth  V.  Hollingnworth,  65  Ala.  321;  Wager 
9.  Wager,  96  N.  1 .  164 ;  McMurry  v.  Stanley, 
69  Texas,  227;  Cooper  v.  Horner,  62  Texas, 
356 ;  Price  v.  Cole,  83  Ya.  843 :  Houser  v.  Ruif- 
ner,  18  W.  Ya.  244.  And  this  rule  prevails 
over  the  rule  that  the  latest  of  two  inconsis- 
tent provisions  should  govern.  Price  v.  Cole, 
supra. 

^  See  notes  of  American  editor,  ante,  pp. 
326, 378.  But  where  the  first  gift  is  plainhr 
absolute,  a  gift  of  any  ulterior  interest  is  void 
for  repugnancy  in  orainarv  cases.  See  e.  g. 
State  V.  Tolson,  73  Mo.  320.  But  a  subse- 
quent clause  might,  like  a  codicil,  be  so  framed 
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[*437]       *Aa  in  Crone  v.  Odell  (6)^  where  a  testator  devised  the 

residue  of  his  real  and  personal  property  to  his  chUdren,  A., 

B.y  and  0.,  and  all  their  younger  children^  their  heirs^  executor99  ad* 

ministrators  and  assigns,  forever ;  so  far  it  was  a  clear  joint  devise ; 

but  he  went  on  to  declare,  that,  nevertheless,  his  inten<» 
twoineonau-  tions  wcrc,  that  iu  should  receive  the  entire  interest  or 
**°fcm3T*  yearly  produce  of  such  part  of  his  real  or  personal  for- 
tune as  he  (testator)  intended  for  his  (A.'s)  younger 
ehildren  during  his  life.  The  testator  then  made  a  similar  direction 
as  to  B.  and  G. ;  and  he  provided,  that,  in  case  any  of  his  said  three 
ehildren  should  die,  the  share  of  such  should  go  to  the  younger  chil- 
dren of  such  children ;  H  no  younger  children,  to  the  survivors ;  and 
he  gave  the  parents  a  power  of  distribution  among  their  younger  chil* 
dren.  Lord  Manners  determined  that  the  parents  took  life  interests 
only,  with  a  power  of  distribution  among  their  younger  children; 
which  decree  was  affirmed  in  D.  P. 

So,  in  Sherrat  v,  Bentley  (c),  where  a  testator,  after  bequeathing 
sereral  legacies,  devised  unto  his  wife  a  certain  messuage  and  all 
other  his  real  estates,  and  his  household  goods  and  all  other  his  per- 
sonal  estate,  to  hold  to  his  said  wife^  her  heirs^  executors^  adminis- 
trators and  assigns,  forever.  The  testator  then  directed  that  none 
of  the  legatees  should  be  entitled  until  twelve  months  after  his  toif^t 
decease  ;  and,  in  case  his  wife  should  happen  to  die  in  his  lifetime, 
and  the  before-mentioned  devises  and  bequest  to  her  should  thereby 
lapse,  the  testator  gave  the  estate  and  effects,  as  well  real  as  personal^ 
comprised  therein,  to  S.,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs, to  the  use  of  such  persons  as  his  wife  should,  in  her  lifetime^ 
by  writing  under  her  hand  appoint  The  testator  then  gave  some 
pecuniary  legacies,  and  proceeded  to  devise  and  bequeath  to  W.  A. 
wd  his  (the  testator's)  brother-in-law's  children  the  residue  of  hia 
real  and  personal  estates,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them,  share 
and  share  alike,  at  the  decease  of  his  said  wife^  The  heir  at  law  con- 
tended, that  the  will  was  void  for  uncertainty,  on  account  of  the 
repugnance  between  the  gift  to  the  wife,  her  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  and  the  subsequent  gift  of  the  residue  to 
others,  to  be  divided  at  her  decease.  The  person  claiming  under  the 
wife  contended  that  the  pecuniary  legacies  and  the  gift  of  the  resi- 
due were  only  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  her  decease  in  the 
[*438]  *  testator's  lifetime ;  but  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  K.,  was  of  opinion 

(by  1  Ba.  &  Be.  440, 3  Dow.  61;  im  also  Roe  d.  James  «.  Aria,  4  T.  R.  606. 
(c)  2  Mv.  &  K.  140.    See  a1«o  Re  Braoks'  Wil^  2  Dr.  &  Snu  663)  GmTeiuv  «.  WatkSas, 
L.  B.,  6  d.  P.  600,  post,  Cb.  XXXIII.,  a.  it 

M  to  cut  down  the  estate;  aa  s.  ^.where  it  aanier  to  find  a  chaaga  of  mtonUaii  in  a  codi- 

plaiBhr  appears  that  the  testator  hai  chaiif;ed  cil  than  in  a  SBbaoqMBi  ckqsa  of  tha  sama 

Ids  nind  BKice  making  the  absolute  (dft    Sea  iastgnmaRt 
Gnniar  a.  Bn^,  ISO  N.  T.  366,  that  U  la 


ca  XT.]  onnBaAL  suus  of  ooimmcfaon.  4T6 

ihat  the  Court  waa  not  warranted  in  patting  such  a  oonatmetion 
upon  the  will,  for  that  the  testator's  general  intention,  as  collected 
from  the  eoncluding  passages  in  his  will,  was  to  give  the  wife  the 
lull  enjoyment  during  her  life  only,  and  to  give  it  oyer  to  the  per^ 
sons  named  afterwards;  and  that  the  words  <^ heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  a3signs,''  were  to  be  rejected ;  and  his  Honor  referred, 
as  one  of  the  grounds  of  his  decision,  to  the  rule,  that  the  latter  part 
of  a  will  shall  prevail  against  inconsistent  expressions  in  the  prior  part 
of  it  On  appeal.  Lord  Brougham  affirmed  the  decree,  obserring  that 
either  the  testator  had  changed  his  intention  and  was  minded  to  giye 
his  wife  a  life  estate  instead  of  the  fee,  or  he  was  ignorant  of  the  force 
of  the  words  he  had  originally  used,  and  those  words  must  be  rejected 
as  having  been  used  by  mistake.  The  former  alternative  was  the  one 
to  which  the  rule,  sanctioned  by  the  authorities  (which  he  stated  in 
detail),  led.  The  latter  was  the  inference  drawn,  not  unfairly,  from 
the  whole  instrument  taken  together. 

But  in  these  cases  it  is  a  settled  and  invariable  rule 
not  to  disturb  the  prior  devise  farther  than  is  absolutely  devise  not'^ 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  posterior   5?°®*^*f "*J^ 
qualifying  disposition.* 

JLs  in  Doe  d.  Amlot  ti.  Davies  (d),  where  a  testator  devised  all  his 
messuage  and  garden  in  the  occupation  of  D.,  and  also  all  that  his 
messuage  and  garden  wherein  he  then  resided,  both  situate  in  P.,  to 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  to  his  wife  dur* 
ing  widowhood,  and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate,  to  the  use 
of  his  children  by  his  said  wife,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them 
and  the  lawful  issue  of  their  or  his  bodies  or  body,  and,  in  default  of 
such  issue,  to  his  nephew  D.  The  testator  immediately  afterwards 
gave  to  his  daughter  F.  a  pecuniary  legacy  when  she  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  house  where  she  then  lived,  after  the  de- 
cease of  her  mother  or  the  day  of  intermarriage;  and  the  testator  gave 
to  his  daughter  R.  a  legacy  in  like  manner,  and  the  house  then  in  the 
occupation  of  D.,  after  the  decease  of  her  mother  or  the  day  of  her 
intermarriage.  The  two  houses  last  referred  to  were  those  comprised 
in  the  previous  devise.  It  was  admitted  that,  under  the  first  devise,  the 
daughters  would  have  been  tenants  in  common  in  tail  of  the 
two  houses,  but,  as  the  second  devise  clearly  indicated  an  *  in*  [*4393 
tention  to  give  one  of  the  houses  to  each  daughter,  the  whole 
was  in  some  degree  reconciled  by  holding  each  to  take  an  estate  for 
life  in  severalty  in  her  own  house,  under  the  latter  devise  (which 
contained  no  word  of  inheritance),  leaving  the  prior  devise  still  to 
operate  on  the  inheritance  in  remainder,  of  which  it  made  the  two 

(d)  4  H.  &  Wei*.  1^98.    See  eleo  CrcMiatB  «.  Bevin,  S7  Bear.  508;  Spenoe  «.  Handford. 
4  Jar..  X.  a  987.  S7  L.  J.  Ck.  767. 

1  See  Henning  v.  Yiner,  Si  X4«  1<XI 
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daughters  tenants  in  common  in  tail  expectant  on  the  estate  for  life 
of  each  in  the  respective  houses. 

The  doctrine  in  question  has  been  sometimes  unsparingly  applied, 
even  where  the  effect  of  the  posterior  devise  is  not  merely  (as  in  the 
j^^  two  last  cases)  to  restrict  and  qualify  the  interest  con- 

annulled  by  f erred  by  the  prior  devise,  but  wholly  to  defeat  and  frus- 
?n^»?°nt  trate  such  prior  devise.  Thus  in  XJlrich  v.  Litchfield  (e), 
devise  in  same  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  her  real  and  personal  estate 
^*  *  to  A.  and  B.  equally  for  life,  and,  upon  the  death  of  A., 

she  gave  the  whole  estate  to  B.  in  tail,  with  remainder  over,  with  a 
few  pecuniary  legacies,  and  charged  her  real  estate  vrith  the  payment 
of  the  legacies,  if  the  personalty  should  be  insufficient.  The  testatrix 
then  gave  all  the  residue  of  h&r  personal  estate  to  her  uncle  G.'s  three 
daughters.  Lord  Hardwicke  held  the  daughters  to  be  entitled  to  the 
residue  of  the  personal  estate,  considering  that  the  testatrix  must  be 
presumed  to  have  altered  the  intention  expressed  in  the  prior  part  of 
her  will.* 

But  the  rule  which  sacrifices  the  former  of  several  contradictory 
clauses  is  never  applied  but  on  the  failure  of  every  attempt  to  give  to 
—  the  whole  to  *^®  whole  such  a  construction  as  will  render  every  part 
be  reconciled,  of  it  effective  (/).^  In  the  attainment  of  this  object  the 
if  poasibie.  local  Order  of  the  limitation  is  disregarded,  if  it  be  pos- 
sible by  the  transposition  of  them  to  deduce  a  consistent  disposition 
from  the  entire  will.  Thus,  if  a.  man,  in  the  first  instance,  devise 
lands  to  A.  in  fee,  and  in  a  subsequent  clause  give  the  same  lands  to 
B.'for  life,  both  parts  of  the  will  shall  stand ;  and,  in  the  construction 
of  law,  the  devise  to  B.  shall  be  first  {g),  the  will  being  read  as  if  the 
lands  had  been  devised  to  B.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  A.  in  fee.* 

So  where  (A)  a  testator,  after  devising  the  whole  of  his  estate 
to  A.,  devises  Blackacre  to  B.,  the  latter  devise  will  be  read 
[*440]  as  an  *  exception  out  of  the  first,  as  if  he  had  said,  ''  I  give 
Blackacre  to  B.,  and  subject  thereto,  all  my  estate,  or  the  resi- 
due of  my  estate,  to  A/' 

By  parity  of  reason,  where  (A;)  a  testator  gives  to  B.  a  specific  fund 


r.  Pe 


(e)  a  Atk.  372. 
0  Lan^hftm  o.  Sandford,  19  Ves.  647;  Shipperdf>on  v.  Tower.  1  Y.  &  C.  C  C.  469;  Brigg:* 
*enny,  3  De  G.  &S.  539;  Jackson  v.  Forbes,  Taml.  88;  Brocklebank  v,  Johnson,  20 
Beav.  76b. 

(ff)  Per  Anderson,  Anon.,  Cro.  El.  9;  see  aluo  Ridoat  «.  Dowding,  1  Atk.  419;  Plenty  v. 
West,  6  C.  B.  201;  Uflttcke  v.  Peters,  4  K.  &  J.  437. 

(A)  Cathbert  v.  Lempriere,  3  M.  &  Set.  158;  nee  also  Anon.,  Dalison,  63;  Adams  «.  Gierke, 
9  Mod.  154;  AUam  v.  Frver,  8  Q.  B.  442;  Doe  d.  Snape  v.  Nevill,  U  Q.  B.  466. 
(k)  Blamire  o.  Geldart^  16  Yes.  314. 

1  See  Pratt  v.  Rice,  7  Cosh.  209;  Hollina  Jones  «.  Strong,  142  Penn.  St.  469;  FinneT't 

«.  Coonan,  9  Gill.  62.  Appeal,  113  Penn.  St.  11 ;  McDerett*!  Ap- 

s  Jenks  v.  Jackson,  127  HI.  341 ;  Davis  «.  peaj,  id.  103;  and  other  cases,  note  p.  436. 

Hoover,  115  Ind.  423;  Parks  v.  Kimes,  100  <  See  Crissman  v.  Crissnum,  5  Ired.  49S. 
Ind.  14S;  Claflin  «.  Ashton,  128  Mass.  441; 
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or  properly  at  the  death  of  A.,  and  in  a  subsequent  clause  Derite 
disposes  of  the  whole  of  his  property  to  A.,  the  combined  25^^^ 
effect  of  the  several  clauses,  as  to  such  fund  or  property,  dwpositioa. 
is  to  vest  it  in  A.  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  in  B.^ 

Again  (l),  where  a  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  A., 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  and  in  a  subsequent  -paxt  of 
his  will  gave  all  his  property  to  A.  and  B.,  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  to 
pay  the  interest  of  the  proceeds  to  A.  for  life,  and  at  her  decease, 
upon  trust  to  pay  certain  legacies,  leaving  the  residue  undisposed  of, 
A.  was  held  to  be  entitled,  under  the  first  devise,  to  the  beneficial  in- 
terest in  reversion,  not  exhausted  by  the  trust  for  the  payment  of 
legacies  created  by  the  second  (m). 

Sometimes  it  happens  that  the  testator  has,  in  several  parts  of  his 
will,  given  the  same  lands  to  different  persons  in  fee.     At  first  sight 
this  seems  to  be  a  case  of  incurable  repugnancy,  and,  as   Effect  of 
such,  calling  for  the  application  of  the  rule,  which  sacri-  fJJJjJlS'j^^^^ 
fices  the  prior  of  two  irreconcilable  clauses,  as  the  only   deviww,  each 
mode  of  escaping  from  the  conclusion  that  both  are  voi(L   ^  *««• 
Even  here,  however,  a  reconciling  construction  has  been  devised,  the 
rule  being  in  such  cases,  according  to  the  better  opinion,  that  the  de- 
visees take  concurrently  (»).    The  contrary,  indeed,  is   Both  take 
laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  (o)  and  other  early  writers  (p),  «>»^currenUy. 
who  say  that  the  last  devisee  shall  take  effect ;  and  a  similar  opinion 
seems  to  have  been  entertained  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  though  he  ad- 
mitted that,  latterly,  a  different  construction  had  prevailed  (q).    The 
point  underwent  much  discussion  in  Sherrat  v.  Bentley  (r),  already 
stated ;  and  Lord  Brougham,  after  reviewing  the  authorities,  and  fully 
recognizing  the  general  doctrine,  which  upholds  the  latter  part  of  a 
will  by  the  sacrifice  of  the  former  to  which  it  was  repugnant,  consid- 
ered that,  consistently  with  this  rule,  it  might  be  held,  that, 
where  there  are  two  devises  in  fee  of  the  same  ♦  property,  the  [•441] 
devisees  take  concurrently.     '^  If,  in  one  part  of  a  will,"  he 
said,  '^  an  estate  is  given  to  A.,  and  afterwards  the  same  testator  gives 
the  same  estate  to  B.,  adding  words  of  exclusion,  as  '  not  to  A.'  the 
repugnance  would  be  complete,  and  the  rule  would  apply.    But  if  the 
same  thing  be  given,  first  to  A.,  and  then  to  B.,  unless  it  be  some  in- 
divisible chattel,  as  in  the  case  which  Lord  Hardwicke  puts  in  Ulrich 

^0  Brine  v.  Ferrier,  7  Sim.  649. 

(m)  The  inGonabtent  gifts  were  in  fact  contained  in  seTeral  papers  supposed  to  be  written 
at  different  times ;  but  as  they  had  been  proved  as  one  will,  they  were,  of  coarse,  to  be  so 
construed. 

(n)  3  Leon.  11,  pi.  27;  8  Yin.  Abr.  Gopyh.  153,  pi.  8;  Aig.  fai  Coke  «.  Bollock,  Cro.  Jac. 
49,  and  in  Fane  v.  Fane,  1  Yem.  80. 

(o)  Co.  Litt.  112. 

(p)  Plow.  541. 

(q)  See  Ulrich  «.  Litchfield,  S  Atk.  m. 

(r)  2  My.  &  K.  165,  ante,  p.  487. 

1  See  Hat6eld  v.  Sneden,  42  Barb.  616;  Proden  «.  Prnden,  14 Ohio  St.  251;  Parker*. 
Parker,  18  Ohio  St.  95. 
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V.  Litchfield,  the  two  legatees  may  take  together  without  any  riolenoe 
to  the  constnictioiL  It  seems,  therefore,  by  no  means  inconsistent 
with  the  rule,  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  and  recognized  by  the 
authorities,  that  a  subsequent  gift,  entirely  and  irreconcilably  repug- 
nant to  a  former  gift  of  the  same  thing,  shall  abrogate  and  revoke  it, 
if  it  be  also  held  that,  where  the  same  thing  is  given  to  two  different 
persons  in  different  parts  of  the  same  instrument,  each  may  take  a 
moiety ;  though,  had  the  second  gift  been  in  a  subsequent  will,  it 
would,  I  apprehend,  work  a  revocation." 

It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Ulrich  v.  Litchfield  («),  that 
the  two  devisees,  if  they  take  concurrently,  are  joint  tenants ;  this  is 
Whether  as  Supported  by  several  old  authorities  (t),  and  appears  to 
joint  tenants      have  been  assumed  by  Lord  Brougham,  who  speaks  of 

common!""*      *^®"^  ^^^^^  estate  (u).    When  he  speaks  (as  above)  of 

each  taking  a  '^  moiety,"  it  is  only  as  opposed  to  either 
taking  the  whole  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other.  In  Kidout  v.  Pain  (a;), 
Lord  Hardwicke  says,  that  'latterly  such  a  devise  has  been  con* 
strued  either  a  joint  tenancy  or  tenancy  in  common,  according  to  the 
limitation;"  and  this  it  is  said  must  be  presumed  to  mean,  'Hbat  if 
the  two  estates  given  by  the  will  have  the  unity  or  sameness  of  in^ 
terest  in  point  of  quantity  essential  to  a  joint  tenancy,  the  devisees 
shall  be  joint  tenants,  but  otherwise  shall  be  tenants  in  common  "  (t/)} 
Kow,  as  both  devisees  are  supposed  to  have  vested  estates  in  fee,  this 
interpretation  points  to  their  being  joint  tenants.  Independently  of 
authority  this  seems  the  preferable  construction,  as  less  violence  is 
thereby  done  to  the  testator's  langus^e  than  by  making  them  tenants 
in  common,  as  the  creation  of  a  tenancy  in  common  requires  positive 
intention. 
It  is  observable  that  both  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  Brougham 

considered  that  the  doctrine  in  question  did  not  apply  to  A 
[*442]  single  *  indivisible  chattel ;  but  such  an  exclusion  is  attended 

with  difficulty,  for  though,  certainly,  it  may  seem  rather  ab- 
Whether  ^urd  that  a  testator  should  give  a  horse  or  a  watch  tof 

doctrine  several  persons  concurrently,  yet  it  is  impossible  to  say 

mTir^ible  that  there  may  not  be  such  an  intention ;  and  where  i^ 
chattel.  j^^Q  lijjQ  ^  ]yQ  drawn  ?    Is  it  to  depend  upon  the  greater 

or  less  convenience  attending  a  joint  or  concurrent  enjoyment  of  the 
subject  of  gift  ? 
Sometimes  where  an  estate  in  fee  is  followed  by  apparently  incon- 

(t)  2  Atk.  sra.  ^     _ 

(i)  14  Vin.  Ab.  486,  pi.  8;  Anon.  Gio.  EL  9;  WaHopf.  Daitiy,  T^.  HO;  Co.  lA  11 
a,  n.  (4). 
(ti)  2  Mr.  &  K.  166. 
Ix)  8  Atk.  493. 
(y)  Co.  Lit.  112  b,  n.  (1),  by  Harg. 

1  See  McGulre  «.  Evmas,  S  Ind.  Eq.  269;  Jones's  Appeal,  t  Qtmit,  199« 
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sistent  limitations,  the  whole  has  been  reeonciled  by  reading  the  lattet 
disposition  as  applying  exclusively  to  the  event  of  the  Apparent 
prior  devisee  in  fee  dying  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the   JJJ^^Ii^"^ 
intention  being,  it  is  considered,  to  provide  a  substituted  reference  to 
devise  in  the  case  of  lapse  (z)  ;  or  by  understanding  the  ^^^' 
latter  devise  to  be  dependent  on  a  certain  contingency  mentioned  in 
the  will,  though  such  contingency  may  not  clearly  appear  to  be  at- 
tached to  it  (a). 

The  anxiety  of  the  Courts  to  adopt  such  a  construction  as  will  re> 
concile  and  give  effect  to  all  parts  of  a  will  ^  is  further  exemplified 
by  Holdfast    d.    Hitchcock  v.  Pardee  (ft),  where  a  tes-   instances  of 
tator  devised  to  A.  a  farm  in  the  occupation  of  C,  and  ^?J^  ''^"^ 
to  B.  lands  in  L.  marsh ;  and  it  appeared  that  paxt  of 
the  farm  in  the  occupation  of  G.  consisted  of  lands  in  L.  marsh ;  but 
there  was  another  estate,  not  in  his  occupation,  consisting  entirely  of 
marsh  lands  in  L. ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  subsequent  devise  was 
not,  as  contended,  a  revocation  of  the  preceding  devise,  but  that  A. 
took  the  farm,  and  6.  the  marsh  lands  not  included  in  that  farm. 

So,  where  (c)  a  testator  devised  to  A. ''  her  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators," a  house  in  T.  Street  (describing  it),  and  in  distinct 
clauses  gave  her  several  other  houses,  ^^the  whole  of  which  premises 
were  in  the  borough  of  Plymouth,  during  her  natural  life,''  but  should 
A.  have  children,  '^  the  before-mentioned  houses  "  to  descend  to  them ; 
but  if  she  should  die  without  issue  (which  happened),  then  the  "  said 
premises  "  to  become  the  joint  property  of  the  children  of  X.  The 
house  included  in  the  first  devise  being,  as  well  as  all  the  rest,  in  the 
borough  of  Plymouth,  it  was  contended  that  it  went  with  them  to 
the  children  of  X.  But  it  was  held,  that  although  the  words 
were  not  perfectly  *  accurate,  yet  they  could  not  intend  that  [*44d] 
the  testator  meant  by  the  subsequent  words  to  cut  down  the 
estate  in  fee  first  given. 

But,  perhaps,  the  strongest  authority  of  this  kind  is  Bettison  v. 
Eichards  (d),  where  a  testator,  after  devising  an  estate  pur  autre  vie, 
devised  all  other  his  estates,  real  and  personal,  wheresoever  situate, 
unto  K  L.,  her  heirs,  executors,  &c,  forever,  charged  with  debts  and 
certain  legacies ;  and  in  case  his  son  should  die  without  issue  of  his 
body  lawfully  begotten,  then  he  devised  all  his  manors,  messuages, 
tenements,  and  real  estate  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of,  situate  in  the 
the  several  counties  of  H.,  Q.,  N.,  L.,  and  D.,  and  the  town  of  N. 
(though,  it  will  be  observed,  he  had  previously  disposed  of  all  his 

(z)  Clayton  v.  Lowe^  5  B.  &  Aid.  686 ;  bnt  Mt  remarks  on  this  case  post,  Ch.  ^^.TT- 
\a)  Ley  v.  Lev,  3  M.  &  6r.  780. 

[b)  3  W.  Bl.  975;  see  alao  Wooloomb  v.  Wooloomb,  8  P.  W.  lU. 
re)  Doe  d.  Bailey  «.  Sloggett,  6  Ezdi.  107. 
f)  7  Taunt.  105. 

1  See  Davies  9.  Hoover,  112  Ind.  498;  Parks  «.  KfansS)  100  Ind.  141. 
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real  and  personal  estate),  and  also  all  his  personal  property  in  the 
public  funds  or  elsewhere  unto  the  said  £.  L.  during  her  life,  and 
after  her  decease  unto  E.  S.  in  fee.  It  appeared  that  the  testator 
had  the  reversion  in  fee  expectant  on  the  determination  of  an  estate 
tail  male  in  his  son,  in  large  estates  in  the  several  counties  specified, 
except  D.  and  the  town  of  N.,  where  he  had  lands  in  fee  simple  in 
possession.  It  was  contended,  that  the  latter  devise  was  confined  to 
the  lands  in  the  specified  counties,  of  which  the  testator  had  the  reoer^ 
Mian  only  ;  and  that  the  other  lands  wen  in  the  counties  particularized 
in  the  second  devise,  passed  under  the  first  devise ;  and  of  this  opin- 
ion appears  to  have  been  the  Court  of  G.  P.,  which  certified  that  E. 
L.  took  an  estate  in  fee  in  the  lands  in  2).  and  the  toum  of  N.,  subject 
to  the  debts,  &c. 

These  cases  also  exemplify  a  rule  which  is  certainly  not  of  less 

frequent  application  than  that  enunciated  at  the  beginning  of  this 

•ft    t     ^^^V^h  viz.,  that  where  there  is  a  clear  gift  in  a  will  it 

cut  down  by      Cannot  afterwards  be  cut  down  except  by  something 

doubtful  ex-      which  with  reasonable  certainty  indicates  the  intention 

of  the  testator  to  cut  it  down.^  It  need  not  (as  some- 
times stated)  be  equally  clear  with  the  gift.  "  You  are  not  to  insti- 
tute a  comparison  between  the  two  clauses  as  to  lucidity"  («). 
[•444]  But  the  clearly  expressed  gift  •  naturally  requires  something 
unequivocal  to  show  that  it  does  not  mean  what  it  says.  So 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his  wife  10,000^.,  '^  afterwards  to  go 
to  the  understated  residuary  legatee  E.,"  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Bacon, 
V.-C,  that  the  gift  to  the  wife  was  absolute,  and  not  cut  down  to  a 
life  interest  by  the  subsequent  words  (/). 

(e)  Per  Lord  Campbell,  Randfield  o.  Randfield,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  225,  where  the  role  was  held 
inapplicable.  For  further  instances  of  the  application  of  the  rule,  see  Clavering  «.  Ellison,  3 
Drew.  461,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  335;  Re  Larkin,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  229;  Davis  v.  Bennet,  30  Beav.  226 ; 
Walmslej  o.  Foxhall,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  605 ;  Kerr  o.  Clinton,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  462,  CxDsier  v.  Crozier, 
L.  Rm  15  Eq.  282;  Re  Bywater,  Bywater  v.  Clarke,  18  Ch.  D.  17 ;  Viscount  Exmouth  o.  Praed, 
23  Ch.  D.  158.  And  see  this  rule  further  discussed,  post,  p.  448  et  seq.  So  in  Bristow  v. 
Mansfield,  W.  N  1882,  where  there  were  two  inconsistent  residuary  gifts,  Fry,  J.^held  that 
the  first  gift  prevailed.  See  also  Re  Spenser,  Hart  o.  Manston,  54  L.  T.  597,  34  W.  R.  527. 
where  a  printed  form  of  a  wili  was  filled  up  by  the  testator  giving  all  his  real  and  personHl 
property  to  A.  with  certain  exceptions,  after  which  gift  came  a  full  residuary  clause  in  the 
usual  form  filled  in  with  the  names  of  four  other  persons  "to  and  for  their  own  use  and 
benefit/'  it  was  held  that  there  was  nothing  on  which  tho  residuary  clause  could  operate,and 
that  the  prior  gift  must  prevail.  It  would  seem  that  the  fact  that  a  will  is  on  a  pnnted  form 
mav  influence  the  Court  in  d^iding  how  it  is  to  be  construed,  see  Re  Harrison,  Turner  «. 
Heilard,  30  Ch.  D.  at  p.  394. 

(/)  Re  Percv.  Percy  v.  Percy,  24  Ch.  D.  616.  See  Byng  v.  Lord  Strafford,  5  Beav.  568; 
«.  c,  aff.  in  D,V.  sub  nom.  Hoare  v.  Byng,  10  CI.  &  Fin*.  508. 

1  See    note    of    American    editor,     ante  per  9.  Walker,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  35;  Freeman 

pp.  326,  378;  O'Bovle  v.  Thomas,  119  Ind.  r.   Coit.  96   N.  Y.  63;    Ruseboom  o.  Rose- 

243  (citing  Bailey  v.  Sangt^r,  108  Ind.  264;  boom,  81  N.   Y.  356;   Wager  v.  WageTj  96 

Thomhill  r.  Clark,  2  Clark  &  F.  22;    Col-  N.  Y.  174;  Gillmer  ».  Daix,  141  Penn.  St. 

lins  V.  Collins,  40  Ohio  St.  353;   Hocksted-  506;  Hopkins  v.  Glunt,  111  Penn.  St.  287; 

ler  V.  Hockstedler,  108  Ind.  506;  Allen  v.  McMurry  v,  Stanley,  69  Tex.  227;  Jude- 

Craft,  109  Ind.  478);  Bills  p.  Bills,  80  Iowa,  vine  r.  Judevine,  61  Vt.  587. 
289;  Alden  v.  Johnson,  63  Iowa,  124;  Caa- 
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n.  —  Rejection  of  Worde.  —  It  is  clear  that  words  and  passages  in 
a  will,  which  are  irreconcilable  with  the  general  context,  may  be 
rejected,  whatever  may  be  the  local  position  which  they   Ruie clothe 
happen  to  occupy  ;*  for  the  rule  which  gives  effect  to  the   rejection  of 
posterior  of  several  inconsistent  clauses  must  not  be  so   ^^   ^' 
applied  as  in  any  degree  to  clash  or  interfere  with  the  doctrine  which 
teaches  us  to  look  for  the  intention  of  a  testator  in  the  general  tenor 
of  the  instrument,  and  to  sacrifice  to  the  scheme  of  disposition  so  dis- 
closed any  incongruous  words  and  phrases  which  have  found  a  place 
therein  (^).* 

Thus,  in  Boon  v.  Cornforth  (h),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  the 
interest  of  6,000^.  stock  to  his  daughter  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 
upon  trust  to  dispose  of  the  principal  and  interest  to 
and  between  her  husband  and  his  (testator's)  daughter's   varla^  with 
child  and  children,  viz.  her  husband  should  have  and  en-  *^°."^.^ 
joy  one-half  of  the  interest  thereof  for  and  during  his 
natural  life,  if  there  should  be  no  child  or  children  (the  words  in 
italics  were  interlined  (i)),  and  the  child  or  children  the  other  half: 
on  his  death  his  half  should  go  to  the  child  or  children,  but  till  the 
child  or  children  attained  twenty-one  the  husband  should  have  the 
whole  interest,  and  on  the  death'  of  their  father  they  should  have 
the  remaining  3,000^. ;  but  if  no  such  child  or  children  at  the  time  of 
her  death,  or  they  should  die  before  twenty-one,  then  to  go  on  fur- 
ther'trust  as  he  should  thereafter  mention,  —  Lord  Hardwicke 
rejected  the  interlined  *  words,  as  inconsistent  and  repugnant  [*445] 
with  the  whole  disposition ;  holding  that  there  was  no  alter- 
native but  to  reject  either  these  or  the  entire  provision. 

So,  in  Coryton  v.  Helyar  (Aj),  where  a  testator  devised  lands  to  the 
the  use  of  his  son /or  ninety-nins  years,  and,  after  the  determination 
of  that  estate,  to  the  use  of  trustees  during  the  life  of  the  son,  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders ;  and,  after  the  decease  of  the  son,  to  the 

{a\  See  per  K.  Bruce,  L.  J.,  8  De  O.  &  J.  266,  367. 

(A)  3  Ves.  277;  Jones  «.  Price,  11  Sim.  567 ;  Aspinall  ».  Andns,  7  M.  &  Gr.  912;  Hanbuiy 
«.  Tyrell,  21  Bear.  822  (case  on  a  deed);  Campbell  v.  Bouskell,  27  Beav.  325,  (''aforeflaid 
nephews/'  "aforesaid"  rejected);  Smith  v,  Crabtree,  6  Ch.  D.  591  ("living  at  the  death  or 
second  marriaffe  of  my  wife  **  rejected). 

(t)  Lunn  V,  Osborne,  7  Sim.  56,  affords  another  instance  of  the  rejection  of  words  which  had 
been  interlined  hj  a  testator,  and  were  at  variance  with  the  general  context. 

(k)  2  Ck)x,  340.    See,  for  other  examples  of  powers  or  interests  reduced  within  a  limited 

Kriod  by  force  of  the  context,  Watlington  v.  Waldron,  4  D.  M.  &  0.  259;  Chapman  v.  Gil- 
rt,  id.  366. 


1  A  gift  to  certain  children  by  name  will  «  See  Wager «.  Wager,  96  N.  T.  164;  Phil- 
control  another  description  of  the  same  bene-  lips  «.  Davis,  92  N.  T.  199  (citing  Pond  v. 
ficiaries  as  '< children  of  A.,'*  unless  this  con-  Bergh,  10  Paige.  140;  Drake  v.  Pell,  8  Edw 
struction  is  prevented  by  other  Inngnage  of  251 ;  Mason  v.  Jones,  2  Barb.  229);  Bartlett 
the  will.    Hoppock  v.  Tucker,  59  N.  T.  202 ;  o.  King,  12  Mass.  537 ;  Brailsfnrd  v.  Haywood, 
Ashling  9.  Knowles,  3  Drew.  593.    See  Free-  2  Desaus.  82;  Davis  v.  Boggs,  20  Ouio  St. 
man  v.  Coit,  98  N.  Y.  68 ;  In  re  Ehle,  78  Wis.  550;  East «.  Qarrett,  84  Va.  523. 
245.    Comp.  Evens  «.  Griscom,  42  N.  J.  579, 
as  to  devise  of  a  piece  of  land  by  name. 
Dr«w  «.  Drew,  28  N.  H.  489. 
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use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  —  Lord  Hardwicke  held 
that  the  term  was,  with  reference  to  the  true  construction  of  the  sev- 
eral parts  of  the  will,  to  be  construed,  not  as  an  absolute  term,  but  as 
determinable  with  the  decease  of  the  son.^ 

AmbigaonB  ^H  several  instances  inconsistent  words  engrafted  on  a 

words  inc^-      prior  clear  and  express  devise  have  been  rejected, 
prior  devise  Thus,  where  (/)  the  devise  was  to  A.  and  her  heirs, /or 

rejected.  their  lives,  Lord  EUenborough  rejected  the  latter  words ; 

which,  he  said,  were  merely  the  expression  of  a  man  ignorant  of  the 
manner  of  describing  how  the  parties  whom  he  meant  to  benefit 
would  enjoy  the  property;  for  whatever  estate  of  inheritance  the 
heirs  might  take,  they  could  in  fact  only  enjoy  the  benefit  of  it  for 
their  own  lives.  And  where  (m)  a  testator  gave  to  his  wife,  her  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,  his  house  and  other  property,  with  the  intention 
that  she  might  enjoy  the  same  during  her  life,  and  by  her  will  dis- 
pose of  the  same  as  she  thought  proper ;  it  was  contended  that  the 
wife  took  only  a  life  interest  with  a  testamentary  power  of  appoint- 
ment ;  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  latter  part  of  the  clause  did  not 
cut  down  the  clear  gift  of  a  fee-simple  contained  in  the  former  part, 
and  that  the  testator  merely  meant  to  mention  all  the  incidents  of  a 
fee  which  occurred  to  him  at  the  time.^ 

So,  where  (n)  a  testatrix  bequeathed  an  annuity,  to  be  equally  di« 
vided  between  M.  B.,  C.  S.,  and  C.  A.,  "  to  them  and  their  heirs,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  in  the  order  they  are  now  mentioned,^^  Sir  W. 
Grant  rejected  the  latter  words  as  repugnant*  "The  propo- 
[*446]  sition,"  said  he,  "equally  to  divide  a  fund  between  •two 
persons  in  a  given  order  is  mere  nonsense,  directly  repug- 
nant. There  can  be  no  division  if  there  is  an  order  in  which  they  are 
to  take.  Suppose  it  stood  simply  a  bequest  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween A.  and  B.,  in  the  order  they  are  mentioned,  the  Court  could 

(/)  Doe  d.  Elton  v.  Stenlake,  13  East,  516.  See  also  Towns  v.  Wentwoith,  11  Moo.  P.  C. 
C.  545 ;  Hugo  v.  Williams,  L.  R.,  14  £q.  224. 

(m)  Doe  d.  Herbert  v.  Thomas,  8  Ad.  &  £11. 123,  4  Nev.  &  M.  696.  See  also  Brocklebank 
V.  Johnson,  20  Beav.  205 ;  Pasmore  v.  Huggpns,  21  Bear.  108. 

(n)  Smith  v.  Pybns,  9  Yes.  566.  See  also  Jessdn  v.  Wright,  2  Bligh,  1,  and  other  cases  of 
the  same  class  discussed,  Ch.  XXX VH.  s.  ii.;  and  Reece  v.  Steel,  2  Sim.  233;  Townley  «. 
Bolton,  1  My.  &  K.  148;  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  5  Beav.  134 ;  Be  By  water.  By  water  v.  Clarke,  18 
Ch.  D.  17. 

1  Sometimes  words  may  be  rejected  on  Nanghton  v.   McNaaghton,  84  N.  T.  201; 

grounds  of  mistake  shown  by  |>aroI,  as  where  Wynne  v,  Walthall,  37;  Rountree  v,  Talbot, 

a  codicil  WAS  by  misUke  said  to  be  to  a  will  89  111.  246. 

which  had  been  revoked.  In  re  Gordon,  1892,  *  If  land  devised  is  designated  by  a  name 

P.  128.    See  ante,  pp.  888-890.  applicable  to  all  of  it,  subsequent  description, 

^  See  O'Bovle  v.  Thomas,  115  Ind.  243.   In  intended  for  a  second  description  of  the  same 

Randfleld  v.  fiandileld,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  225,  it  is  land,  but  application  only  to  part,  will  not 

declared  that  in  applying  the  rule  that  a  clear  ordinarily  anect  the  first  designation.    Evens 

gift  in  a  will  is  not" to  be  cut  down  by  any  v,  Oriscom,  42  N.  J.  579  (citing  Drew  tr.  Drew, 

subsequent  provision   unless  the   latter   is  28  N.  H.  489).    See  also  In  re  Ehle,  78  Wis. 

equally  clear,  the  intention  of  the  testator,  445;  Freeman  v.  Coit,  96  N.  T.  68:  Hoppock 

and  not  the  comparative  clearness  of  the  two  v.  Tucker.  59  N.  T.  202,  gift  to  children  by 

parts  of  the  will,  is  to  be  regarded.    See  fur-  name,  followed  by  generaldesignation. 
ther  Riegwald  v.  Siewald,  37  III.  430;  Mo- 
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only  say  the  first  words  are  plain,  importing  equal  diyision,  a  benefit, 
and  a  personal  benefit  to  both ;  and  they  do  not  know  what  meaning 
to  put  upon  the  other  words :  they  are  insensible,  as  coupled  with 
such  preceding  words.  The  only  question  therefore  is,  whether 
words  having  a  plain  meaning  are  to  be  rejected  for  the  sake  of 
words  of  which  you  do  not  see  the  sense  or  meaning.  It  is  very 
probable  the  testatrix  might  have  had  in  her  mind  some  vague,  inde- 
finite notion  of  preference,  but  that  is  not  expressed  in  any  manner  so 
that  the  Court  can  act  upon  it ;  not  even  by  saying  the  words  import- 
ing equal  division  are  to  be  coupled  with  the  original  annuitants  and 
not  with  the  survivors.  Those  words  must  be  equally  applied  to  all 
the  persons  who  are  to  take,  or  they  must  be  equally  rejected.  It  is 
to  be  equally  divided  among  the  three;  not  a  different  division 
among  the  survivors.  In  order  to  give  effect  to  the  latter  words,  I 
should  be  under  the  necessity  of  rejecting  the  words  expressing  an 
equal  division,  retaining  the  others  with  reference  to  one  event,  and 
of  doing  the  reverse  in  reference  to  another  event.  In  the  event  of 
all  living,  I  should  have  kept  the  former  and  rejected  the  latter 
words ;  but  in  the  event  of  two  surviving,  I  am  to  reject  the  former 
and  preserve  the  latter.  There  is  no  ground  for  such  a  capricious  re- 
jection of  words  to  suit  the  event.  The  testatrix  has  not  pointed  out 
the  specific  event  in  her  contemplation,  or  showed  a  different  inten- 
tion as  to  the  accruing  parts  and  the  whole ;  and  this  order  to  take 
place  is  so  obscurely  expressed,  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  me  to 
give  any  effect  to  it" 

The  embarrassment  often  caused  by  cases  of  this  description  is  ex- 
emplified by  Morrall  v.  Sutton  (o),  where  a  testator  limited  life  inter- 
ests in  his  leasehold  property  charged  with  certain  annuities,  with 
remainder  to  S.  C,  "  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  sub- 
ject to  the  said  annuities  charged  thereon  during  her  natural  life." 
The  general  rules  above  mentioned  were  acknowledged  on  all  hands ; 
but  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  upon  the  question,  whether  or 
not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention  could  be  collected 
from  the  context  to  authorize  the  rejection  of  the  words 
"  during  her  natural  life,"  so  *  as  to  give  S.  C.  the  absolute  [*447] 
interest;  for,  in  the  absence  of  such  evidence,  those  words 
being  placed  last  must,  according  to  the  general  rule,  overrule  the 
preceding  words  "executors,  &c.,"  thereby  limiting  S.  C.*s  interest  to 
a  life-estate.  Coleridge,  J.,  in  a  valuable  judgment,  supported  the 
affirmative  against  the  opinions  of  Parke,  B.  (who,  with  Coleridge, 
J.,  assisted  the  L.  C.  upon  the  appeal),  and  of  Lord  Langdale,  M.  K., 
from  whom  the  appeal  was  brought.  The  case  was  ultimately 
compromised. 

(o)  4  Bear.  478, 1  Phil.  688. 
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Words  not  to  But  words  are  not  to  be  expunged  upon  mere  conjec- 
uniew^inwu-  *^^®J  ^^^  unless  actually  irreconcilable  with  the  context 
ftbtent.  of  the  will,  though  the  retention  of  them  may  produce 

rather  an  absurd  consequence. 
Thus,  where  (^)  a  testator  after  bequeathing  certain  property  to 
Thomas  Brailsford,  son  of  his  nephew  Samuel  Brailsford,  devised  his 
real  estates  '^  to  the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Brailsford  and  his  assigns, 
for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to 
the  use  of  the  said  Thomas  Brailsford^  son  of  my  nephew^  Samuel 
Brailsford^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  forever."  The  only  Thomas  Brails- 
ford mentioned  in  the  will  was  the  son  of  Samuel,  but  the  testator 
had  another  nephew  of  that  name  (who  was  uncle  of  the  legatee), 
to  whom,  therefore,  it  was  contended,  that  the  devise  to  '<  the  said 
Thomas  Brailsford,"  applied,  though  he  was  not  before  named,  ac- 
cording to  the  case  in  Hawkins  {q)^  that  father  and  son  having  the 
same  name,  the  son,  not  the  father,  is  distinguished  by  an  addition  (r). 
The  words  "  the  said,"  it  was  observed,  might  be  considered  surplus- 
age ;  and  that  the  devise  was  either  void  for  uncertainty,  or,  there 
must  be  an  inquiry.  But  Sir  W.  Grant  said,  that  it  was  impossible 
to  contend  that  there  was,  prima  facie,  any  ambiguity  in  the  descrip- 
tion ;  by  the  words,  "  the  said  Thomas  Brailsford,"  the  Thomas 
Brailsford  who  had  been  before  mentioned  was  sufficiently  described. 
'^  The  argument  on  the  other  side,"  he  said,  '^  rests  chiefly  on  the  in- 
consistency of  giving  to  the  same  person,  in  the  same  sentence,  an 
estate  for  life  and  also  an  estate  in  fee ;  there  is  certainly  a  particu- 
larity in  that ;  hut  the  devise  as  it  stands  is  not^  so  insensible  or  contra- 
dictory  as  to  drive  the  Court  to  the  necessity  of  expunging  or  adding 
words  to  give  it  a  meaning ;  "  and  this  decree  was  affirmed  by  Lord 

Eldon  {s). 
[*448]  *  And  though  repugnant  expressions  will  yield  to  an  inten- 
tion and  purpose  expressed  or  apparent  upon  the  general  con- 
text, yet  it  does  not  appear  that  a  bequest  actually  made,  or  a  power 
given,  can  be  controlled  merely  by  the  reason  assigned.  The  assigned 
Devise  not  reason  may  aid  the  construction  of  doubtful  words,  but 
J^*^"^  ^^  cannot  warrant  the  rejection  of  words  that  are  clear  if). 
assigned.  Thus,  where  (ic)  a  testator  expressed  his  conviction  of 

the  honor  and  justice  of  his  trustees,  and  made  that  conviction  the 
ground  of  his  reposing  in  them  the  trust  of  distributing  his  prop- 
erty among  his  relations,  authorizing  them  to  fix  both  the  objects  and 


li 


Ip)  Chambers  v  Brailsford,  18  Yes.  368;  and  see  Mellieh  «.  Mellish,  4  Yes.  48. 

\q)  3  Hawk.  P  C.  an,  8.  106. 

(r)  See  aliio  Goodrifcht  d.  Hall  tr.  Hall,  1  Wils.  148.  ^^     .  . 

(*)  19  Yes.  652,  2  Mer.  25;  see  also  Roe  «.  Foster,  9  East  406 ;  Ridgewaj  •.  Mnnkittrick, 
1  D.  &  War.  90,  91;  Bidoiit  r.  Pain,  3  Atk.  493;  Langley  ».  Thomas,  6  D.,  M.  &  G. 
646. 

(0  Per  Sir  W.  Grunt,  16  Yes.  46;  and  see  4  Yes.  808;  Thompson  •.  Whitelock,  6  Jur.  N. 
S  991 

(«)  Cole  V.  Wade,  16  Yes.  27. 
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the  proportions,  but  afterwards  gave  the  power  in  express  terms,  to 
them,  and  the  heirs,  executors  and  administrators  of  the  survivor  of 
them  —  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.,  observed,  "  Though  it  seems  very  incon- 
gruous and  inconsequential  to  extend  to  unknown  and  unascertained 
persons  the  power  which  personal  knowledge  and  confidence  had  in- 
duced the  testator  to  confide  to  his  original  trustees  and  executors, 
yet  I  am  not  authorized  to  strike  these  words  out  of  the  will,  upon 
the  supposition,  though  not  improbable,  that  they  were  introduced  in 
this  part  by  inadvertence  or  mistake/* 

TTT  DUtinct  GUI t  not  controlled  by  GUI t  in  general  terms.  — 

Again,  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  a  devise  in  general  terms  shall  not, 
even  though  otherwise  inoperative,  be  held  to  control  an-   d^.^^^  \^ 
other  devise  made  in  distinct  terms.    Thus,  in  BorreU  v.   generaUerms 
Haigh  (x),  where  a  testatrix  devised  all  her  messuages,    troi  another 
cottages,  closes,  lands,  and  hereditaments  at  H.  to  A.,  and   <l«'*"<^*  d«v'«»- 
afterwards  gave  all  her  copyhold  estates  and  hereditaments  at  N. 
and  T.  and  elsewhere  ;  and  it  appeared  that  the  only  place  besides  N. 
and  T.,  in  which  the  testatrix  had  copyholds,  was  H. :  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  R.,  held,  nevertheless,  that  the  prior  devise,  which  per  se  clearly 
carried  the  copyholds  at  H.,  was  not  defeated  by  the  vague  expres- 
sion which  followed. 

So  in  Greenwood  v.  Sutcliffe  (y),  where  a  testator  devised  his  estate 
called  S.,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  Anna  for  life,  and  at  her  death  the 
trustees  were  to  stand  seised  thereof,  "and  also  of  all  accruing  share 
and  interest  to  which  she  might  become  entitled  by  survivor- 
ship under  the  trusts  of  his  will  or  otherwise,"  *  to  the  use  of  [♦449] 
her  children  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.  And  the  testator 
devised  another  estate,  called  R.,  to  trustees  to  hold  in  trust  for  his 
daughter  Maria,  for  life  ;  and  after  her  death  (in  the  events  which  hap- 
pened), to  stand  seised  thereof  to  the  use  of  the  testator^s  son  Wil- 
liam and  his  said  daughter  Anna,  or  such  of  them  as  should  be  then 
living,  their  heirs  and  assigns  in  equal  shares.  Maria  died  before  the 
testator ;  and  upon  the  death  of  Anna,  who  survived  her  father  and 
sister,  her  children  claimed  the  R.  estate  under  the  words  contained 
in  the  former  part  of  the  will,  "all  accruing  share,"  &c.,  on  the 
ground  that  the  effect  of  them  was,  in  the  events  which  had  happened, 
to  limit  the  R  estate,  after  the  death  of  Anna,  to  her  children.  But 
it  was  held,  that  the  direct  and  express  limitation  of  the  R.  estate  to 
William  and  Anna,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common, 
was  not  controlled  by  the  words  in  question,  although  no  other  opera- 
tion could  be  attributed  to  them. 


»)  2  Jar.  229.    See  also  Sidebotham  9  Wataon,  11  Hare,  170  (4th  question). 
)  14  C.  B.  226. 


% 
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Clear  devise  It  is  to  be  observed,  too,  that  a  devise  of  lands,  in  clear 

b^^8ub«Mueat  *^*^  technical  terms,  will  not  be  controlled  by  expres- 
inaccurate  sions  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  inaccurately  refer- 
refennoe.  ^^^  ^  ^^^  devise,  in  terms  which,  had  they  been  used 

in  the  devise  itself,  would  have  conferred  a  different 
estate,  if  the  discordancy  appear  to  have  sprung  merely  from  a  negli- 
gent want  of  adherence  to  the  langu^e  of  the  preceding  devise. 

Thus,  where  (z)  a  testatrix  devised  lands  to  her  eldest  daughter  A. 
8.,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  forever,  with  remainder  over,  charged 
with  a  sum  of  money  to  be  raised  out  of  the  yearly  profits ;  and  the 
testatrix  declared  it  to  be  her  will  that  her  executors  (thereinafter 
named)  should  stand  seised  of  the  lands  until  they  should  have  raised 
the  said  sum,  or  until  the  same  should  be  discharged  by  A.  S.  and  her 
heirs  ;  and  after  the  raising  or  payment  thereof  by  the  said  A.  S.  or 
her  heirs,  then  that  A.  S.  and  her  heirs  should  enjoy  the  said  lands 
for  ever  (a).  It  was  held  that  the  word  "heirs"  (of  A.  S.)  thrice  re- 
peated, referred  to  the  special  designation  of  heirs  to  whom  the  estate 
was  devised  in  the  beginning  of  the  will,  and  were  not  intended  to 
introduce  a  new  and  more  general  denomination  of  heirs,  and  to 
revoke  the  express  estate  tail  given  in  the  beginning  of  the  will. 

So,  where  (h)  the  devise  was  to  A.  and  the  heirs  male  of 
[*450]  his  *  body,  and,  in  case  he  should  die  vnthovt  issue,  then  over, 
the  words  '^  without  issue  "  were  held  to  mean  without  issue 
male. 

Both  the  preceding  cases  exhibit  deficiency,  rather  than  repugnancy 
of  expression,  and  will  serve,  therefore,  not  inaptly  to  conduct  to  the 
commencing  subject  of  the  next  chapter. 


i: 


it)  Doe  d.  Hanson  t7.  Fvldes,  Cowp.  833. 

\a)  The  words  '*  for  eyer  "  were  not  strictly  repugnant,  as  an  estate  tail  is  capable  of  per- 
petuity of  duration. 

(6)  Tuck  h,  Frencham,  Moore,  13,  pi.  50, 1  And.  8;  see  also  Ellioombe  «.  Gompertz,  3 
Mj.  &  Cr.  127;  HiUersdon  r.  Lowe,  2  Hare,  356;  Mortimer  v.  Hartley,  3  De  6.  &  S.  333. 
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AS  TO  SUPPLTTNG,  TBANSPOSING^   AND  CHA17GING  W0BD8. 

I.  As  to  Supplying  Words 451 

II.  As  to  the  Transposition  of  Words  and  Clauses 465 

III.  As  to  Changing  Words 469 

1  —  Am  to  supplying  Words.^  -^  It  is  established  that  where  it  is 
clear  on  the  face  of  a  will  that  the  testator  has  not  ac-   words  mar 
curately  or  completely  expressed  his  meaning  by  the   be  supplied, 
words  he  has  used,  and  it  is  also  clear  what  are  the  words 
which  he  has  omitted  (a),  those  words  may  be  supplied,  in  order  to 
effectuate  the  intention,  as  collected  from  the  context    Of  this  we 
have  a  very  simple  example  in  an  early  case,  where  a   <*wtthoot 
devise  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and,  if  he  should   issue '/ 
die,  then  over,  was  read  "and  if  he  should  die  without   '"P^**  * 

So,  where  (e)  a  man  having  three  sons,  John,  Thomas,  and  William, 
devised  lands  to  John,  his  eldest  son,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  after 
the  death  of  Alice,  the  devisor's  wife ;  and  declared  that  if  John  died, 
living  Alice,  William  should  be  his  heir.  And  the  testator  devised 
other  lands  to  Thomas,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and,  if  he  died  with- 
out issue,  then  that  John  should  be  his  heir ;  and  he  devised  other 
lands  to  William  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and,  if  all  his  sons  should 

(a)  See  Hope  v.  Potter,  8  K.  &  J.  206;  per  K.  Bruce,  L.  J.,  8  De  G.  &  J.  266, 267. 
i6)  Anon.  I  And.  33;  see  also  Atkins  v.  Atkins,  Cro.  £11.  248. 
(c)  Spalding  v.  Spalding,  Cro.  Car.  185. 

1  Words  may  be  supplied  when  it  is  clear,  regard  to  which  of  two  or  more  words  of 

beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  what  the  omitted  similar  signification  will  more  appropriately 

words  are.    Aulick  r.  Wallace,  12  Bush,  631 ;  supply  the  omission.     Aulick   v.  Wallace, 

Heald  r.  Heald,  56  Md.  301;  Boston  Safe  De-  supra;  Nichols  ».  Boswell,  103  Mo.  161.    But 

posit  Co.  V.  Coifin,  152  Mass.  95;  Qreenough  words  can  never  be  supplied   to  create  »n 

V.  Cass,  64  N.  H.  326;  Patterson  v.  Read,  42  intent.    Hill  v,  Downes,  126  Mass.  609,  512; 

N.  J.  Eo.  146;  Ho«rerton  v.  Henderson,  88  Butterfield  v.  Hamant,  106  Mass.  830.    See 

W.  C.  597;  Hawes  ».  Foote,  64  Texas,  22;  Towle  p.  Delano,  144  Mass.  95 ;  Hollingsworth 

East  V.  Garrett,  84  Va.  523;  Covenhoven  r.  v.  Hollingsworth,  65  Ala.  321  (citing  Sherrod 

Shuler,  2  Paige.  122;  Derkins  «.  HoUis,  7  r.  Sherrod,  38  Ala.  537);  Vamer's  Appeal, 

Gill  &  J.  311;  Creswell  v.  Lawson,  Id.  227  i  87  Penn.  St.  422.     Nor  against  a  manifest 

Pickerings.  Langdon,  22 Maine, 429;  Geifrc'rv.  mtention  to  omit  them.    (Sildwell  r.  Willis, 

Brown,  4  McCord,  418 ;  Lynch  «.   Hill,  6  57  Miss.  555.    Further  see  Liston  r.  Jenkins, 

Munf.  114.     And  it  is  no  objection  to  sup-  2  W.  Va.  62  ;  McKeehan  v,  Wilson,  53  Penn. 

plying  the  words  that  persons  may  differ  m  St.  74. 
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die  without  heirs  of  their  bodies,  theu  that  his  lands  should  be  to  the 
children  of  his  brother.  John  died  in  the  lifetime  of  Alice,  leaving 
a  son ;  and  the  Court  held,  that,  upon  the  whole  context  of  the  will, 
the  construction  should  be  **  if  John  died  without  issue,  living  Alice ; " 
and  that  this  was  the  intent  appeared,  it  was  said,  by  other  parts  of  the 
will,  the  other  sons  having  other  lands  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies ;  and  that  if  they  all  died  without  issue,  it  should  be  to 
[*462]  his  brother's  children,  not  meaning  to  disinherit  any  ♦  of  his 
children.  And  it  was  declared  not  to  be  a  contingent  re- 
mainder or  limitation  to  abridge  the  former  express  limitation. 

And  in  several  instances  where  a  testator,  in  a  will  made  before  the 
"Without  year  1838,  had  used  the  phrase  "  without  leaving  issue  " 
"  wUhottt^  and  "  without  issue  "  indifferently,  in  bequests  of  person- 
leaving  alty^  In  regard  to  which  alone  (as  hereafter  -shown)  the 

*""••  difference  of  expression  is  material,  the  word  "  leaving  " 

has  been  supplied,  in  order  to  produce  uniformity,  which,  it  was  con- 
sidered, must  have  been  intended  {d).^ 

So,  in  the  leading  case  of  Abbott  v.  Middleton  (e)  a  testator  gave 
*»Dving,'*  an  annuity  of  2,000/.  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  directed 

without  i«»^  funds  to  be  set  apart  for  securing  it,  "  and  on  her  decease 
ing  a  child."  the  sums  provided  and  set  apart  for  such  payment  to  be- 
come the  property  of  my  son  A.  so  far  as  he  the  said  A.  my  son  shall 
receive  the  interest  on  such  sum  during  his  life,  and  on  his  demise  the 
principal  sum  to  become  the  property  of  any  child  or  children  he  may 
leave,  and  in  such  sums  as  my  said  son  shall  will  and  direct ;  but  in 
case  of  my  son  dying  before  his  mother,  then  and  in  that  case  the 
principal  sum  to  be  divided  between  the  children  of  my  daughters  '' 
B.,  C.  and  D.  The  son  A.  having  died  before  his  mother  but  leaving 
a  child,  the  question  was,  whether  the  words  "  without  leaving  any 
child  "  could  be  supplied  after  the  word  "  dying  "  in  the  final  gift 
over,  so  as  to  leave  the  child  of  A.  in  possession  of  the  property,  and 
it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Romilly,  M.  R.,  that  those  words  must  be  sup- 
plied. Referring  to  Spalding  v.  Spalding  (/),  he  said  the  principal 
ground  of  the  decision  there  seemed  to  him  to  be  the  expression 
of  the  testator's  intention  that  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  first 
son  should  take,  and  it  was  to  be  observed  that  they  could  take 
only  by  descent  through  the  father,  whereas  in  the  present  case  they 
took  vested  interests  direct  from  the  testator.     The  judgment  of  the 

id)  Sheppard  v.  Leraingham,  Amb.  139.  See  also  Radford  «.  Radford,  1  Kee.  486,  where 
freeholds  and  leaseholds  were  combined  in  the  same  devise.  And  see  Greenway  v.  Green- 
way,  1  Gif.  131,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  128.  Cf.  Pve  r.  Linwood,  6  Jur.  613,  stated  post,  Ch.  XU. 
8.  1,  n.  As  re^rds  wills  made  since  1887  it  is  provided  by  sect.  29  of  the  Wills  Act  that 
word^  in  a  devise  or  bequest  importing  failure  of  issue  are  to  mean  issoe  living  at  the  death 
unless  a  contrary  intention  appears  by  the  will.    See  further  on  this  point,  post,  Ch.  Xll. 

(e)  21  Beav  143.  7  H.  L.  Ca.  68.    And  see  Brotberton  v.  Bury,  18  Beav.  65. 

(/)  Ante,  p.  461. 

I  Norton  v.  Griffith,  1  Har.  &  G.  HI;  Brown  v.  Brown,  1  Dana,  89  j   Lynch  •. 
Hill,  6  Munf.  114. 
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M.  K.  wa3  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords^  principally  on  the 

same  ground  (g).    A  •  clear  gift  was  not  to  be  divested  but  [*453] 

by  an  unmistakable  provision  to  that  effect  (A). 

The  following  decisions  afford  further  examples   of   supply  of 
the  supply  of  words  from  the  context  of  a  will  which  words  from 
as  it  stands  is  inconsistent,  so  as  to  render  the  will   mconsutent 
consistent.  ^^^* 

In  Kirkpatrick  v.  Kilpatrick  (*),  where  a  sum  of  money  was  be- 
queathed to  J.  and  S.  to  be  equally  divided ;  but  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  either  of  them  before  he  attained  the  age  of  ^^^^  „  ^^^^^ 
twenty-cne  years,  and  without  issue,  his  share  to  go  to  tw«ut;r^Qe** 
the  survivor;  but  in  the  event  of  both  dying  without  ""PP**«^- 
issue,  then  over ;  Lord  Erskine,  on  the  authority  of  Sheppard  v.  Les- 
singham  {k),  supplied  the  words  "  under  twenty-one,"  m  the  ulterior 
bequest. 

The  case  of  Lang  v.  Pugh  {I)  was  of  the  same  kind.     A  testator 
gave  a  sum  of  money,  in  trust  for  his  son  T.  for  life,  and  after  his  death 
for  his  lawful  issue  if  then  of  age  or  married,  equally  if    u  on  mar- 
more  than  one,  if  only  one  the  whole  to  go  to  such  only   rjag®"  'ead 
child;  or  in  case   such  child  or  children  of  his  son   one  or  mar- 
should  be  under  age  at  the  death  of  the  son,  then  "  to  be   "«««•" 
divided  or  paid  to  him,  her,  or  them,  in  manner  aforesaid,  on  their 
attaining  their  respective  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  if  sons,  or 
if  daughters,  on  their  marriage  respectively."     Sir  K.  Bruce,  V.-C, 
read  the  will  as  if  it  had  been  written,  <<  or,  in  the  case  of  daughters 
marrying  earlier,  upon  marriage ; "  he  thought  it  improbable  that  the 
testator  could  "  have  meant  a  daughter  of  T.  surviving  her  father, 
and  having  attained  majority  in  her  father's  lifetime,  to  take  the 
fund  or  a  portion  of  it  absolutely,  though  never  married,  but  that  he 
meant  altogether  to  exclude  any  daughter,  a  minor  at  her  father's 
death,  if  not  then  married,  unless  she  should  at  some  period  of  her 
life  marry." 

In  the  foregoing  cases  the  testator  had  used  expressions  that  were, 
or  were  considered  to  be,  plainly  elliptical.  Some  contingency  or 
state  of  circumstances  that  was  present  to  his  mind  was  imperfectly 

(a)  By  Lords  Chelmsford  and  St.  Leonards;  Lords  Cranworth  and  Wensleydale  diss. 
Wnether  the  words  were  supplied  or  not  the  will  remamed  incomplete.  If  they  were  not 
supplied,  the  testator's  bounty  to  his  grandchildren  would  depend  on  their  father's  surviving 
hia  mother,  which  appeared  unreasonable.  If  they  were  supplied,  and  the  son  survived  his 
mother  and  died  leaving  no  child,  the  fund  would  not  go  to  the  children  of  the  daughters  but 
would  fall  into  the  residue. 

(A)  See  Hope  v.  Potter.  3  K.  &  J.  206. 

(i)  13  Ves.  476;  see  also  Weable  v.  Withers,  16  Sim.  505.  But  ftee  Else  v.  Else,  L.  R., 
13  Eq.  196.  In  Radley  v.  Lees,  3  M.  &  Gr.  327,  the  codicil  showed  that  the  testator's  in- 
tention would  be  defeated  by  supplying  the  words  there  proposed  to  be  inserted  in  the  wiU. 

<k)  Ante.  p.  432.  n.  (r/). 

(0  1  Y.  &  G.  C.  C.  718;  see  also  King  v  Cullen,  2  De  G.  &  S.  252:  Wnodbume  v.  Wood- 
bume,  3  id.  643.  So,  m  Re  Dear,  Helby  v.  Dear,  61  L.  T.  432,  38  W.  R.  31,  where  there  was 
a  gift  to  the  testator's  widow  so  long  as'she  should  remain  unmarried,  with  a  gift  over  on  her 
death,  Kay,  J.,  held  that  the  words  **  or  marriage  *'  must  be  supplied. 
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described.    But  the  Court  cannot  provide  for  an  event  which  appears 

to  have  been  absent  from  the  testator's  mind,  however  strange 
[*454]  the  omission  may  be.    Thus  in  Eastwood  v.  *  Lockwood  (m), 

where  a  testator  disposed  of  all  his  property  on  trusts  for  the 
maintenance  of  his  children  until  Hannah,  the  youngest,  attained 
twenty-one ;  and  as  soon  as  she  attained  that  age  he  disposed  of  his 

personal  estate  among  certain  of  his  children ;  and  as  to 
Sp^ion  ^  specified  part  of  his  real  estate,  he  devised  it  to  his 
supplied; but  son  A.  in  tail  male,  subject  to  a  certain  charge;  and  as 
contemplated  ^  Other  Specified  parts,  he  devised  one  to  each  of 
^'" ^d^dt         ^^^  other  sous  in  tail  male,  with  a  gift  over  " in  case 

any  of  his  said  sons  should  die  during  the  minority  of 
Hannah,  or  in  the  event  of  any  of  them  dying  without  such  lawful 
issue  as  aforesaid,  and  either  before  or  after  their  or  his  share  should 
be  divisible  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  will "  (t.  6.,  before 
Hannah  attained  twenty-one) ;  A.  died  before  that  time  leaving  issue, 
and  it  was  argued,  on  the  authority  of  Spalding  v.  Spalding  (n),  that 
his  estate  was  not  cut  down.  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C.,  agreed  that  the 
words  "  in  case  of  any  son  dying  during  the  minority  of  Hannah " 
standing  alone  would  have  brought  the  case  within  that  authority : 
but  the  words  that  followed  made  it  different.  The  testator  had  put 
two  classes  of  events  together.  He  had  said,  '^  I  point  to  a  dying  in 
the  one  case  simpliciter  during  a  given  epoch.  I  point  to  a  dying 
without  issue  in  the  other  case  generally,  either  before  or»after  Han- 
nah attains  twenty-one.''  It  was  true  that  in  one  sense  the  second 
alternative  might  be  included  in  the  first,  yet  still  it  was  emphatic ; 
and  although  it  seemed  strange  to  suppose  that  he  meant  it  in  this 
sense,  yet  if  he  did,  he  could  hardly  have  expressed  himself  more 
clearly.  Notwithstanding  the  existence  of  issue,  therefore,  the  estate 
of  A.  was  divested  and  went  over. 

The  principle  of  supplying  omitted  words  has  been  applied  in 
numerous  other  cases,  from  which  the  following  have  been  selected, 
as  affording  apt  examples  of  its  application. 

Thus,  where  (o)  a  testator  having  two  sisters,  A.  H.  and  M.  J.,  and 
also  two  cousins,  F.  and  G.,  devised  his  estate  at  A.  to  his  sister 
A.  H.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  sister  M.  J.  for  life,  remainder  to 
another  person  for  life,  remainder  to  F.  in  tail,  remainder  to  G.  in 
tail,  with  remainders  over ;  and  then  devised  another  estate  to  B.   '^  to 

his  sister  M.  J.  for  life,  or  if  she  should  survive  his  wife  and 
[*466]  sister  A,  If.,  so  th<U  she  should  come  into  possession  of  •  the 

estate  at  -4.,"  then  to  L.  J.  for  life^  towards  the  support  of  his 
cousins  F.  and  G.,  remainder  to  the  said  G.  in  fee.    M.  J.  survived 

(m)  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  487. 

In)  Ante,  p.  461. 

(o)  Doe  d.  Leach  v.  Micklem,  6  East,  486;  see  also  Webb  v.  Hearing,  Cro.  Jac.  415;  Anon. 
2  Vent.  863;  Pearsall  «.  Simpaon,  16  Yes.  29;  Lord  Eldon's  judgment  in  Doe  d.  Planner  «. 
Scudamore,  2  B.  &  P.  296. 


CH.  XVI.]  A8  TO  SUPPLYING  W0BD8.  491 

the  testator's  widow,  but  not  his  sister  A.  H.,  and  it  was  therefore 
contended  that  the  remainder  to  L.  J.  and  G.  failed ;  but   Words 
the  Court  decided,  that,  as  the  word  or  so  placed  was  un-   p'JJPjie^OT  an 
intelligible,  being  referrible  to  no  other  alternative ;  and  alternative 
as  it  was  apparent  from  the  whole  context  that  the  tes-   ^ough^not     ' 
tator  had  in  contemplation  another  alternative,  namely,  expressed, 
the  death  of  his  sister  M.  J.,  and  that  he  meant  to  make  a  provision 
after  the  death  of  his  sisters  for  his  cousin  G.  as  well  as  his  cousin 
F.,  which  was  not  satisfied  by  only  giving  G.  a  remainder  in  tail  after 
a  remainder  in  tail  to  his  brother  F. ;  in  order  to  rpnder  the  sentence 
complete  and  sensible,  and  to  give  effect  to  the  apparent  intent  of  the 
testator,  the  necessary  words  might  be  supplied  to  make  the  devise 
read  as  a  gift  to  his  sister  M.  J.  for  life,  and  aftbb  heb  death,  or  if 
she  should  survive  his  wife  (p)  and  sister  A.  H.y  so  that  she  should 
come  into  possession  of  the  estate  at  A.,  then  over  to  L.  J.,  who  con- 
sequently took  a  vested  remainder,  and  was  entitled  in  the  events 
that  had  happened. 

But  no  case,  probably,   has  gone  further  in  supplying  words  in 
compliance  with  the  intention  appearing  by  the  context,  than  Doe  d. 
Wickham  v.  Turner  {q),  where  the  testator's  deficiency   object  sup- 
of  expression  left  the  devise  without  an  object.    The  will   P^ed  by 

ittiBrciicfi  tn 

was  in  these  words :  "  I  give  unto  H.  W.  a  messuage  or  preceding 
tenement  now  in  the  possession  of  W.  Item,  I  give  fur-  dev>««- 
ther  unto  my  nephew  H.  W.  half  part  of  my  garden,  and  100^.  stock 
in  the  4  per  cent.  Bank  annuities.  /  give,  further,  my  yard,  stables, 
cowhouse,  and  all  other  outhouses  in  the  said  yard,  my  sister  M.  W. 
to  have  the  interest  and  profits  during  her  life.''  The  question  was, 
whether  the  nephew  was  entitled  to  the  yard  under  this  devise.  The 
Court  (Best,  J.,  diss.)  decided  in  the  affirmative  :  for  as  the  testator 
had  used  the  word  "  further  "  in  the  preceding  part  of  his  will,  when 
he  made  an  additional  gift  to  the  same  devisee,  and  as  the  clause 
would  otherwise  have  been  senseless  and  inoperative,  the  words  "  to 
him  "  might  be  supplied,  and  then  it  was  a  devise  to  M.  W.  for  life, 
remainder  to  her  son  H.  W.  in  fee  (r). 

•  So,  in  Langston  v.  Pole  («),  where  a  testator,  passing  over  [*456] 
the  first  son  of  A.  (his  son  and  devisee  for  life),  proceeded  to 

(p )  It  does  not  distinctlj  appear  why  the  death  of  the  wife  is  introduced ;  but  probably  she 
had  a  life  estate  in  the  property  at  A. ;  or,  perhapn,  it  was  because  the  wife  had  a  life  annuity 
of  50/.  out  of  estate  A.;  and  that,  thereforef  M.  J.  was  not  intended  to  lose  estate  B.  till  after 
the  cesser  of  that  charge  upon  her  interest  in  estate  A. 

(o)  2  D.  &  Ry.  398. 

(r)  There  must  be  a  mistake  in  this,  as  the  will  was  destitute  of  an^  njound  for  raisinfi^  a 
fee  in  the  devisees,  and  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  Court  to  determme  the  quantity  of  the 
devisee's  interest. 

(t)  2  M.  &  Pav.  490,  5  Bing.  328,  Taml.  119,  and  in  D.  P.  nom.  Langston  v.  Lang- 
ston, 8  Bli.  167,  i  CI.  &  Fin.  194,  Sugd.  Law  of  Prop.  370.  See  also  Newburgfa  «. 
Newburgh,  Sag.  Law  of  Prop.  367;  Parker  v.  TooUl,  11  H.  L.  Ca.  143;  Re  Blake,  19 
W.  B.  765. 


492  BUPPLTING,  TRANSPOSING,  AND   CHANOINO  WORDS.      [CH.  ZVI. 

limit  the  estate  to  the  '^  second,  third,  fourth^  fifth,  and  all  and  eveij 
Limiution  to  Other  the  flon  and  sons  of  the  body,  sons  of  A.  lawfully 
ewy^othM-  ^  ^®  begotten  severally  and  successively  in  remainder 
BOD  to  be  in  seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth  "  in  tail  male, 

tomcklde *^^  and  then  to  the  first  and  other  daughters  of  A.  in  like 
eldest 8oa.  manner:  on  a  case  from  Chancery  the  Court  of  C.  B. 
supplied  the  vacancy  in  the  series  of  limitations,  by  holding  the  first 
son  to  take  an  estate  tail  immediately  expectant  on  his  father's  de- 
cease. It  appears  that  the  Court  of  B.  R.  had  come  to  an  opposite 
conclusion  upon  the  same  will.  Neither  Court  gave  reasons.  The 
decision  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.  was  affirmed  in  D.  P.  Lord  Brougham 
relied  on  the  trusts  of  a  term,  which  were,  in  case  there  should  be 
only  one  son  and  one  daughter,  to  raise  a  portion  for  the  daughter ; 
an  absurd  provision,  if  the  daughter  herself  took  the  estate,  as  she 
would,  under  the  circumstances,  unless  the  son  did.  However,  he 
was  of  opinion  that  the  phrase  "  other  sons  "  included  the  first  son, 
and  therefore  the  decision  of  the  Court  below  was  rights  without 

supplying  any  words  {t), 
[*4o7]      *  But  although  the  general  rule  of  construction  as  regards 
wills  is  to  extend  the  words  ^'  to  be  begotten ''  to  issue  begot- 

(0  See  also  Clements  v.  Paske,  3  Dougl  384,  cit.  1  M.  &  Sel.  130,  2  CI.  k  Fin.  230,  n.  The 
devise  was  to  trustees  during  the  life  of  J.  C,  upon  trust  for  J  C.  for  life,  and  after  his  de- 
cease, to  the  eldest  son  of  J.  C,  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  likewise  to  the  second, 
third,  and  every  other  son  of  J.  C.  successively,  according  to  seniority',  and  tlie  several  and 
re^p^  ctive  heirs  male  of  the  body  and  bodies  oif  such  (omitting  the  firh't  son)  second,  third,  or 
other  son  or  sons,  the  eldeit  of  tuck  sons  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  being  alwa^'s  preferred 
to  and  tMkv.  before  any  of  the  younger  sons  and  the  heirs  male  of  hi:*  ix)dy,  and,  incase  of  such 
issue  male  failing  by  J.  C,  then  over.  It  was  held  in  B.  K.  that  the  eldest  son  of  J.  C.  to<  k 
an  estate  tail,  and  not  an  estate  for  life.  Lord  Mansfield  seems  to  have  chiefly  relied  on  the 
word  ^Mikewise,"  as  indicating  an  intention  that  the  first  8on  t-hould  have  the  Fame  ei^tate  as 
the  younger  sons,  and  not  on  the  word  "  other"  as  (according to  Lord  Brougham's  judgment 
in  I^ngston  v.  Lang^ton)  he  might  have  done.  In  Owen  v.  Smyth,  2  H.  Bl.  694,  Kx  re,  C.  J., 
doubted  whether  words  such  as  tliose  which  afterwards  occurred  m  Langston  v.  I^ngston.  could 
in  a  deed  be  considered  to  give  an  estate  tail  to  the  eldest  son.  In  Barnacle  r.  Nightingale, 
14  Sim.  456,  there  was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  hisjirtt  «rm,  and^fvr 
default  of  such  issue,  to  the  second,  third,  &c.,  and  all  and  every  other  son  and  sons  of  A., 
and  the  heirs  of  his  or  their  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  the  elder  always  to  be  preferred  and  to 
take  before  the  younger  of  such  sons  and  the  heirs  of  his  body:  Shadwell,  V.-C,  decided  that 
the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  first  son  had  been  omitted,  and  could  not  be 
supplied,  and  that  such  son  took  oniy  an  estate  for  life.  The  Court  of  B.  R.  decided  the 
direct  contrary  on  the  same  will,  Doe  a.  Harris  v.  Taylor,  10  Q.  B.  718;  and  with  the  latter 
decision  agrees  Galley  v.  Barrineton,  2  Bin^.  387,  in  which,  upon  a  settlement  expressed  in 
very  similar  words,  t1ie  Court  of  C.  B.  held  that  the  limitation  *'  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  '* 
included  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  first  as  well  as  of  the  second  and  younger  sons ;  and 
Owen  V.  Sm^'th,  2  H.  Bl.  594,*where  the  limitations  in  a  deed  were  to  the* use  of  N.  for  life, 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of  N.,  and  for  default  of  such  issue  to  the  use  of  the 
second,  third,  and  all  and  every  other  son  and  sons  of  N.  successively,  and  of  the  several  heirs 
male  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  ail  and  every  such  son  and  sons^  so  that  the  elder  of  such  sons 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  and  their  bodies  should  always  take  before  the  younger  of  the  same 
sons  and  the  heirn  male  of  his  and  their  body  and  bodies ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  words  in 
italics  included  the  firFt  son  as  well  aw  the  others  and  gave  him  an  estate  tail.  It  must  be 
observed  that  the  authority  of  Doe  v,  Taylor  is  impaired  by  the  reasons  given  for  the  decision, 
viz.  that  the  words  ''for  default  of  such  issue  *'  did  not,  a.s  is  the  universal  rule,  mean  for  de- 
fault of  such  issue  as  took  under  ue  prevlons  limitation,  that  is,  **  for  defnult  of  such  first 
son,"  but  meant  '*  for  default  of  issue  of  sach  first  son,''  and  that  the  first  son,  therefore,  took 
an  estate  tail  by  implication.  See  pott,  Ch.  XL.,  s.  ill.,  (3),  and  Re  Arnold's  Rstate,  S3 
Beav.  163. 
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ten  before  the  date  of  the  will  (u)^  yet  the  rule  is  not  so  absolute  but 
that  it  will  give  way  upon  indication  of  a  contrary  inten-   same  expres- 
tion  appearing  from  other  parts  of  the  will.      So,  in   sionheidon 
Locke  V.  Dunlop  (y),  where  a  testator  devised  real  estate   to  exclude 
to  the  use  of  his  second  son  F.  for  life,  with  remainder   ^^^^^  ^^' 
to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sods  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  the  testator's  third  son  J.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  in  the  fol- 
lowing words :  *'  And  for  default  of  such  issue  to  the  use  of  my  fourth, 
fifth,  and  all  and  every  other  son  and  sons  of  my  body  or  the  body  of 
my  said  wife  to  be  begotten,  bom,  or  en  ventre  sa  m^re  at  the  time  of 
my  decease,  severally,  successively,  and  in  remainder  one  after  another, 
as  they  and  every  of  them  shall  be  in  seniority  of  age  and  priority  of 
birth,"  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  daugh- 
ters "  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  born,  or  en  ventre  sa  m^re  at  the  time 
of  my  decease,"  equally  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail ;  all  the  testator's 
sons  except  the  eldest  having  died  without  issue  male,  it  was  held  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  that,  having  regard  to  the  various  limitations  of 
the  will,  the  words  "  to  be  begotten,"  &c.,  must  be  construed  strictly, 
and  that  the  eldest  son  was  excluded  from  taking. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  words  and  even  clauses,  may  be  supplied 
in  a  set  or  series  of  limitations  or  trusts,  from  which  they   ^   . 
have  been  omitted  without  apparent  design,  where  those   plied  to  make 
limitations  or  trusts  as    they   stand   are  inconsistent   j^s^l^^/with 
with  the  context,  and  the  context  shows  what  must  be   context, 
added  to  remove  the  inconsistency.    Thus,  in  Greenwood  v. 
Greenwood  («),  where  a  *  testator  bequeathed  his  real  and  [*458] 
personal  estate  to  trustees  on  trust  to  sell  and  invest  the  sale 
moneys,  and  ''  pay  the  moneys  and  the  investment  for  the  time  being 
representing  the  same  to  my  wife  during  her  life  upon  trust  for  all 
my  children  or  any  child  who,  being  sons,  shall  attain  twenty-one,  or 
being  daughters,  shall  attain  that  age  or  marry,  in  equal  shares ; " 
with  power  for  the  trustees,  "after  the  death  of  my  wife,  or  pre- 
viously thereto  if  she  shall  so  direct,  to  raise  any  part  not  exceeding 
one-half  of  the  then  expectant  presumptive  or  vested  share  of  any 
child  under  the  trusts  hereinbefore  declared  "  for  the  advancement  of 
the  child;  and  "after  the  death  of  my  wife"  to  apply  the  whole  or  a 
part  "of  the  income  of  the  share  to  which  any  child  shall  for  the 
time  being  be  entitled  in  expectancy  under  the  trusts  hereinbefore 
declared  "  for  maintenance  of  the  child :  and,  in  default  of  children, 
"  then  from  and  after  the  death  of  my  said  wife  and  such  default  of 
children,"  over.    The  question  was  whether  the  wife  had  a  beneficial 
interest  for  her  life  in  the  fund,  and  it  was  held  by  the  L.  JJ.  that 

(«)  Go.  Lit.  90  b.;  Hebblethwaite  v.  Oartwright,  Cas.  t.  Talb.  81;  Hewet  v.  Ireland,  1  P. 
Wms.  426;  Doe  «.  Hallett,  1  M.  &  S.  124;  Almack  v.  Horn,  2  Coll.  842. 
(v)  30  Ch.  D.  887,  affirming  the  decision  ol  Stirling,  J.,  Ibid. 
(x)  6  Ch.  D.  954. 
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she  had.  Sir  W.  James  observed  that  if  the  will  had  ended  with  the 
gift  to  the  children  in  equal  shares,  it  would  have  been  difficult  to 
alter  the  natural  meaning  of  the  words,  which  imported  a  gift  to  the 
wife  during  her  life  in  trust  for  the  children,  giving  the  latter  an 
estate  pur  autre  vie  only.  But  when  they  read  the  powers  of  ad- 
vancement and  maintenance,  which  were  powers  dealing  after  the 
death  of  the  wife  with  what  the  testator  treated  as  already  given  to 
the  children,  it  was  evident  that  the  natural  meaning  of  the  previous 
words  could  not  be  the  true  one,  these  powers  being  utterly  inconsis- 
tent with  the  view  that  the  previous  trust  for  children  was  one  deter- 
mining with  the  wife'is  life ;  they  were  driven  therefore  to  separate 
the  words  in  the  gift  to  the  children  from  the  gift  to  the  wife  for  life, 
the  words  "  after  her  death  "  being  implied  after  the  gift  of  her  life 
estate. 

So  in  Be  Daniel's  Trusts  (y),  a  postnuptial  settlement  reciting  an 
intention  to  make  further  provision  for  children,  vested  a  fund  in 
trustees  for  the  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  "  for  all  and  every 
the  child  and  children  of  the  marriage  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  have 
or  hath  already  attained  or  shall  hereafter  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  and  their  respective  executors  and  administrators  j  and  if  there 

shall  be  but  one  such  child  the  whole  shall  be  in  trust  for  such 
[*459]  only  child  and  his  or  her  *  executors  or  administrators,"  with 

a  direction  "  during  the  minority  of  each  of  the  said  children  " 
to  apply  the  income  of  "  the  presumptive  share  of  every  such  child 
for  his  or  her  maintenance  until  such  his  or  her  share  should  become 
vested,  or  until  he  or  she  should  die,"  and  a  power  to  apply  "  all  or 
any  part  of  the  expectant  share  of  each  of  the  said  sons  "  for  his  pre- 
ferment or  advancement  There  were  several  sons  and  daughters,  all 
of  whom  had  attained  twenty-one.  It  was  held  by  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M. 
K.,  that  sons  only  were  entitled.  But  on  appeal  it  was  held  that 
daughters  also  were  by  implication  entitled  to  participate.  The  L.  J  J. 
thought  that  the  recital  and  the  use  of  the  words  "  his  or  her  "  and 
"he  or  she"  gave  abundant  evidence  of  an  intention  to  provide  for 
children  both  male  and  female.  Sir  W.  James  said :  '^  These  words 
are  part  of  a  common  form,  and  we  must  deal  with  the  case  as  if  the 
words  had  run  '  for  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  who  being  a 
son  or  sons  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daugh- 
ter or  daughters, ;  and  if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  then 

the  whole  shall  be  in  trust  for  such  one  or  only  child.'  The  only 
question  then  would  be  what  is  to  be  supplied ;  and  as  maintenance 
is  given  during  minority,  I  should  have  no  difficulty  in  supplying 
^  attain  twenty-one.' "  It  is  presumed  that  the  L.  J.  did  not  mean 
that  this  was  the  only  qualification  intended  as  to  daughters,  for  no 
one  ever  saw  a  "  common  form  "  of  trust  for  "  children  who  being  sons 

(y)  1  ClL  D.  375. 
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attain  twenty-one,  or  being  daughters  attain  twenty-one."  As  all  the 
daughters  had  attained  twenty-one,  and  were  thus  entitled  at  all 
events,  it  was  unnecessary  to  say  what  other  qualification  was  in- 
tended.    But  this  drops  the  common  form  theory. 

Again,  in  Sweeting  v.  Prideaux  («),  where  a  testator  bequeathed 
16,000/.  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  of  one  moiety  to  his  daughter  A. 
for  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  death  to  divide  that  moiety 
among  her  children,  or  failing  children  among  her  statutory  next  of 
kin ;  and  to  pay  the  income  of  the  other  moiety  to  his  daughter  B.  for 
life  "  in  the  same  manner  in  every  respect,  and  subject  to  the  same 
control  as  he  had  before  directed  as  to  A.,  it  being  his  intention  that 
his  said  daughters'  fortunes  should  not  be  subject  to  the  control  of 
their  husbands."  He  then  gave  6,000/.  in  trust  for  his  son  C. 
for  life,  and  after  his  death  for  his  ♦children,  and  failing  [*460] 
children  to  form  part  of  his  estate ;  and  he  empowered  the 
trustees  to  apply  the  income  of  the  16,000/.  and  6,000/.  for  the  main- 
tenance of  his  said  daughters'  or  son's  children  as  they  might  think 
proper.  B.  died  leaving  children,  and  it  was  held  by  Sir  C.  Hall, 
V.-C,  that  they  were  by  implication  entitled  to  the  moiety  given  to 
B.  for  life.  He  said :  "  The  daughters  were  treated  collectively,  it 
being  his  intention  that  their  *  fortunes '  should  be  alike,  and  the  in- 
come was  not  only  given  to  them  but  there  was  a  provision  for  main- 
tenance of  his  'said  daughters'  and  son's  children.'  There  was  a 
separate  provision  for  the  heads  of  the  three  families." 

So  where  (a)  a  testator  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  (which  he 
directed  to  be  sold  and  converted)  in  trust  as  to  one-seventh  for  one 
son,  and  as  to  another  for  the  other  son.  And  he  directed  his  trus- 
tees to  hold  the  remaining  five-sevenths  in  trust  to  pay  the  income  to 
his  daughters,  A.,  B.,  C,  D.  and  E.  in  equal  shares  during  their  lives ; 
and  after  the  death  of  A.,  in  trust  as  to  one-fifth  for  the  children  of 
A. ;  and  after  the  death  of  B.,  in  trust  as  to  another  fifth  for  the  chil- 
dren of  B. ;  and  after  the  death  of  C,  in  trust  as  to  another  fifth  far  the 
children  of  'D.;  and  after  the  death  of  E.,  in  trust  as  to  another  fifth 
for  the  children  of  E.,  with  power  for  the  trustees  "until  the  share 
of  the  issue  of  any  of  his  said  daughters  should  become  payable  "  to 
invest  the  same,  and  apply  the  income  for  the  maintenance  of  such 
issue ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Bacon,  V.-C,  that  a  trust  must  be  im- 
plied after  the  death  of  C.  for  the  children  of  C.  He  observed  that 
the  testator  was  making  an  equal  division  of  his  estate  among  his 
seven  children,  but  that  unless  this  trust  was  implied  he  would  die 
intestate  as  to  one-seventh :  could  he  impute  such  an  intention  to  the 
testator  on  reading  the  whole  will,  and  looking  especially  to  the  pro- 

(s)  9  Ch.  D.  418;  see  alio  Re  Smith.  Bashford  «.  Chaplin,  45  L.  T.  346,  W.  N.  1881, 
p.  196  {  Mellor  «.  Daintzee,  83  Ch.  D.  198.    And  see  note  on  limitations  bj  reference, 

(a)  Re  Redfem,  6  Ch.  D.  188. 
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vision  for  maintenance  of  the  issue  —  that  is  to  say  (added  the  Y.-C.) 
the  issue  of  the  five  daughters  ? 
But  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  any  of  the  preceding  cases,  that 
words  may  be  inserted  upon  mere  conjecture,  in  order 
limitation  ased  to  equalize  estates  created  by  several  distinct  and  in- 
'°t°t*be^"^'  dependent  devises,  in  favor  of  persons  with  respect  to 
applied  to  a  whom  the  tcstator  has  expressed  no  uniformity  of  pur- 
distinct  devise.   ^^^^^  though  it  may  reasonably  be  conjectured  that  he 

had  the  same  intention  as  to  all. 

Thus,  where  {b)  a  testator,  having  three  sons,  T.,  F.,  and 
[♦461]  H.,  *  devised  lands  to  T.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  re- 
mainder to  F.  and  his  heirs.  Item,  he  devised  his  house  in 
H.  to  F.  and  the  male  heirs  of  his  body,  remainder  to  H.  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body ;  Item,  he  gave  to  H.  and  his  heirs  freely  an- 
other house ;  Item,  ?ie  gave  to  his  said  son  H.  houses  and  land  without 
any  words  of  limitation.  Also  he  willed  that  H.  should  enjoy  cer- 
tain other  premises  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever,  and  for  want  of 
heirs  of  his  body,  to  F.  forever :  it  was  held  that  H.  had  only  an  es- 
tate for  life  in  those  premises  in  reference  to  which  no  words  of 
limitation  were  added. 

So,  where  (c)  a  testator  gave  unto  his  wife,  her  heirs  and  assigns 
forever,  all  his  lands  in  the  parish  of  B.,  and  then  in  the  occupation 
Words  of  of  S.    And  he  gave  and  devised  to  his  loving  unfe  afore" 

limitation  not  ^^{^  ^11  his  lands,  tenements  and  houses  lying  in  C.  (to 
inference  to  wit),  the  house  he  then  lived  in,  &c.  (describing  them)  ; 
other  devises.     ^^  ^g^  j^^j^  ^j^^^  ^^ie  wife  took  only  an  estate  for  life  in 

the  lands  in  C. 

So,  where  (d),  as  touching  his  "worldly  and  personal  estate,"  a  tes- 
tator gave  the  same  in  the  following  manner :  He  gave  to  his  grand- 
son James  Wright,  all  his  lands,  freehold,  copyhold  and  leasehold,  in 
Essex  ;  also,  he  gave  to  his  grandson  James  Wright,  all  his  estate, 
freehold  and  copyhold,  in  Ellington,  in  Huntingdonshire ;  and  also, 
he  gave  to  his  grandson  John  Wright,  all  his  estate,  &c.,  called  the 
Coal-yard,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles,  London;  and  he  gave  to  his 
grandson  James  Camper  (who  was  his  heir-at-law),  the  house  he 
lived  in,  and  also  his  houses  and  land  called  Castle  Yard,  in  Holborn, 
London :  it  was  held  that  James  Wright  took  only  an  estate  for  life 
in  the  lands  in  Essex,  in  respect  of  which  the  testator  had  not  used 
the  word  "estate,"  which  in  two  of  the  other  devises  was  held  to 
carry  a  fee.* 

(ft)  Spirt  r.  Bence,  Cro.  Car.  888;  see  Hay  r.  Earl  of  Coventry,  8  T.  R.  88. 

(c)  Riffht  d.  Mitchell  v.  Sidebotbam,  Dougl.  759.  See  also  Paice  v.  Archbp.  of  Canterbntr, 
14  "V  €8.  »56:  Doe  d.  Crutch  field  v,  Pearce,  1  Pri.  853. 

{d)  Doe  d.  Child  v.  Wright,  8  T.  R.  64;  see  also  1  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  885;  where  the  eame 
construction  waa  adopted  bj  three  of  the  judges,  with  the  reluctant  concurrence  of  Sir  James 
Mansfield. 

1  See  Godfrey  v.  Humphrey,  18  Pick.  589;  Bradstreet «.  Clarke,  IS  Wend.  802;  Tarbett 
9,  Tnrbett,  8  Teates,  187. 
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A  striking  instance  of  the  application  of  the  principle  in  question 
appears  in  Right  d.  Gompton  v.  Compton  (e),  where  a  testator  devised 
to  his  son  Thomas  Compton  (his  heir-at-law),  all  his  lands  for  life, 
and  he  gave  to  his  grandson  Thomas  Compton,  after  the  death  of  his 
father,  all  the  north  side  of  his  Down  Farm,  being  about  250  acres ; 
he  gave  to  his  granddaughter  Frances,  all  the  south  part,  being  about 
240  acres ;  he  gave  unto  his  grandsons  George  and  Edmond,  and  his 
granddaughter  Elizabeth,  the  upper  part  of  the  Lain  Farm, 
being  about  200  ♦  acres,  equally  between  them  as  long  as  they  [♦462] 
should  remain  single;  but  if  either  of  them  should  marry, 
" then  to  have  paid  by  the  other  two  lOZ.  a  year  for  his  or  their  life" 
He  gave  to  Edward  and  John,  and  his  granddaughters  Mary  and 
Ann,  all  that  lower  part  of  the  Lain  Farm,  being  about  240  acres, 
equally  between  them  as  long  as  they  should  live  single  ;  but  if  either 
of  them  married,  then  lOZ.  a  year  for  his  or  their  life  (but  not  said 
to  be  paid  by  the  others).  The  testator  also  gave  unto  his  son's  wife 
5Z.  a  year  out  of  each  of  the  said  farms,  if  she  should  survive  him. 
It  was  contended  that  the  words  "to  have  paid  by  the  other  twoy^ 
used  in  the  clause  respecting  the  upper  part  of  the  Lain  Farm  (and 
which  had  the  effect  of  enlarging  the  estate  of  the  devisees  of  that 
farm  to  a  fee  (/)),  might  be  supplied  in  the  devise  of  the  lower  farm, 
in  which  they  were  omitted ;  as  there  could  be  no  plausible  reason 
assigned  for  supposing  that  the  testator  meant  to  make  a  different 
disposition  of  one  part  of  the  same  farm  to  certain  of  his  grandchildren, 
from  that  which  he  had  made  of  another  part  of  the  same  farm  to  other 
of  his  grandchildren.  But  the  Court  decided  that  the  devisees  of  the 
lower  Lain  Farm  took  an  estate  for  life  only.  Lord  Ellenborough 
said,  "  that  the  exposition  of  every  will  must  be  founded  on  the  whole 
instrument  and  made  ex  antecedentibus  et  consequentibus,  is  one  of 
the  most  prominent  canons  of  testamentary  construction  ;  Words  not 
yet,  where  between  the  parts  there  is  no  connection  by   »uppi»ed  in 

, .     1  ,         . .  V  «  order  to  render 

grammatical  construction,  or  by  some  reference,  express   uniform 

or  implied,  and  where  there  is  nothintr  in  the  will  declar-   "J^®?*  devi«§ 

i.'  u  J.  ,  .  ,    ..  1        of  different 

ative  01  some  common  purpose,  from  which  it  may  be   parts  of  one 
inferred  that  the  testator  meant  a  similar  disposition  by  ^J^iil'^aS^"'; 
such  different  parts,  though  he  may  have  varied  the   relationship, 
phrase  or  expressed  himself  imperfectly,  the  Court  cannot  go  into 
one  part  of  the  will  to  determine  the  meaning  of  another  perfect  in 
itself  aiid  witlwut  ambiguity ^  and  not  militating  with  any  other  pro- 
vision respecting  the   same  subject-matter,  notwithstanding  that  a 
more  probable  disposition  for  the  testator  to  have  made  may  be  col- 
lected from  such  assisted  construction."     And  he  subsequently  said, 
that  ''from  a  testator  having  given  persons  in  a  certain  degree  of 

(e)  9  East  S67.    See  atso  Morris  v.  Uoyd,  3  H.  &  C.  14L 
\f)  Vide  post,  Ch.  XXXIII.  b.  i. 

VOL.  X.  32 
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relationship  to  him  b,  fee-simple  in  (part  of)  a  certain  farm,  no  conclu- 
sion, which  can  be  relied  upon,  can  be  drawn,  that  his  intention  was 
to  give  to  other  persons,  standing  in  the  same  rank  of  proximity,  the 

same  interest  in  another  part  of  the  same  farm,  where  the 
[*463]  words  of  the  two  devises  are  *  different ;  the  more  natnral 

conclusion  is,  that,  as  his  expressions  are  varied,  they  were 
altered  because  his  intention  in  both  cases  was  not  the  same." 

Again,  in  Doe  d.  Ellam  v.  Westley  (A),  where  a  testatrix  gave  sev- 
eral pecuniary  legacies,  prefacing  each  bequest  with  the  word  Item. 
Woi^s  ^'  Item  "  she  devised  a  messuage  to  J.  E.,  and  after  his 

enlarging  or  decease  to  his  son.  She  then  proceeded  as  follows: 
Sute^o?*  "  Item,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  M.  W.  all  that  my  mes- 
d«vi»ee  not  suagc  or  dwelliug-house  wherein  I  now  dwell,  with  the 
ether  devises      garden,  and  all  the  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging; 

inthewUl;         ^^  j  ^^^  gjy^  jjj^^  ^^  ^^  y^   y^^  ^  jj^y  household 

goods  and  chattels,  and  implements  of  household  within  doors  and 
without,  all  far  her  otan  disposing,  free  will,  and  pleasure,  immedi- 
ately after  my  decease ; "  it  was  held,  that  the  words  in  italics  were 
confined  to  the  last  section  of  the  clause,  and  consequently  that  the 
devisee  took  only  an  estate  for  life  in  the  messuage.  And  in  De 
Windt  V.  De  Windt  (i),  where  a  testator  devised  his  estates  in  N.  to 
his  nephew  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  sons  in  tail  lawfully 
begotten ;  and  in  the  event  of  his  or  their  death  without  sons  lawfully 
begotten,  the  testator  left  the  said  estates  to  his  cousin  6.,  and  after 
his  death  to  his  sons  lawfully  begotten,  beginning  with  the  elder.  It 
was  held  that  these  four  words  applied  to  the  latter  limitation  only, 
and  not  to  the  limitation  to  the  sons  of  A.,  who  consequently  took  as 
tenants  in  common. 

Again,  in  Walker  v.  Tipping  (Jc)  where,  amongst  several  legacies 
of  300^.  each  to  the  testator's  grand-nephews,  some  of  which  were  di- 
— nor  words  rected  to  be  paid  at  particular  ages,  and  others  to  be 
diminishing  it  gunk  in  annuities  for  the  lives  of  the  respective  legatees, 
there  occurred  two  bequests  as  follows :  "  J.  W.,  300^.  annuity  for 
life.''  "  Martha  — ,  300^.,  an  annuity  for  life."  Sir  G.  Turner,  V.-C, 
held,  that  he  could  not  read  these  bequests  as  if  they  were  gifts 

of  sums  of  300Z.  to  he  sunk  in  annuities  for  the  lives  of  the 
[*464]  *  legatees,  but  must  understand  them  in  their  plain  and 

obvious  sense  as  giving  annuities  of  300Z. 


said 
the 
Mod.  130. 

(*■)  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  87. 

\k)  9  Hare,  800.  Bat  it  is  difficult  to  oyeroome  the  impression  that  the  beqnests  in  qnestion 
were  elliptical.  See  Willis  «.  Curtois,  1  Bear.  189,  where  a  testator  gave  to  A.  his  ^'  carriages, 
horses,  &c.,  and  chattels  in  and  aboat  his  honse  at  M.;  and  a1tom%  household  goods  and 
fumitnre,  pictures,  plate,  &c.,  and  likewise  his  watches  and  personal  ornaments;"  Lord 
Langdale,  M.  R-,  held  that  A.  was  entitled  to  all  the  testator's  household  goods,  &c.,  and  not 
those  only  which  were  at  his  house  at  M.  As  to  the  force  of  the  word  "  item,**  or  "also," 
Hopewell  v.  AcUnd,  1  Salk.  339 :  of  the  word  **  likewise,'*  Pajlor  v.  Pegg,  84  Beav.  105. 
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The  same  principle  is  applicable  to  the  objects  of  a  devise.     Thus, 
in  Clarke  v.  Clemmens  {!),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  legacies  to 
"  my  brother  A.,"  "  my  sister  B.,"  "  the  widow  of  my  late   Name  of 
brother  C,"  and  "the  eight  children  of  D.,"  and  gave  the   l^^d  by 
residue  of  his  estate  to  X.  for  life,  and  after  her  death,   coujecture. 
''  in  trust  for  the  said  A.,  B.,  and  C,  and  the  eight  children  of  the  said 
D.,"  it  was  held  by  Sir  R.  Malins,  V.-C.,  that  the  testator  never  in- 
tended to  give  a  share  of  the  residue  to  C,  for  he  had  already  referred 
to  him  as  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will ;  it  was  clear,  therefore,  that  he 
had  made  some  mistake,  and  it  was  highly  probable  that  he  intended 
to  have  given  the  share  to  C.'s  widow,  but  as  this  intention  was  not 
certain,  the  Court  could  not  make  the  addition  needed  to.  effectuate 
it  (m). 

Still  less  can  the  words  of  a  devise  contained  in  a  will  be 
extended  to  modify  the  effect  of  an  independent  devise  contained 
in  a  codicil  (n). 

But  where  a  testator  divides  his  will  into  sections,  numerically 
arranged,  and  in  some  instances  places  the  words  of  limitation  at 
the  end  of  each  section,  it  seems,  they  will  be  considered  Effect,  where 
as  applicable  to  the  several  devises  contained  in  that  ^"^^eri^ 
section,  and  not  be  confined  to  those  in  immediate  jux-  calij arranged, 
taposition.  As  in  Fenny  d.  Collin gs  v.  Ewestace  (o),  where  a  testa- 
tor devised,  '^  first,''  to  his  wife,  all  his  household  goods,  &c.,  to  her 
and  her  heirs  forever ;  aUo^  he  gave  to  his  wife  three  cow  commons, 
to  her  and  her  heirs  forever.  "  Secondly.*^  To  his  two  nephews,  J. 
and  T.  C,  all  that  piece  of  land  called  P.;  also,  he  gave  to  his  nephews, 
J.  and  T.  C,  all  that  piece  of  land  called  L.,  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween them  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to  their  several  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,  "  Thirdli/"  as  follows :  "  I  give  unto  my  nephew, 
J.  D.  all  that  my  house  and  premises  at  P.,  in  the  occupation  of  B.; 
I  also  give  unto  my  nephew  J.  D.  all  that  my  land  in  the  parishes  of  P. 
and  A.,  in  the  occupation  of  J.  T.  to  him  my  said  nephew  J,  Z>., 
his  heirs  and  assigns  forefverP  The  question  was,  ♦whether  [*466] 
the  words  of  limitation  in  the  last  devise  applied  to  the 
lands  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  or  were  confined  to  those  immedi- 
ately preceding,  i,  e.,  in  the  occupation  of  J.  T. ;  and  it  was  held  that 
they  applied  to  both.  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  "  If  it  had  not  been  for 
the  numerical  arrangement,  there  might  have  been  some  difficulty,  but 
that  removes  it  It  seems  clear,  from  the  context,  that  both  in  the 
second  and  third  clause,  the  testator,  by  reserving  to  the  close  of  the 


t 


[0  36  L.  J.  Gh.  171.    See  also  Driver  v.  Driver,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  279. 

(m)  Note,  however,  that  the  words  "the  said**  confined  the  choice  to  those  previoasly 
mentioned,  that  C.  was  confessedly  out  of  the  question,  that  all  the  others  were  correctly  re- 
named except  C/s  widow  and  X.'(on  whose  death  the  disposition  was  to  take  effect),  and'that 
between  these  two  there  could  scarcely  exist  a  judicial  doubt. 

(a)  Biss  V,  Smith,  3  H.  &  N.  105;  Crimson  v.  Downing,  i  Drew.  132. 

(o)  4  M.  &  Sel.  58;  see  also  Child  v.  Elsworth,  2  D.  M.  &  6.  679;  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  J«. 
B.,  5  H.  L.  282  (where  several  clauses  began,  each  with  the  words  '*  as  to  "). 
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entire  sentence  the  words  of  limitation,  meant  to  accumulate  and 
comprehend  within  those  words  all  that  he  had  disposed  of  in  the 
preceding  parts  of  the  sentence." 

n.  —  As  to  the  Transposition  of  "Words  and  Clauses.  —  It  is  quite 
Words  may  be  clear  that,  where  a  clause  or  expression,  otherwise  sense- 
trauspoMd,        less  and  contradictory,  can  be  rendered  consistent  with 

the  context  by  being  (p)  transposed,  the  Courts  are  war- 
ranted in  makingthat  transposition.^ 

Thus,  where  (q)  A.  devised  all  that  his  messuage,  dwelling-house, 
or  tenement,  with  all  lands,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances  thereto 
Insunces  of  belonging,  situated  in  Bly thbury,  in  the  parish  of  M.  R., 
transpoflitioQ.  «  f^yu)  {n  t?ie  occupation  of*  T.  W.,  except  qne  meadow, 
called  Floodgate  Meadow ;  and  it  appeai-ed  that  T.  W.  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  messuage,  and  a  small  part  only  of  the  lands  in  Blyth- 
bury,  and  not  of  Floodgate  Meadow ;  it  was  held,  that  the  words 
"  now  in  the  occupation  of "  T.  W.  might  be  transposed  and  applied 
to  the  dwelling-house  according  to  the  fact,  which  would  render  the 
whole  consistent ;  whereas,  without  this  transposition,  the  exception 
of  Floodgate  Meadow  was  senseless  and  nugatory,  as  it  had  never 
been  in  the  occupation  of  T.  W.  The  effect  consequently  was,  that 
the  devise  extended  to  all  the  lands  in  Blythbury,  except  Floodgate 
Meadow,  whether  in  the  occupation  of  T.  W.  or  not. 

So,  where  (r)  the  devise  was  in  the  following  words :  "I  devise  all 
ray  hereditaments  in  Standon  unto  my  sister  Elizabeth  Thorley  and 
Words  trans-  to  her  daughters  Ann  Shaw  and  Frances  Thorley,  their 
pHwfce'with'"  ^®^^  ^"^  assigns,  equally  to  be  divided  between  and 
context.  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  com- 

mon, and  not  as  joint  tenants,  for  and  during  the  life  of  my  said  sis- 
ter Elizabeth  Thorley  ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her 
[♦466]  decease,  then  I  devise  the  *  said  third  part  of  the  aforesaid 
hereditaments  so  devised  to  my  said  sister  for  life  as  aforesaid^ 
unto  her  said  two  daughters  Ann  Shaw  and  Frances  Thorley,  their 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share 
and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants."  It 
was  contended,  that  under  this  devise  the  daughters  of  the  testator's 

ip)  See  Green  r.  Harman.  2  Ch.  Caa.  10;  SiMirke  r.  Pornell,  Hob.  76;  Cole  v.  Rawlinaon, 
1  Salk.  236,  Eant  p.  Cook,  2  Ves.  32 ;  Dake  of  Marlborough  v.  Lord  Godolphin,  id.  74;  Gib- 
son V.  Ijqt^  Montfort,  1  id.  490;  Mohun  v.  Mohun>  1  Sw.  20L 

(a)  Marshall  v.  Hopkins,  15  East,  309. 

(r)  Doe  d.  Wolfe  v.  Allcock,  1  B.  &  Aid.  187. 

1  See   Walker  v.  Walker,  17    Ala.   396;  10  S  C  345;  Hawes  v.  Foote,  64  Texas,  21; 

Linstead  o.  Green,  2  Md    82;   Patchen  9.  Graham  v.  Graham,  43  W.  Ya.  86.   The  order 

Patchen,  121  N.  i.  432;  Wager  v.  Wager,  or  position  of  bequests  or  devises  may  be  dis- 

96  N.  Y.  164;  Chrystie  v.  Phyfe,  19  N.  T.  reenrded  if  possible,  by  transposing  tbem,  in 

844;   Covenhoren  v.  Shuler,  2  Paige,  122;  order  to  a  proper  construction  of  the  will. 

Merker»>  Appeal,  109  Penn.  St.  235,  Ferry's  Davis  v.  Callahan,  78  Maine,  318. 
Appeal,  102  Penn.  St.  207;  Clark  v.  Clark, 
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sister  took  estates  pur  autre  vie  for  the  life  of  their  mother  concur- 
rently with  her  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  as  to  one-third  with  re- 
mainder in  fee  to  the  daughters,  leaving  the  reversion  in  fee  in  the 
other  two-thirds  undisposed  of;  but  it  was  held,  that  the  daughters 
took  estates  in  fee  in  ths  entirety  expectant  on  the  decease  of  their 
mother.  Lord  EUenborough  said^  '<  The  testator  has  thrown  together 
a  heap  of  words,  the  sense  and  meaning  of  which  he  did  not  clearly 
apprehend ;  but  although  the  language  of  this  will  is  confused,  and 
the  words  are  scattered  in  such  a  way,  as,  if  taken  in  the  order  in 
which  they  standi  they  do  not  convey  any  meaning;  yet,  in  favor  of 
common  sense,  we  may  take  the  liberty  of  transposing  them,  accord- 
ing to  that  order  which  we  may  fairly  suppose  the  testator  would 
wish  to  have  adopted,  and  by  which  we  can  best  effectuate  his  inten- 
tion. The  labor  of  the  argument  has  been,  to  make  the. testator  dis- 
pose of  only  one-third  of  his  estate,  and  thereby  to  compel  an  intestacy 
as  to  the  remainder ;  whereas,  his  meaning  evidently  was  to  dispose 
of  the  whole.'' 

That  this  construction  accorded  with  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
is  highly  probable;  and  if,  as  suggested,  the  words  taken  in  the  order 
in  which  they  stood  did  not  convey  any  meaning,  the  obeervaHow 
established  rules  of  construction  clearly  authorized  the  upon  Doe  v. 
transposition.  But  the  difficulty  was  in  saying  that  ^^  ' 
the  words  were  unmeaning  in  their  actual  order ;  for  it  is  submitted, 
that  the  will,  read  in  that  order,  contained  a  clear  and  express  devise 
to  the  three  devisees  for  the  life  of  the  mother,  remainder  as  to  one- 
third  to  the  two  daughters  in  fee ;  and  had  the  testator  deliberately 
intended  to  confine  his  dispositions  to  those  estates,  he  could  hardly 
have  expressed  himself  in  more  technical  or  formal  language.  The 
construction  indeed  was  apparently  absurd,  but  let  it  be  remembered 
that  the  absurdity  of  a  disposition,  if  unequivocally  expressed,  is  no 
objection  to  its  receiving  a  literal  interpretation  (5).  However,  the 
case  was  professedly  decided  upon  the  principle  before  laid  down,  and 
may,  therefore,  properly  be  treated  as  an  authority  in  favor  of  that 
principle  {t). 

♦  Another  case  of  transposition  sometimes  occurs,  where  a  [♦467] 
testator  has  devised  lands  at  A.  to  B.,  and  lands  at  C.  to  D. 
and  it  appears  by  the  fact  of  the  limitations  of  each   ^^^^     .^.^j^ 
devise  being  exactly  applicable  to  the  testator's  estate   of  the  subject 
in  the  lands  comprised  in  the  other,  and  other  circum-  ^  devise, 
stances,  that  he  has,  in  each  instance,  placed  the  devised  estate  in 
the  position  intended  to  have  been  occupied  by  the  other. 

(«)  Mason  v.  Robinson,  9  S.  &;  St.  S96. 

(0  Bat  Holrovd,  J.,  while  concurring  in  the  decision,  rested  his  judgment  on  the  gronnd 
that  the  words  *'equallr  to  be  divided  "  down  to  "  Elisabeth  Thorley,"  might  be  read  as  in  a 
psrenthesis,  and  so  made  to  refer  only  to  the  mode  of  enjoyment  dnnng  the  life  of  E.  Thorley, 
without  affecting  the  quantity  of  estate  to  be  taken  by  the  devisees. 
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As  where  (u)  J.  H.,  —  having  an  estate  in  the  county  of  Mon- 
mouth, of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee  to  his  own  use,  and  another 
estate  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  of  which  he  was  also  seised  iu  fee 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  his  marriage  settlement  (by  which  he  had 
covenanted  to  convey  the  lands  to  the  use  of  himself,  remainder  to 
his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail),  both 
which  estates  had  formerly  belonged  to  an  uncle,  and  came  to  him,  the 
one  by  descent,  the  other  by  purchase  from  another  co-heir  of  his 
uncle,  —  by  his  will,  reciting  that  he  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage 
and  lands  at  L.,  in  the  county  of  Hadnor,  and  of  a  moiety  of  a  messuage 
in  the  parish  of  0.  R.,  in  the  county  of  Badnor,  and  that  he  was  also 
seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee,  expectant  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  and 
of  his  son  without  issue,  of  lands  in  the  counties  of  ManmoiUh  and 
Northumberland  (where  as  the  settled  lands  were  in  Radnorshire,  and 
those  in  Monmouthshire  and  Northumberland  were  absolutely  his 
own),  devised  his  said  estate  in  the  said  county  of  Radnor  to  his  wife 
for  life,  remainder  to  his  only  son  for  life,  remainder  to  his  (the 
son's)  sons  and  daughters  in  tail,  in  strict  settlement,  remainder  to 
his  own  daughter,  &c.,  and  devised  the  reversion  of  his  said  estates 
in  the  said  county  of  Monmouth  after  the  deaths  of  his  wife  and  only 
son  without  issue,  to  his  daughter,  &c.  The  will  moreover  referred  to 
the  lands  devised  as  part  of  the  estate  of  his  late  uncle.  It  was  held 
that,  comparing  the  devising  clause  with  the  recital  and  the  facts, 
sufficient  appeared  to  ascertain,  beyond  a  possibility  of  doubt,  that 
the  devisor  had  made  a  mistake  in  the  local  description,  and  that  his 
intent  was  to  pass  the  present  interest  of  his  estate  in  fee  in  posses- 
sion, which  was  in  the  county  of  Monmouth,  and  the  reversion  of  his 
settled  estate  in  the  county  of  Radnor,  although  he  had  misdescribed 

their  respective  local  situations. 
[*468]      *  It  seems  therefore  that,  although  the  words  as  they  stand 
are  not  absolutely  senseless  or  contradictory,  transposition  will 
be  made  if  it  be  required  to  effectuate  an  intention  clearly  expressed 

or  indicated  by  the  context.  Eden  v.  Wilson  (x)  is  an 
of  words  to  instructive  example  of  this  doctrine.  A  testator  devised 
fntent^"*™^     his  estates  to  his  daughter  for  life,  remainder  to  her 

first  son  R.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail,  remainder  to  her  second  son  J.  for  life,  with  like 
remainder  to  his  sons  in  tail,  with  remainders  to  the  daughter's  third, 
fourth  and  other  sons  in  tail ;  and  with  a  proviso  shifting  the  estate 
from  any  son  who  might  become  entitled  to  the  D.  estates  under  the 
will  of  the  late  D.  (by  which  those  estates  were  entailed  on  the 
second  and  younger  sons) ;  "  provided  always  that  if  my  said  daughter 
shall  have  no  issue  male  of  her  body  living  at  her  death,  or  no  such 

(u)  Mwteley  v.MsMey,  8  Ea«t,  149;  conf.Doe  d.  Cheyalier  9.  Uthwmita,  8  Tftimt  S06,  8  B. 
&  Aid.  632.  ' 
ix)  I  Ex.  772,  14  Q.  B.  266,  4  H.  L.  Ca.  257. 
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issue  male  as  shall  be  entitled,  by  the  tnie  meaning  of  this  my  will, 
to  my  real  estates  hereby  limited,  then  and  in  either  of  those  cases, 
I  devise  the  said  real  estates  to  all  the  daughters  of  the  body  of  my 
said  daughter  living  at  her  death  as  tenants  in  common  and  their 
heirs  respectively,  with  cross  remainders  amongst  them  in  case  of 
any  one  or  more  of  them  happening  to  die  under  twenty-one  and 
without  issue,  and  if  there  should  be  but  one  such  daughter  living  at 
my  said  daughter's  decease  and  no  issue  of  any  other  daughter  then 
in  being,  then  to  such  only  surviving  daughter  and  her  heirs,  but  if 
any  such  daughter  shall  die  in  her  said  .mother's  lifetime  leaving 
issue  "  such  issue  to  take  their  parents'  share,  '^  and  in  case  my  said 
daughter  shall  have  no  issue  of  her  body  living  at  her  death  "  then 
over.  At  the  death  of  the  testator's  daughter  her  two  sons  B.  and 
J.  were  living,  besides  several  daughters ;  but  both  sons  afterwards 
died  without  issue,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  second  of  the  two 
oases  '4n  either  of  "  which  the  limitation  to  the  daughters  was  to  take 
effect  had  thus  happened :  but  it  was  held  in  the  House  of  Lords 
upon  the  whole  proviso  that  the  estates  limited  by  it  were  not  de- 
signed as  a  mere  continuation  of  the  previous  limitations  (to  which 
they  did  not  fit  on),  but  were  intended  to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  at  the 
daughter's  death  in  favor  of  persons  then  living,  and  that  to  effect 
this  the  words  ^'  living  at  her  death "  in  the  introductory  passage 
must  be  read  in  connection  with  the  verb  "  have,"  not  with  the  words 
*^  issue  male  of  her  body  "  and  so  made  to  run  through  both 
branches  of  the  proviso.  In  other  words,  the  ♦  expression  [*469] 
"  living  at  her  death  "  was  transposed  and  read  as  if  it  came 
immediately  after  the  verb  "  have."  It  was  not,  however  a  limitation 
cutting  down  the  previous  devise,  but  a  remainder  contingent  on  the 
determination  of  that  devise  in  a  particular -manner. 

The  same  principle,  too,  is  applicable  to  the  objects  of  a  devise ;  for 
it  has  been  held,  that,  where  (y)  a  testatrix,  having  two  nieces,  Mary 
who  had  never  been  married,  and  Ann  who  had  been  Transposition 
married  and  was  dead  leaving  two  children,  bequeathed  o'  "«m«- 
one  moiety  in  a  certain  portion  of  her  property  to  the  children  of  her 
niece  Mari/,  and  the  other  moiety  to  her  niece  Ann  ;  it  being  evident 
that  the  bequest  to  the  children  of  Mary  was  intended  for  the  chil- 
dren of  Ann,  and  that  to  Ann  for  Mary,  the  Court  corrected  the 
mistake. 

m.  —  As  to  changing  Words.  — To  alter  the  language  of  a  testator 
is  evidently  a  strong  measure,  and  one  which,  in  general.  As  to  chang- 
is  to  be  justified  only  by  a  clear  explanatory  context.*      ^^  worda. 

(y)  Bradwin  v.  Harpur,  Amb.  374. 

^  See  Pfttchen  «.  Patchen,  121  N.  T.  432    v.  Foote,  64  Texas,  22:  East  v.  Garrett,  84 
(citing  In  re  Wells,  113  N.  T.  879);  Hawes     Va.  im.     The  coart  m  Keith  v.  Peny,  1 
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It  often  happens,  however,  that  the  misuse  of  some  word  or  phrase 
is  so  palpable  on  the  face  of  the  will,  as  that  no  difficulty  occurs  in 
pronouncing  the  testator  to  have  employed  an  expression  which  does 
not  accurately  convey  his  meaning.  But  this  is  not  enough :  it  must 
be  apparent,  not  only  that  he  has  used  the  wrong  word  or  phrase,  but 
also  what  is  the  right  one  (z) ;  and,  if  this  be  clear,  the  alteration  of 
language  is  warranted  by  the  established  principles  of  construction.^ 
Doe  V.  Gallini  (a)  affords  an  apposite  example  of  such  a  correction  of 
phrase.  The  testator,  after  devising  estates  for  life  to  his  children, 
and,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  them,  to  their  respective  children 
living  at  their  decease,  for  life,  proceeded  thus :  "  And  from  and  after 
^^  the  decease  of  all  the  children  of  eacA  of  my  said  sons 

out  isBue"         an<i  daughters  without  issue,  I  give  and  devise  the  estate 
read  Uaving      q^  estates  to  them  respectively  limited  as  aforesaid,  unto 

and  among  all  and  every  the  lawful  issue  of  such  child 
or  children  during  their  lives  as  tenants  in  common,  and  to  descend 
in  like  manner  to  the  issue  of  my  said  sons  and  daughters  respectively, 
so  long  as  there  shall  be  any  stock  or  offspring  remaining."    It  was 

contended  that  the  word  "  all "  was  to  be  changed  into  "  any," 
[*470]  and  the  words  "  without  issue  "  *  to  be  read  "  leaving  issue,"  in 

order  to  render  the  language  of  the  will  sensible  and  consis- 
tent with  the  context ;  and  the  Court  did  not  hesitate  in  adopting  this 
construction,  though  the  point  was  not  the  main  subject  of  discussion 
in  the  case. 

So,  in  Hart  v,  Tulk  (5),  where  a  testator's  general  intention  ap- 

(x)  Taylor  v.  Richardson,  2  Drew.  16. 

(n)  5  6.  &  Ad.  621,  8  Ad  &  £11.  340,  2  Nev.  &  M.  619,  4  Nev.  &;  M.  89a.    And  see  Jar^ 
man  v.  Vye,  L.  R..  2  Eq.  784  (*'all"  admitted  to  mean  **any  "). 
(6)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  800;  and  see  Philipps  v.  Chamberlaine,  4  Tes.  60;  Dent  v.  Pepys,6  Mad. 

Desaus.  853,  constmed  *'  her  "  into  '*  their,"  quest  was  rejected  in  Estate  of  Wood,  36  Oat. 

to  give  effect  to  the  intent  of  the  testator.   So  75:  "  I  wish  $5,000  to  eo  to  C.  tn  the  twnt  of 

in  Horwitz  v.  Norris,  60  Penn.  St.  661.    The  my  dying  intestate.**    But  no  words  in  a  will 

word    ** heirs*'    may   be    read    "children."  are  to  be  rejected  if  any  mtflliffible  meaning 

Bowers  9.  Porter,  4  rick.  1988;  Ellis  v.  Esf>ex  can  be  given  them.  Seibert  r.  Wise,  70 Penn. 

Merrimack  Bridge,  2  Pick.  243;  Brailsford  v.  St.  147.    Hortwitz  v.  Norris,  60  Penn.  St. 

Hevward,  2  Desaos.  18.    Or  'Mssue,"  Gifford  261.    They  are  not  to  be  rejected  on  conjec- 

V,  Ohoate,  100  Mass.  643,  345.    See  Dove  v.  ture.    Caldwell  v.  Willis,  57  Miss.  556.    A 

Ton*.  128  Mass.  38 ,  Minot  v.  Tappan,  122  repugnancy  which  will  justify  the  rejection  of 

Mass.  535.     **Heir"   may  be  construed  to'  a  word  or  clause  from  a  will  must  arise  upon 

mean '*  heir  apparent**     Morton  r.  Barrett,  the  face  of  the  will.    Davis  o.  Boggs,  20  Ohio 

22  Maine,  257, 264.   "  Children  *'  may  be  con-  St.  550.    But  such  repugnancy  need  not  arise 

strued  '*  issue."     See  Clifford  v.  Koe*,  L.  R.,  6  between  the  word  or  clause,  But  may  consist 

A  pp.  Cas.  427;  Castner*B  Appeal,  88  Penn.  St.  in  a  conflict  with  the  general  tenor  and  scope 

478.    Merrymans  «.  Merrymans,  5  Munf.  440.  of  the  will.  Id.    But  it  is  only  In  case  of  irre- 

So  it  may  be  construed  to  include  **  grand-  concilnble  repugnancy  that  words  or  clauses 

children.*'*  Osgood  v.  Lovering,  33  Maine,  464.  can  be  rejected.    Baxter  v.  Bowyer,  19  Ohio 

"If  he  should   die,**  construed  **when  he  St  490;  Graham  v.  Graham,  23^ W.  Ya.  36. 

should  die."     Smart  v.  Clark,  3  Russ.  465t  If  a  clause  can  take  effect  as  it  stai>ds,  it 

**  May  leave  **  construed  *'  may  have.**    Du  must  be  taken  as  it  stands,  though  the  court 

Bois  V.  Ray,  35  N.  T.  162.     For  other  recent  may  be  satisfied  that  the  testator  had  a  dif- 

examples,*  see  Taylor  v.  Johnson,  63  N.  C.  ferent   intention   from    that   so   expressed. 

383;  State  v.  Joyce,  47  Ind.  410;  Dow  v.  Dow,  Taylor  v.  Meador,  66  Ga.  230.    What  do  the 

36Maine,211;£iates9.Dew8on,  128 Mass. 334;  words  mean?  is  the  qtiestion,  not,  what  did 

Missionary  Soc.  v.  Chapman,  id.  265;  Bow-  the  testator  intend?    lIancock*8  Appeal,  112 

ditch  V.  Andrew,  8  Allen,  339,  345.  Penn.  St.  532.    Farther  see  note  at  beginning 

1  The  italicized  claase  in  the  following  be-  of  Chap.  XY. 
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peared  by  the  will  to  be  to  make  an  equal  distribution  of  his  property 
(which  he  described  in  seven  different  schedules),  amongst  *<  Fourth  *' 
his  seven  children ;  and  he  subjected  the  properties  com-  ^^^^  '*tifth.»' 
prised  in  the  seven  schedules  to  mort^^e  debts  in  such  a  manner, 
that,  if  in  a  particular  clause,  the  words  ^'  fourth  schedule  "  was  read 
literally,  not  only  would  the  entire  plan  of  the  will,  as  indicated 
above,  be  frustrated,  but  the  payment  of  the  debts  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  the  will  would  become  impossible  ;  Sir  J.  K.  Bruce  and  Lord 
Granworth,  L.  JJ.,  held  that  they  were  warranted  in  reading  the  word 
"fourth"  as  meaning  "fifth,"  which  the  context  showed  was  the 
change  required  to  render  the  will  consistent.  ^ 

The  changing  of  words,  however,  has  most  frequently  occurred  in 
regard  to  expressions,  which,  in  common  parlance,  are  often  used  inac- 
curately ;  as  the  word  "  severally  "  for  "  respectively,"  of  »,  ^^^^^  >» 
which  we  have  an  instance  in  Woodstock  t^.  Shillito  (c),  used  in  sense 
where  a  testator  gave  the  interest  of  a  fund  to  his  wife  **'  re^tctixtt, 
for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  such  of  his  four  daughters  as  should 
be  then  living,  in  equal  shares,  during  their  respective  lives;  and 
from  and  after  the  several  deceases  of  his  four  daughters,  he  gave 
one-fourth  of  the  capital  to  their  respective  children.  One  of  the 
daughters  died  before  the  widow,  leaving  a  child.  The  surviving 
daughters  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  entire  fund,  under  the  express 
gift  to  the  daughters  living  at  the  decease  of  the  testator's  widow ; 
but  Sir  L.  Shad  well,  V.-C,  held,  that  the  words  "  from  and  after  the 
several  deceases  of  my  said  daughters,"  were  to  be  construed  "  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  my  daughters  respectively.^*  "  It  was  clear," 
he  said,  "  the  testator  meant  to  give  to  the  children  the  share  of  their 
mother  on  her  death." 

But  by  far  the  most  numerous  class  of  cases,  exhibiting  the 
♦  change  of  a  testator's  words,  are  those  in  which  the  disjunc-  [*471] 

850;  Bengough  v.  Edrid«e,  1  Sim.  173 ;  Pasmore  «.  Huggins.  31  Beav.  103  (where  "  fatare  ** 
might,  it  seems,  have  been  read  ''former*');  Re  BavlisVs  Tmst,  17  Sim  178  (where  "are" 
was  interpreted  in  a  future  sense);  Taylor  v.  Creagh,  8  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  281  (400<.  read  600/.); 
compare  Thompson  o.  Whitelock,  5  Juf.  N.  S.  991;  Re  Northen's  EsUte,  Salt  e.  Prm,  98  Ch. 
D  153  C'the  L.  K.  EsUte"  read  ''the  C.  Estate  ");  Re  Hnddlestone,  63  L.  T.  255  ("  includ- 
ing "  read  *' excluding"). 
<e)  6  Sim.  416. 


1  The  singular  may  be  read  plural,  and 
yice  versa,  it  the  context  calls  for  such  read- 
ing. Low  V.  Low,  77  Maine,  37 ;  Roe  e.  Yin- 
gut,  117  N  Y.  a04  ("grandchild"  for 
"grandchildren"). 

Where  a  gift  to  children  speaks  of  them 
as  a  specified  number,  which  is  less  than  the 
number  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
the  specified  number  will  be  rejected  on  the 
presumption  of  a  mistake,  and  all  the  children 
so  in  existence  will  be  entitled  unless  it  can 
be  inferred  who  were  the  particular  children 
intended.    Kalbfleisch  0.  Kalbfleisch,  67  N. 


T.  364;  Garvev  v.  Hibbert,  19  Ves.  124, 
Spencer  0.  Ward,  L.  R.  9  En.  607. 

But  the  rule  that  all  in  existence  will  take 
does  not  prevail  if  the  particular  ones  be 
pointed  out  by  some  additional  description; 
Wrightson  0.  Calvert,  1  Johns.  &  Hem.  230 ; 
or  if  some  of  a  class  have  alreadv  been  pro- 
vided for,  and  the  specified  number  corres- 
ponds with  the  number  of  those  not  provided 
lor,  and  there  is  a  division  into  the  same 
number  of  shares.  Kalbfieisch  v.  Kalbfleisch, 
supra;  Shepard  p.  Wright,  6  Jones,  Eq.  22. 
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(( 


or 


i> 


has    been   changed   into   the    copulative    *^and"    and 
1 


tive 

''Or,"  vice  versa.^   It  is  obvious  that  these  words  are  often  used 

ow3?^**  *°***      orally  without  a  due  regard  to  their  respective  import ; 

and  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  adduce  instances  of  the 
inaccuracy,  even  in  written  compositions  of  some  note  (d) ;  it  is  not 
surprising,  therefore,  that  this  inaccuracy  should  have  found  its  way 
into  wills.  Accordingly  we  find  that  the  Courts  have  often  been 
called  upon  to  rectify  blunders  of  this  nature :  so  often,  indeed,  as  to 
have  swelled  the  cases  on  the  subject  into  a  mass  requiring  much  at- 
tention and  discriminative  arrangement,  in  order  to  deduce  from  them 
any  intelligible  and  consistent  principles;  and,  in  performing  this 
task,  the  liberty  must  be  taken  of  sometimes  referring  the  cases  to 
principles  not  distinctly  recognized  by  the  judges  who  decided  them. 
It  has  been  long  settled  that  a  devise  of  real  estate  to  A.  and 
his  heirs,  or,  which  would  be  the  same  in  effect,  to  A.  in- 
definitely,  and  in  case  of  his  death  under  twenty-one,  or 
without  issue,  over,  the  word  "or"  is  construed  "and," 
and,  consequently,  the  estate  does  not  go  over  to  the  ul- 
terior devisee,  unless  both  the  specified  events  happen. 
One  of  the  earliest  authorities  for  this  construction  is  SouUe  v.  Grer- 
rard  (e)  ;  where  a  testator,  having  four  sons,  devised  lands  to  Eichard, 
one  of  his  sons,  and  his  heirs  forever ;  and  if  Richard  died  within 
the  age  of  one-and-twenty  years,  or  without  issue,  then,  that  the  land 
should  remain  to  his  other  three  sons.  Eichard  died  under  age,  leav- 
ing issue  a  daughter.  It  was  held,  that  in  the  event  which  had  hap- 
pened, the  devise  over  to  the  three  sons  had  failed ;  for,  that  by  the 
words  and  intent,  it  was  not  to  commence  unless  both  parts  were  per- 
formed, and  that  it  was  "  all  one  as  if  the  disjunctive  or  had  been  a 
copulative." 

(rf)  E,  g.^  see  Re  Hotchkys,  Freke,  v.  Calmady,  32  Ch.  D.  at  p.  416. 

(«)  Cro.  El.  526;  *.  c.  nom.  Sowell  r.  Garrett,  Moore,  422,  pi.  690;  Price  v.  Hunt,  PoUex. 
646;  Barker  v.  Suretees,  2  Str.  1176;  Walsh  v.  Peterson,  3  Atk.  193;  Doe  d.  Burnsall  v, 
Davy,  6  T.  R.  34;  Fairfield  v.  Morgan,  2  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  38;  Eastman  v.  Baker,  1  Taunt. 
174;  Right  v.  Day,  16  East,  67;  see  also  Doe  Herbert  ».  Selby  ^  D.  &  Ry.  608,  2  B.  & 
Cr.  926;  Morrall  v.  Sutton,  1  Pbill.  651. 


In  the  case 
of  devise 
over,  in  event 
of  death  un- 
der twenty- 
one,  or  with- 
out issue. 


1  Where  it  is  clear  that  the  word  "  or  *'  is 
used  instead  of  *'  and,"  and  e  emverto,  the 
court  will  chanf^e  the  word.  O'Brien  v.  Hee- 
nev,  2  Edw.  248;  Miles  v.  Dyer,  6  Sim.  436; 
Ray  V.  Enstin,  2  Mas?.  654;  Carpenter  v. 
Heard,  14  Pick.  449;  Parker  i».  Parker,  6 
Met.  184,  137;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  11  Met.  88; 
Say  ward  r.  Say  ward,  9  Greenl.  210;  Thacke- 
ray r,  Hampson,  2  Sim.  &  S.  214;  Monk- 
house  V.  Monkhouse,  3  Sim.  126;  Ensrlefried 
V.  Wolepart,  1  Yeate^  42;  Turner  r.  Whitted, 
2  Hawkes,  613;  Parrisb  v.  Vaugban,  12 
Bush,  79;  Jackson  v.  Blanshan,  6  Johns.  54; 
Beall  V.  Deale,  7  Gill  &  J.  216;  Den  v.  Mug- 
wav,  3  Green,  330;  Wani  v.  Waller,  2  Speer, 
786;  Den  «.  English,  14  Penn.  St.  280; 
Munro  9.  Holmes,  1  Brev.  319;  Bostick  v. 


Lawton.  1  Speer,  268;  Kelso  «.  Dickey,  7 
Watts  &  S.  ^;  BetterBeld  v.  Haskins,  33 
Maine,  393;  Janney  «.  Sprijnf,  7  Gill,  197; 
Tennell  v.  Ford,  30  Ga.  707 ;  Cody  r.  Bunn, 
46  N.  J.  Kq  131;  Holcomb  v.  Lake,  1  Dutch. 
606;  s.  c.  4  Zabr.  686;  Patclien  v.  Patchen, 
121  N.  Y.  432  (citing  In  re  Wells,  118  N.  Y. 
399);  Roe  v.  Vingut,  117  N.  T.  204.  Bat 
this  substitution  will  not  be  made  unless  it 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  clear  intention  of 
the  testator.  Cody  v,  Bunn,  supra  ;  Hol- 
comb V.  I^ke,  supra;  Robertson  v.  Johnston, 
24  Ga.  102. 

**0r"  was  eliminated  to  make  a  clause 
consistent  with  itself,  in  Prosser  r.  Hardesty, 
101  Mo.  693. 
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The  ground  for  changing  the  testator's  expression  in  these  cases  is^ 
that  aS;  bj  making  the  event  of  the  devisee  leaving  issue  a  condition 
of  his  retaining  the  estate,  he  evidently  intends  that  a  principle  of 
benefit  shall  accrue  to  such  issue  through  their  parent,  it  the  rule ; 
is  highly  improbable  that  he  should  mean  this  benefit  to  de- 
pend *  upon  the  contingency  of  the  devisee  attaining  major-  [*472] 
ity ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  very  probable  that  the 
testator  should  intend,  in  the  event  of  the  devisee  dying  under  age 
leaving  issue,  to  give  him  an  estate  which  would  devolve  upon  the  is- 
sue ;  but  that,  if  he  attained  twenty-one  (the  age  at  which  he  would 
acquire  a  disposing  competency),  he  should  take  the  estate  absolutely, 
i.  a.,  whether  he  afterwards  died  leaving  issue  or  not.     The  change  of 
or  into  and,  therefore,  substitutes  a  reasonable  for  a  most  unreasonable 
scheme  of  disposition.^ 

And  though  it  has  generally  happened  that  the  subject  to  which 
this  rule  of  construction  has  been  applied  is  real  estate,  yet  the  rule 
is  equally  applicable  (as  the  reason  of  it  evidently  is)  to   _  applicable 
bequests  of  personalty ;  and,  therefore,  in  the  case  of  a   to  bequents  of 
legacy  to  A.,  and  in  case  of  his  death  under  age  or  with-  P®"°°*  'J"- 
out  issue,  to  B.,  it  is  not  to  be  doubted  that  A.  would  retain  the 
legacy,  unless  he  died  under  age  and  without  leaving  issue  at  his 
decease. 

And,  of  course,  it  would  be  immaterial  that  the  original  bequest 
was  expressly  made  contingent  on  the  legatee  attaining  majority.  As 
in  Mytton  v.  Boodle  (/),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  5,000/.  to  A. 
if  he  attained  twenty-one ;  but  if  he  should  not  attain  that  age,  or  die 
without  leaving  issue,  then  over.  It  was  held  that  A.,  on  attaining 
twenty-one,  was  absolutely  entitled. 

In  this  case  (g)  the  expression  which  raised  the  question  in  the 
will  was  repeated  in  the  codicil  —  a  circumstance  which  was  con- 
sidered (and  it  is  conceived  rightly)  not  to  indicate  that  it  was  used 
advisedly. 

And  the  same  construction  obtains  where  another  event  is  asso- 
ciated with  the  dying  under  age  and  without  issue,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  devise  in  fee  or  bequest  to  A.,  with  a  gift  over  in  case   qjj^  ^^g,  ,„ 
of  his  dying  during  minority  unmarried,  or  without  is-  case  of  death 
sue  {h) ;  and  that,  too,  though  the  copulative  "  and  "  is   itj"  nmarried 
found  in  company  with  the  disjunctive   "or"  in  the   ?*•  without 
same  will,  indeed,  in  this  very  sentence.    As  in  Miles  v. 


if)  6  Sim.  457. 

{q\  And  in  Fran 

(h)  Framlingham  vrBraod,  3  Atk.'390;  see  Doe  d.  Cooke,  7  East,  269,  post. 


(o)  And  in  Framlingham  v.  Br&nd,  infra. 


1  Saywardv.  Sa}'waTd,7Qreen].  210;  Jack-    14  Pick.  449;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  6  Bina 
son  V,  Blanshan,'6  Johns.  54;  Jackson  v,     269. 
Beeves,  1  Wend.  886;  Carpenter  v.  Heard, 
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Dyer,  (t),  where  the  bequest  was  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to 
her  children  on  their  attaining  twenty-one ;  and  in  case  they  should 
die  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  or  under  twenty-one,  and  without  leaving 
issue,  then  over,  it  was  held  that  the  interests  of  the  children  were 

not  divested  unless  the  three  events  happened. 
[*473]  ♦  It  is  obvious  that  the  ground  for  changing  or  into  and 
exists  a  fortiori  where  children  or  issue  are  the  express  ob- 
jects of  the  prior  gift ;  as  where  {j)  there  is  a  devise  to  a  person  when 
he  attains  twenty-one,  for  life,  remainder  to  his  children  (the  devise, 
in  the  case  referred  to,  was  to  the  sons  successively  and  the  daughters 
concurrently),  in  tail,  with  a  devise  over  if  he  die  under  twenty-one 
OR  without  children. 

It  would  seem  that  the  principle  in  question  applies  to  every  case 
where  the  gift  over  is  to  arise  in  the  event  of  the  preceding  devisee  or 
Suggertcd  legatee  dying  under  prescribed  circumstances,  or  leaving 
•xtenRion  an  object  who  would,  or,  at  least,  who  might  take  a  ben- 

o  t  e  ru  6.  gg|.  ^derivatively  through  the  devisee  or  legatee,  if  his 
interest  remained  undivested,  and  to  whom,  therefore,  it  is  probable 
the  testator  intended  indirectly  a  benefit,  not  dependent  upon  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  devisee  or  legatee  dying  under  the  prescribed  cir- 
cumstances or  not.  In  this  point  of  view  it  would  seem  to  be 
immaterial  whether  the  dying  is  confined  to  minority,  or  is  associated 
with  any  other  contingency,  as  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  A.,  and  if  he 
shall  die  in  the  lifetime  of  B,  or  without  issue  {k)^  or  die  without  is- 
sue OR  intestate  (l),  then  over;  or  whether  the  event  is  leaving  issue, 
or  leaving  any  other  object  who  would  derive  an  interest  or  benefit 
through  the  legatee,  if  his  or  her  interest  was  held  to  be  absolute,  as 
a  husband  or  wife. 

Thus,  where  (m)  a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  to  his  daughter,  her  executors,  &c.,  with  a  proviso,  that  in  case 
Gift  ov  0  ^^®  daughter  happened  to  die  under  twenty-one,  or  with- 
death  under  out  leaving  any  husband  living  at  her  death,  then  he  gave 
fl^MlJiVhoiit '  several  legacies,  all  which  he  directed  to  be  paid  within 
leaving  a  twelve  calendar  months  after  his  decease,  in  ea^e  of  the 

^*    °  death  of  his  daughter  under  age  as  aforesaid ;  and  in 

such  case  he  gave  the  residue  to  other  persons,  —  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.B., 
held,  that  "  or  "  was  to  be  read  "  and,"  and  that  the  expression  "  un- 
der age  as  aforesaid  "  meant  not  leaving  a  husband. 

(i)  6  Sim  486,  8  Sim.  dSO. 

0)  Haeker  o.  Sutton,  0  J.  B.  Moo.  2,  1  Binff.  601.  Bat  the  onlj  question  there  was 
whether  the  remainder  was  vested  or  not.  The  defendants  could  not  succeed  unless  it  was, 
and  it  could  be  so  onlj  by  adopting  Lord  Hardwicke*s  **  construction  **  in  Brownsword  r. 
Edwards  (post,  p.  474);  reading  or  as  and  was  insufficient;  and  the  Coart  certified  against 
them.    And  see  now  Cooke  v.  Mirehouse,  34  Beav.  37,  poet,  p.  478. 

(ib)  Wright  V.  Kemp.  8  T.  R.  470,  a  case  on  a  transaction  inter  viToe:  Denn  «.  Kemeys, 
9  East,  366;  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Chaffev,  16  M.  &  Wels.  656. 

(0  Green  v.  Hanrey,  1  Hare,  428;  Beachcroft  v.  Broome,  4  T.  R.  441;  and  see  Incorpo- 
rated Society  v.  Richards,  1  D.  &  War.  283;  Oreated  v.  Greated,  96  Beav.  621. 

(m)  WeddeU  v.  Mnndy,  6  Yes.  341. 
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The  cases  under  consideration,  perhaps,  may  seem  to  form 
an  *  exception  to  the  role  that  words,  unambiguous  in  them-  [*474] 
selves,  are  not  to  be  rejected  or  changed  on  account  of  their 
unreasonableness ;  but  as  this  construction  has  obtained  so  long,  is 
confined  to  a  particular  expression,  and  that  expression  one  which  is 
often  used  indiscriminately  with  the  substituted  word,  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  much  danger  in  this  seeming  latitude  of  interpretation ;  but 
it  should,  if  possible,  be  made  to  rest  upon  some  solid  principle,  fix- 
ing definite  limits  to  its  application.  The  cases,  it  is  conceived,  in 
effect  though  not  professedly,  warrant  us  in  stating  that  principle  to 
be  (as  before  suggested),  that  where  the  dying  under  twenty-one  is 
associated  with  the  event  of  the  devisee  leaving  an  object,  who  would, 
if  the  devisee  retained  the  estate,  take  an  interest  derivatively  through 
him,  the  copulative  construction  prevails ;  though  it  is  by  no  means 
equally  clear  that  the  rule  is  confined  to  such  cases. 

Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Browns  word  v,  Edwards  (n),  expressed  an 
opinion,  that  the  construction  in  question  was  not  applicable  to  es- 
tates tail,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  occasion  for   ^^^^^1^^^  ^aU 
it ;  since  an  estate  tail  was  capable  of  a  remainder,  and  applies  to 
the  words  might,  by  an  "  easy  construction,"  be  read  as   ^'^^ 
such ;  80  ds  to  secure  the  estate  to  the  issue,  if  any,  and  yet  give  effect 
to  the  remainder  in  case  the  issue  failed  at  any  time.    At  the  present 
day  the  Court  follows  Lord  Hardwicke  in  declining  to  change  '*  or  " 
into  "  and "  (or  the  contrary)  where  the  prior  estate  is  in  tail,  but 
rejects  the  "  construction "  upon  which  alone  his  opinion  was  based. 
The  course  of  decision  deserves  attention.     In  some  of  the  cases,  it 
will  be  seen,  the  gift  over  was  if  the  tenants  in  tail  should  die  under 
twenty-one,  or  without  issue,  in  others  the  conjunction  "  and "  was 
used. 

In  Brownsword  v.  Edwards  (o),  the  devise  was  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs  to  receive  the  rents  until  A.  should  attain  twenty-one ;  and  if  he 
should  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  or  have  issue,  then  to  A.    Brownsword 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  but  if  A.  should  die  before   •  Edwarda. 
twenty-one,  and  without  issue,  then  in  trust  for  B.  in  like  manner,  with 
gifts  over  in  the  like  words  to  other  branches  of  testator's  family ; 
and  for  want  of  such  issue  to  his  own  right  heirs.     A.  and  B.  were 
the  testator's  illegitimate  son  and  daughter,  but  for  the  purposes  of 
the  argument  were  taken  to  be  legitimate.     A.  attained  tweuty-one 
and  died  without  issue,  and  it  was  argued  that  the  gift  to 
B.  had  failed,  only  one  of  the  two  events  upon  *  which  it  was  [*476] 
limited  having  happened.    But  Lord  Hardwicke  held  B.  to  be 
entitled.     He  said  :  "  There  is  no  necessity  in  this  case  to  transpose 
or  supply  material  words ;  but  there  is  a  plain  natural  construction 
upon  these  words,  viz.,  if  A.  shall  happen  to  die  before  twenty-one, 

(n)  2  Tea.  S49.  (o)  S  Yea.  249. 
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and  also  shall  happen  to  die  without  issue ;  which  construction  plainly 
makes  the  dying  without  issue  to  go  through  the  whole  and  fully 
answers  the  intent,  which  was  in  that  manner.  Had  the  first  devise 
been  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  this  construction  I  believe  could  not  be 
made ;  for  where  there  is  such  a  contingent  limitation  I  do  not  know 
that  the  Court  has  changed  heirs  into  heirs  of  the  body  to  make  it  so 
throughout.  But  much  stronger  constructions  than  this  have  been 
made  in  devises :  as,  in  a  devise  to  one  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  should 
die  before  twenty-one  or  without  issue,  the  Court  has  said  it  was  not 
the  intent  to  disinherit  the  issue,  and  therefore  or  shall  be  construed 
and ;  but  if  the  first  limitation  had  been  in  tail,  there  would  be  no 
occasion  to  resort  to  that,  but  the  Court  would  make  the  construction 
I  do  now  "  (shovdng  that,  whether  the  word  of  the  will  was  and  or  or, 
he  thought  some  "  construction  "  equally  necessary),  "  viz.,  if  he  dies 
without  issue  before  twenty-one,  then  over  by  way  of  executory  de- 
vise ;  if  he  dies  without  issue  after  twenty-one,  when  the  estate  had 
vested  in  him,  it  would  go  by  way  of  remainder ;  an  estate  tail  is 
capable  of  a  remainder,  and  it  is  natural  to  expect  a  remainder  after 
it.  It  is  contrary  to  his  intent  to  let  in  this  remainder  to  the  right 
heirs  to  defeat  all  the  intermediate  limitations  to  his  family." 

A  stricter  adherence  to  the  letter  was  preserved  in  the  earlier  case 
of  Woodward  v,  Glasbrook  (p),  where  a  testator  devised  a  house  to 
his  sons,  James  and  Thomas,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies, 
Glasbrook.  *'  ^^  equal  moieties,  and  devised  other  houses  to  his  other 
Devise  over  if  children  in  like  manner ;  and  provided,  that  if  any  of  his 
*^u^*^*J^  **^*    said  children  should  die  under  twenty-one  or  unmar. 

sbould  die  .      .  ,  *' 

nnder  twenty-    ried  (^),  the  part  or  share  of  him  or  her  so  dying  should 
mi^d°"         so  ^  ^^^  survivors ;  and  it  was  held  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  that 
the  shares  of  two  of  the  children  dying  unmarried,  though 
they  attained  twenty-one,  went  to  the  devisees  over. 

In  Doe  d.  Usher  v.  Jessep  (r),  where  A.  devised  to 
easep.    ^.^^g^^g  ^^^^  their  heirs  in  trust  for  his  natural  son  J. 

[*476]  and  the  heirs  of  his  *  body,  and  if  J.  should  die  before  he  at- 
tained his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  without  issue,  then 
over.    J.  attained  his  majority,  but  died  without  issue.     It  was  con- 
«  .  ^..     .      tended,  on  a  mistaken  view  of  Brownsword  v.  Edwards, 

Ann    '  not 

changed  into  that,  "  and  "  was  to  be  read  or,  which  would  in  the  event 
limitation  over  ^^^^  ^^  happened  give  effect  to  the  devise  over ;  but 
after  an  esute  Lord  EUenborough,  though  he  admitted  the  oases  to  be 
***^'  very  similar  (the  only  distinction  being  that  the  limita- 

tion over  in  the  cited  case  was  in  favor  of  a  daughter,  who,  without 

(p)  2  Vera.  888.  ^    ^ 

(q)  Not  "without  issoe.*'  But  "unmarried"  equaUy  involves  the  extinction  of  the 
estate  tail. 

(r)  12  East.  288;  see  also  Soulle  v.  Oerrard,  Cro.  El.  625  (stated  ante,  p.  471),  where  it 
was  considered  (though,  according  to  subsequent  authorities,  erroneously),  that  the  first  devi- 
see bad  an  estate  tail. 


CH.  XYI.]  AS  TO  CHANGING  WORDS.  511 

such  a  constraction  as  was  there  put  upon  the  word  '^  and/'  would 
have  been  without  a  provision)  which  is  a  distinction  without  a  differ- 
ence (s),  decided  that  the  word  was  to  be  taken  in  its  literal  sense.^ 

Again^  in  Mortimer  v.  Hartley  (t),  where  the  testator  devised  lands 
to  John  and  Ann  successively  in  tail  (u),  and  "  if  it  should  please 
Grod  to  take  away  both  Ann  and  John  under  age,  or  with-  Mortimer  v. 
out  leaving  lawful  issue  "  then  over  to  X.  Ann  died  un-  Hartley, 
der  age  and  without  issue,  and  John  died  without  issue,  but  not  under 
age.  On  a  case  from  Chancery  the  Court  of  Exchequer  refused  to 
read  "or"  as  "and,"  and  held  that  the  devise  over  took  effect. 
Parke,  6.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  "  If  we  abide 
by  the  words  of  the  will,  it  is  possible  we  may  disappoint  what  we 
may  conjecture  to  have  been  one  intention  of  the  testator,  because  it 
is  a  reasonable  intention  to  entertain,  that  is,  to  give  a  benefit  to  the 
issue  if  their  parents  should  die  under  age,  but  we  are  sure  of  carry- 
ing into  effect  a  manifest  and  declared  intention  of  the  testator  to 
give  the  remainder  over  to  X.  on  the  determination  of  the  estate  tail ; 
on  the  other  hand,  if  we  change  '  or '  into  *  and '  for  the  purpose  of 
effecting  the  conjectured  intention  to  give  a  benefit  to  the  issue  on 
the  death  of  their  parents  respectively  under  age,  we  defeat  the  clear 
and  manifest  intention  to  give  the  remainder  to  X.  on  failure  of  the 
issue  of  John  and  Ann,  and  cause  an  intestacy  as  to  that  remainder, 
a  circumstance  which  ought  to  be  avoided."  If  the  first  devise  had 
been  in  fee  simple  he  admitted  the  authorities  would  have  required 
the  change ;  "but  as  none  of  the  authorities  apply  to  an  estate  tail, 
and  we  have  Lord  Hardwicke's  high  authority  for  distinguishing  such 
a  case,  we  think  we  ought  to  do  so,  and  abide  by  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  words.  If  any  change  should  be  made,  the  one  which  would 
be  most  likely  to  effectuate  the  intent  of  the  testator  would 
♦  be  to  read  the  words  as  if  they  had  been  '  if  it  should  please  [*477] 
Grod  to  take  away  both  John  and  Ann  under  age  or  at  any 
time  without  issue.'  By  so  reading  them,  the  issue  would  take  if  the 
parents  died  under  age,  and  X.  succeed  on  the  determination  of  the 
estate  tail.  But  if  this  cannot  he  done^  we  think  we  should  make  no 
change  at  all." 

But  this  was  exactly  the  change  which  the  Court  had  "  Lord  Hard- 
wicke's  high  authori^  "  tp  make.  Whether  it  was  made  or  not,  the 
result,  as  it  happened,  was  the  same ;  for  in  either  case  the  gift  over 
took  effect  without  disappointing  any  issue.  But  if  there  had  been 
any  issue  they  would  have  been  disappointed,  and  it  seems  strange 
to  invoke  Lord  Hardwicke's  authority  for  a  conclusion  which  it  was 

(«)  6  H.  L.  Ca.  84,  85, 96. 
(0  6  Kxch.  47,  3  De  G  &  S.  316. 

(u)  The  Court  of  C.  B.  held  upon  the  same  wiU  that  the  prior  deyise  gave  a  fee«  and  then 
they  read  *•  or  "  a»  "  and."  6  C.  B.  819. 

1  See  Chiystie  «.  Phyfe,  19  K   T.  344,  Doe  v.  Wataon,  8  How.  268. 
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the  declared  object  of  his  construction  to  avoid.  When  the  case  came 
back  to  Chancery,  Sir  K.  Bruce,  Y.-G.,  virtually  adopted  that  con- 
struction, saying, ''  On  the  authority  of  Brownsword  v,  Edwards  and 
Murray  v.  Jones  (i;)  and  other  cases,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  testar 
tor  has  but  inaccurately  expressed  that  he  disposed  of  everything 
after  the  failure  of  the  limitations  in  the  prior  clauses,  in  whatever 
manner  they  might  faxL^ 

It  is  evident,  however,  that  this  construction  strikes  out  the  words 
"under  twenty-one ;"  and  in  Grey  t>.  Pearson  (w),  where  the  will  was 
Greyr.  undistinguishable  from  the  will  in  Doe  v.  Jessep,  the 

Pearson.  devisee  in  tail  attained  twenty-one,  but  afterwards  died 

without  issue  j  and  it  was  held  in  D.  P.,  following  Doe  v.  Jessep, 
that  the  words  must  be  taken  literally,  and  that  the  gift  over  failed. 
It  was  admitted  that  where  lands  were  devised  to  one  and,  his  heirs 
with  a  gift  over  if  he  died  under  twenty-one  or  without  issue,  "or" 
was  to  be  read  "  and ; "  it  was  too  late  to  question  the  authorities 
which  had  so  decided :  but,  it  was  said,  those  decisions  did  not  govern 
a  case  where  the  first  devise  was  in  tail,  with  a  gift  over  if  the  devisee 
died  under  age  and  without  issue.  The  House  refused  therefore  to 
apply  those  authorities  to  the  case  before  it ;  and,  on  the  ground  that 
Lord  Hardwicke's  "  construction  "  had  not  been  uniformly  adopted,  it 
rejected  that  also,  deeming  it  to  be  somewhat  forced  and  very  un- 
usual (x). 

Modem  authority,  therefore,  while  it  still  distinguishes  the  case 
of  an  estate  tail,  deals  with  it  on  wholly  different  princi- 
[*478]  pies  from  *  those  upon  which  the  distinction  was  originally 
based.  For  (as  we  have  seen)  Lord  Hardwicke  never  meant 
to  read  the  words  so  as  in  any  event  to  disappoint  the  issue ;  whereas 
Mortimer  r.  Hartley  and  Grey  v.  Pearson  will  require  both  "or"  and 
"and"  to  be  strictly  construed,  although  the  issue  may  be  thereby 
disappointed.  The  readiness  with  which  Lords  Granworth  and 
Wensleydale  accepted  the  distinction  of  an  estate  tail,  while  re- 
jecting the  grounds  for  it,  was  plainly  due  to  their  disapprobation 
of  the  so-called  speculative  system  of  construction  adopted  in  the  old 
authorities;  and  since  Grey  v,  Pearson,  "or"  has  been  strictly  con- 
strued even  in  the  case  (already  mentioned  as  furnishing  an  a  fortiori 
argument  for  changing  "or"  into  "and")  where  children  or  issue 
were  express  objects  of  the  prior  gift ;  as,  where  (y)  the  devise  was 
to  A.  for  life  if  he  should  attain  thirty-one,  with  remainder  to  his 
eldest  son  in  fee,  with  a  gift  over  if  A.  should  die  under  thirty-one  or 

(n)  3  V.  &  B  313,  stated  post,  Ch.  L. 

(w)  6  H.  L.  Ca.  61,  by  Lords  Cranworth  and  Wenslevdale,  diss.  Lord  St.  Leonards 

(a?)  Lord  St.  T^eooardi,  on  the  other  hand,  thought  it  ''easy  and  natural."  As  to  Doe  •. 
Jessep  he  said  it  was  hastily  decided,  and  that  the  judges  of  K.  R-  showed  by  their  remarks 
that  thev  misunderstood  the  real  nature  of  the  case,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  07. 

(y)  Cooke  v.  Mirehouse,  34  Beav.  87.  As  to  Hasker  o.  Suttoo,  9  J.  B.  Moo.  2,  1  Bing. 
501,  Tide  sup.  473,  n.  (j  ). 
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not  have  a  son.  A.  attained  thirty-one,  but  died  without  having  a 
son,  and  it  was  held  that  the  gift  over  took  effect,  for  that ''  or  '^ 
could  not  be  construed  "and."  Sir  J.  Eomilly,  M.  R,  said  he  never 
knew  of  a  case  where  the  change  had  been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  the  will  and  creating  an  intestacy.  It  will  however  be 
perceived  that  if  A.  had  had  a  son  and  afterwards  died  under  thirty* 
one,  the  son  would  have  been  disappointed;  for  the  construction 
could  not  properly  depend  on  the  event.  The  literal  construction 
however  has  not  yet  been  tested  by  any  case  where  such  disappoint- 
ment would  have  ensued. 

Of  changing  "  and  "  into  "  or "  in  cases  where  the  previous  estate 
is  not  in  tail  more  will  be  said  hereafter.  To  return  for  the  present 
to  the  cases  in  which  <'  or  "  has  been  construed  and.  The  argument 
for  this  construction  is,  of  course,  very  strong  where  the  .     . 

effect  of  an  adherence  to  the  words  of  the  will  would  be   of  two  events, 
to  deprive  the  legatee  of  what  was  previously  given  to   J^n^^jfj^.^ap^*^ 
him  in  either  of  two  alternative  events,  unless  both   peningofone 
events  should  happen,  as  in  the  case  of  a  bequest  to  A.   ^^^  ®'*^**'* 
on  his  attaining  thirty-one  or  marrying ;  and  in  case  he  should  die 
under  thirty-one  or  unmarried,  then  over;  in  such  a  case  "or"  is 
necessarily  construed  andf  in  order  to  make  the  limitation  over  con- 
sistent with  the  terms  of  the  prior  gift  (z).    So  where  property  is 
given  to  a  person  in  either  of  two  events,  and  afterwards 
given  over  in  •  terms  unless  not  only  those  two  events,  but  [*479] 
an  additional  event  also  liappens.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  Y.-C, 
thought  that,  if  it  were  necessary,  the  Court  would  read  the  word  or 
as  and  (a). 

These  decisions  depended  on  the  inconsistency  which,  upon  a  literal 
construction,  would  have  existed  between  the  prior  gifts  and  the  ex- 
ecutory gifts  over.  Where  there  is  no  prior  gift  this  where  there  is 
ground  fails :  so  that  a  bequest  to  A.  after  the  death  of  "<>  P"®'  P'*- 
testator's  mother,  or  the  second  marriage,  death,  or  forfeiture  of  his 
wife,  although  the  testator  had  made  life-provisions  for  both  his 
mother  and  wife,  upon  whose  death  therefore  a  certain  amount  of  the 
estate  would  be  set  free,  was  held  to  take  effect  immediately  on  the 
death  of  the  mother  without  waiting  for  the  second  marriage,  death, 
or  forfeiture  of  the  wife :  in  other  words,  the  Court  refused  to  read 
"or"  as  "and"  (b).  And  a  similar  observation  must  be  made  with 
reference  to  the  opposite  change  of  "and"  into  "or"  (c). 

Sometimes  the  general  context  or  plan  of  the  will  calls  for  the  con- 
junctive construction  in  cases  not  easily  reducible  to  any  specific 

(t)  Grant  v.  Dyer,  2  Dow,  87;  Thompson  v.  Teuton,  22  L.  J.  Ch.  248;  Collett  o.  Collett, 
85  Beav.  312,  stated  Ch.  XXVII.  s.  i. 

(a)  Grimshawe  v.  Pickup,  9  Sim.  691;  and  Miles  v.  Dyer,  ante,  p.  472;  Law  «.  Thorp, 
25  L.  J.  Ch.  75, 1  Jur.  N.  S.  1082;  Johnson  v,  Simcock,  6  H.  &  N.  6,  7  id.  844;  Bentley  v. 
Meech,  25  Beav.  197;  Hawkins  v.  Hawkins,  7  Sim.  17& 

(b)  Hawksworth  o.  Hawksworth.  27  Beay.  1. 

(c)  See  Maiden  «.  Maine,  2  Jar.  N.  S.  206. 

VOL.  I.  33 
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"Or**  read  head.  Thus,  in  Long  v,  Dennis  (d),  where  there  was  a 
plloontSt!*"  devise  to  A-  for  life,  upon  condition  that  if  he  should 
marry  with  any  woman  not  having  a  competent  fortune, 
or  without  the  consent  of  trustees,  the  estate  should  not  vest ;  the 
Court  of  K.  6.,  considering  that  the  testator  meant  to  require  the 
sanction  of  the  trustees  only  in  case  A.  married  a  woman  without 
a  competent  fortune,  and  also  that  conditions  in  restraint  of  mar- 
riage were  odious,  held  that  the  estate  vested  upon  performance  of 
either  part  of  the  condition;  that  is  to  say,  they  read  the  word  ''or" 
as  and.  And  in  another  case,  where  a  testator  bequeathed  (e)  the 
produce  of  real  estate,  after  the  cesser  of  certain  life-estates,  to  J. 
A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  eldest  son  for  life,  "and  to  re- 
main entailed  on  the  eldest  son  descended  from  J.  A.  and  his  pos- 
terity from  one  generation  to  another  forever :  but  in  case  of  death 
or  want  of  issue  from  the  said  J.  A.,"  then  over :  Sir  L.  Shad  well, 
y.-C,  read  the  will  as  if  it  had  been  '4n  case  of  death  and 
[*480]  failure  of  issue,"  so  as  to  agree  with  the  *  general  intent  col- 
lected from  the  context,  that  all  the  descendants  of  J.  A.  were 
to  take  in  succession. 

Where  there  is  a  gift  to  two  objects  or  classes  of  objects  alterna- 
tively, the  ambiguous  use  of  the  disjunctive  ''or"  occasions  much 

Gift  to  sevemi  P^^P^^^i^y*  Sometimes,  as  we  have  seen,  the  gift  has 
objects  alter-  been  held  to  be  void  for  uncertainty  (/) ;  but  more  fre- 
Datively.  quently,  in  such  cases,  the  word  has  been  changed  into 

and.  As  in  Richardson  v.  Spraag  (g),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed 
money  in  trust  for  such  of  her  daughters  or  daughters'  children  as 
should  be  living  at  her  son's  death  —  it  was  held,  that  the  children, 
as  well  of  the  living  as  of  the  deceased  daughters,  came  in  for  their 
shares,  the  word  "  or  "  being  read  and. 

So,  in  Eccard  v.  Brooke  (A),  where  the  bequest  was  to  L.  for  his 
life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  nephews  and  nieces  who  should  be 

then  living,  as  well  on  the  side  of  the  testatrix's  late 
bis  children,  husband  as  of  her  own,  to  wit,  A.  or  her  children,  and  B. 
read  and,  ^  j^jg  children,  and  C.  or  his  children,  and  D.  or  his  chil- 

dren, and  E.  or  her  children,  share  and  share  alike.  Of  these  five 
persons  four  died  in  the  lifetime  of  L.,  three  without  issue  and  one 
leaving  two  children.  The  other  was  living  and  had  no  child.  Sir 
L.  Kenyon,  M.  R.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  word  "  or  "  must  be  con- 
sidered as  if  it  had  been  and,  for  that  otherwise  he  must  either  adopt 
the  argument  that  it  meant  to  substitute  the  children  of  each  nephew 
and  niece  who  should  happen  to  die,  in  the  room  of  their  father  or 
mother,  for  which  he  saw  no  sufficient  ground,  or  he  must  say  that 


»/  4  Barr.  9062;  see  also  Nichols  v,  Tolley,  2  Yern.  38S. 

t)  Monkhouse  v.  Monkhonse,  8  Sim.  119,  see  also  Hawkes  9,  Baldwin,  9  Sim.  856. 

'/)  Antej).  342. 

IP.  W;  484. 

2  Cox,  218. 
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the  clause  was  so  uncertain  that  he  could  give  it  to  none.  He  held 
that  the  two  children  of  the  deceased  niece  and  the  surviving  niece 
took  in  equal  thirds;  but  that,  if  the  latter  had  had  any  children 
living,  they  would  have  taken  equally  with  her. 

Again,  in  Horridge  v.  Ferguson  (i),  where  the  testatrix  directed  the 
residue  of  her  property  to  be  divided  among  such  of  the  children  of 
live  persons  (naming  them)  as  should  be  born  in  lawful  Q\ft  to  A.  or 
wedlock  and  living  at  her  decease,  or  the  issue  of  such  of  ^«  »>"«• 
them  as  should  be  married  —  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  B.,  considered,  that, 
in  order  to  make  sense  of  the  passage,  '<  or  "  might  be  construed  and. 
All  the  children  and  grandchildren,  therefore,  took  equally. 

And  in  Maude  i;.  Maude  (A;),  where  a  testator  bequeathed 
a  ♦  sum  of  money  to  his  four  sons  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  in  trust  [*481] 
for  another  son  E.  during  his  life,  and  after  the  death  of  E. 
without  children  upon  trust  to  divide  the  money  equally  amongst  the 
testator's  said  sons  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  or  to  such  other  of  his  sons 
should  afterwards  be,  in  succession,  trustees  for  E.  under   ,.  ^ 

Or    read  I 

the  proviso  thereinafter  contained.  Sir  J.  Bomilly,  M.  B.,    ^and"  to 
held  that  "or"  must  be  read  "and:"  otherwise,  if  two   P'^«ntun- 
of  the  four  had  died  and  two  others  had  under  the  pro- 
viso become  trustees  in  their  place,  and  then  E.  had  died  without 
issue,  would  the  two  original  or  the  two  new  trustees  take  the  fund  ? 
If  they  did  not  all  take,  one  class  must  be  excluded. 

"  Or "  too,  has  often  been  changed  into  and  where  interposed  be- 
tween the  name  of  the  devisee  and  words  of  limitation  introduced 
into  the  devise,  as  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  real  estate   to  a.  or  his 
to  A.  or  his  heirs,  or  to  A.  or  the  heirs  of  his  body  (l),   •^«*"- 
or  to  A.  or  his  issue,  where  the  word  "  issue  "  has  been  taken  to  be  a 
word  of  limitation  (m).    Whether  the  same  construction  would  be 
applied  to  bequests  of  personalty  to  A.  or  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators is  not  quite  clear,  for  in  such  a  case,  as  the  words  of  limi- 
tation are  not  necessary  to  confer  the  absolute  interest  (a  difference, 
however,  which  no  longer  exists),  there  may  seem  to  be  more  reason 
for  contending  that  they  are  inserted  diverso  intuitu. 
The  strong  tendency  of  the  modern  cases  certainly  is  to  introducing  a' 
consider  the  word  "or"  as  introducing  a  substituted  gift  substituted 
in  the  event  of  the  first  legatee  dying  in  the  testator's   ^ 
lifetime  :  in  other  words,  as  inserted  in  prospect  of,  and  with  a  view 
to  guard  against,  the  failure  of  the  gift  by  lapse. 

Thus,  in  Davenport  v.  Hanbury  (n),  where  the  bequest  was  to  A.  or 

(t)  Jac.  583. 

(k)  22  Beav.  290. 

h)  Read  v.  Snelj.  2  Atk.  642;  WriffTit  v.  Wriffht,  1  Yes.  409;  Harris  v.  Davis,  1  Coll. 
41d;  Greenway  v.  Greenway,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  128;  Adshead  v.  Willetts,  29  Beav.  358. 

(m)  Parkin  o.  Knlfi^ht,  15  Sim.  83;  but  of  course  not  where  substitution,  and  not  succes* 
sion,  is  clearly  Intended,  see  Speakman  v.  Speakman,  8  Hare,  180. 

(44  8  Yes.  257;  see  also  Crooke  v.  De  Yandes,  9  Yes.  199;  and  see  the  same  force  attri- 
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To  A.  w  her  her  issue,  it  seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted  that 
issue.  ^\^^  word  or  was  intended  to  substitute  the  issue  in  case 

of  the  death  of  A.  in  the  testator's  lifetime ;  the  question  discussed 
To  legatees  heing,  not  whether  issue  were  entitled,  but  how,  L  «., 
or  to  their  whether  per  stirpes  or  per  capita.  So,  in  Montagu  v. 
cSiTor*  Nucella  (o),  where  legacies  were  bequeathed  to  the  testa- 
children,  jjor's  nephews  and  nieces,  "  or  to  their  respective  child  or 
children,"  Lord  Gifford,  M.  B.,  held  the  effect  to  be  to  vest 
[*482]  the  legacies  absolutely  in  the  children  surviving  the  ♦  testar 
tor,  and  that  the  children  were  let  in  only  as  substitutes  for 
their  parent  or  parents  dying  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  And  in  Git- 
tings  V.  Mac  Dermott  {p),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  certain  stock 
To  the  chii-  ^  *he  children  of  his  sister,  the  late  Elizabeth  Wall,  ob 
dren  of  A.,  or  to  their  heirs.  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R.,  considered  it  to  be 
eirs.  Q\Q2iT  that  the  word  "  or  "  implied  a  substitution,  and  that 
the  next  of  kin  (who  in  regard  to  personalty,  were  considered  to  be 
designated  by  the  word  heirs)  of  such  of  the  legatees  as  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime  were  entitled  to  their  legacies ;  and  Lord  Brougham 
on  appeal,  affirmed  the  decree. 

These  cases,  which  have  been  repeatedly  followed  (<^),  are  incon- 
sistent with,  and  therefore  have  overruled  Newman  t;.  Nightingale  (r), 
where  a  sum  of  500Z.  was  bequeathed  to  the  sole  use  of  A.  or  of  her 
children  forever;  and  Lord  Thurlow  held,  that  the  true  construction 
of  the  words  was,  to  give  A.  an  interest  for  life,  and  the  children  to 
take  it  amongst  them  at  her  death. 

Where,  however,  the  words  in  question  are  applied  to  a  bequest 
which  may  not  take  effect  in  possession  on  the  testator's  decease, 
Whether  another  point  presents  itself,  namely,  whether  the  word 

words  refer  to  ''  or "  (admitting  it  to  be  introductory  of  a  substituted 
in"iifet?nie^of  ^^)  ^^  meant  to  provide  against  the  contingency  of  the 
testator,  or  first  named  legatee  dying  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  or 
a  erwar  s.        ^j^^^  ^^  j^^^  dying  in  the  interval  between  the  death  of 

the  testator  and  the  vesting  in  possession.  Such  a  question  occurred 
in  Girdlestone  v.  Doe  (s),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  40Z.  per  annum 
to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  6.  or  his  heirs  ;  and  it  was 
held  that  6.,  who  survived  the  testator,  did  not  take  the  absolute  in- 

buted  to  the  word  and  In  Burrell  v.  Baskerfield,  11  Beav.  684-  Tocker  «.  Billing,  8  Jur.  N. 
S.  483.    Sed  qu.  as  to  the  last  case. 

(o)  1  Ru«s.  166. 

\p)  2  Mv.  &  K.  69. 

(o)  WhI'tcher  ».  Penley,  9  Beav.  477;  Penlev  v,  Penlej%  12  id.  647;  Chipchase  ».  Strnpson, 
16  Sim.  485;  Salisbury  n.  Petty,  8  Hare,  86;  t)oody  o.  Higgins,  9  Hare,  App.  32:  Jacobs  r. 
Jacobs,  16  Beav.  557;'Amson  v.  Harris,  19  id.  210;  Sparks  v.  Restal.  24  id.  218;  Ke  Craven, 
23  id.  333;  Timins  v.  Stackhonse,  27  id.  434;  Re  Porter's  Trust,  4  K.  &  J.  188;  Blundell  r. 
Chapmnn,  33  Beav.  648;  Margitoon  v.  Hall,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  89;  Finlason  v.  Tatlock,  L.  R.,  9 
£q.  258;  Holland  v.  Wood,  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  91. 

ir)  1  Cox,  841. 

(«)  2  Sim.  225;  see  also  Corbyn  o.  French,  4  Ves,  418;  Tidwell  o.  Ariel,  8  Mad.  408: 
Hervey  e.  M'Laughlin,  1  Price,  264;  Price  «.  Lockley,  6  Bear.  180;  Salisbuiy  v.  Patty,  8 
Hare,  '86. 
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terest,  but  that  the  latter  words  created  a  substitutional  gift  for  his 
next  of  kin  in  the  event  of  B.  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  A.  (t). 

But  if  the  gift  be  to  the  specified  persons  '^  or  their   q^f^  ^ 
heirs  or  asaigjis"  it  is  clear  that  the  words  are  words   I*  aMigns " 
of  limitation  only ;  for  the  power  of  assigning  implies   ISToiute" 
an  absolute  and  indefeasible  interest  (u).  interest. 

*  Here  we  may  distinguish  those  cases  where^  under  a  power  [*483] 
to  appoint  in  favor  of  A.  or  B.  (A.  and  B.  being  either  classes 
or  individuals),  a  gift  in  default  of  appointment  is  implied  between 
A.  and  B.  (x).    This  is  an  apparent  but  not  a  real  change  of  "  or '' 
into  "and" ;  the  true  reason  that  A.  and  B.  both  take  be-  p^^^^ ^^ 
ing  that  both  are  objects  of  the  power,  and  no  selection   appoint  to  A. 
having  been  made  by  the  person  empowered  to  select,   Z^lo  A™and** 
the  Court  divides  the  subject  of  gift  equally,  between  b.  in  default, 
the  objects  of  the  power  (y).    Again,  a  gift  to  A.  for  life,  and  after 
his  death  to  a  class  of  persons  "  or  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall 
then  be  dead  («),  or  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  such  of  a 
class  as  shall  be  then  living  or  their  next  of  kin  "  (or  "  heirs  "),  will 
generally  be  construed  to  mean,  such  of  the  class  as  shall  be  living 
at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  issue  or  next  of  kin  (or 
heirs)  of  such  as  shall  then  be  dead  (a). 

The  word  "and,"  too,  is  sometimes  construed  or.  This  change 
(being  the  converse  of  ithat  which  is  exemplified  by  the  preceding 
cases,  but,  like  it,  generally  made  to  favor  the  vesting  of  j^^  ^  turning 
a  legacy,  and  not  to  divest  it  (&)),  may  be  called  for  by  "and "into or. 
the  general  frame  and  context  of  the  will,  as  in  Jackson  v.  Jackson  (c), 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  leasehold  house  to  his  wife  for  her 
life ;  "and  after  her  death,  if  my  son  E.  shall  be  living,  then  to  him " 
for  his  life,  "  but  if  he  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
my  wife,  and  shall  then  or  hereafter  have  any  issue  male  of  his 
body,  then  all  the  right  therein  to  go  to  B. ;  but  if  B.  should  die 

(i)  Tbe  further  diecussion  of  the  point  soggeeted  by  this  case,  howeyer,  wiU  more  properly 
find  a  place  in  Ch.  XLIX. 

(tt)  Ke  Walton's  Estate,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  173  ;  Re  Hopkin's  Tmst,  2  H.  &  M.  411 

(x)  Brown  v.  Higs^,  4  Yes.  708,  5  Yes.  495,  8  Yes.  561 ;  Lonfi^ore  r.  Broom,  7  Yes.  124  ; 
Burroiiffh  v.  Philcox,  5  My.  &  Cr.  73  ;  White's  Trust,  Job.  656  ;  Pennv  r.  Turner,  15  Sim. 
868.  2  Phil.  493,  overruling  Jones  v,  Torin,  6  Sim.  255. 

(y)  7  Yes.  128  ;  2  Phil.  495.  The  power  is  exclusive,  id.  and  Re  Yeale's  Trusts,  4  Ch.  D. 
61,  5  Ch.  D.  622.    And  nee  M'Gibbon  v.  Abbott,  10  App.  Ca.  653  (Canadian  case  in  P.  C). 

(s)  Shand  v.  Kidd,  10  Beav.  310. 

(a)  King  v.  Cleveland,  26  Beav.  26,  4  De  G.  &  J.  477;  Re  Philps'  Will,  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  151 : 
Burton  o.  Hellyar,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  160,  Wingfield  r.  Wingfield,  9  Ch.  D.  658.  But  in  Lach- 
lan  V.  Reynolds,  9  Hare.  796,  *^  their"  was  strictly  construed  as  referring  to  the  *' children 
then  living,"  so  that  **  neirs  "  must  if  anvthing  necessarily  be  deemed  a  word  of  limitation, 
and  or  be  read  and,  which  was  confirmed  by  another  gift  to  the  children  living  at  another 
period  and  their  heirs. 

(6)  See  per  Wood,  Y.-C,  Day  v.  Dav,  Kay,  708  ,  Ifaddison  v.  Chapman,  3  De  G.  &  J. 
538 

(c)  1  Yes.  217.  This  is  an  analogous  case  to  Grant  v.  Dyer,  2  Dow,  87,  ante,  p.  478. 
The  L  C.  added,  that  if  R.  had  survived  the  wife,  but  had  no  issue  then  living,  he  would 
have  taken  only  a  life  interest,  and  that  by  the  express  words  of  the  gift ;  so  that  it  seems 
the  Court,  in  elfect,  struck  out  of  the  clause  introducing  the  bequest  over  the  words  "  if  he 
should  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  wife's  death." 
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in  the  life  of  my  wife  without  leaving  issue  male/'  then  over :  Lord 
Hardwicke  thought  it  clear  on  the  face  of  the  will  that  the  testator 
did  not  intend  the  property  to  go  over  unless  B.  died  in 
[*484]  *  the  lifetime  of  the  wife  without  issue  male ;  and  to  effect 
this  end  he  construed  ''and''  as  ''or" ;  so  that,  although  B. 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  yet,  as  he  left  issue  male,  he  took 
the  estate  absolutely. 

So,  in  Hetherington  v,  Oakman  (<Q,  where  the  ultimate  bequest  af- 
ter the  failure  of  certain  prior  interests  under  the  will,  was  to  the 
testator's  nephews  and  nieces  and  such  of  them  as  should  be  then 
living,  it  was  impossible,  upon  any  reasonable  construction,  to  read 
the  word  "and"  otherwise  than  as  "or."  So  if  a  testator  give  a 
power  to  be  exeicised  by  A.  and  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  words  as 
they  stand  requiring  the  heirs  to  join  with  the  ancestor,  would  pre- 
vent a  sale  being  ever  made  at  all ;  for  "nemo  est  hasres  viventis:" 
"  and  "  must  therefore  be  read  disjunctively  (e). 

And  where  a  testator  made  a  bequest  after  a  specified  period  "to 
such  of  his  grandchildren  and  their  issue  as  should  then  stand  to  him 
in  equal  degree  of  consanguinity,  and  their  heirs  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon," the  word  "  and  *'  was  read  "  or,"  it  being  impossible  that  grand- 
children and  their  issue  could  be  in  equal  degree  of  consanguinity  to 
the  testator  (/). 

The  change  may  also  be  called  for  by  the  circumstance  that  a  lit- 
eral adherence  to  the  testator's  language  occasions  that  one  member 
of  his  apparently  copulative  sentence  is  included  in,  and,  therefore, 
reduced  to  silence  by  another.  On  this  ground,  probably,  the  con- 
struction has  prevailed  in  several  cases  where  an  ulterior  gift  was  to 
take  effect  on  the  death  of  the  first  devisee  unmarried  and  without 
issue. 

Thus,  in  Wilson  v.  Bayly  (g),  where  a  testator  devised  certain 
leasehold  lands  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  son  John  until  his  mar. 
Unmarried  ^iagc,  and  then  to  make  provision  for  his  wife ;  and  if 
and  withoat  John  should  have  any  issue,  then  to  assign  the  premises 
"^°^'  to  him,  to  enable  him  to  make  provision  for  his  children ; 

and  if  John  should  happen  to  have  no  issue  lawfully  begotten,  in 
trust  for  testator's  son  Mark  in  like  manner ;  it  being  his  intention 
that,  if  his  son  should  die  before  he  was  married,  or,  if  he  were  mar- 
ried, and  should  have  no  issue  lawfully  begotten,  then  the  lands  should 
be  enjoyed  by  Mark;  and  in  case  both  his  sons,  Mark  and  John, 
should  "happen  to  die  unmarried,  and  neither  of  them  should 
have  any  issue  lawfully  begotten,"  then  over.    Mark  died  unmarried. 

((^  2  T.  &  G.  G.  G.  399;  see  abo  Haws  v.  Haw«,  1  Ves.  13,  1  Wib.  165;  Stnbbs  v.  Sargoo, 
2  Kee.  255;  Stapleton  t.  SUpleton,  2  Sim.  N.  S-  216;  Davidson  «.  Rook,  22  Bear.  906. 
(e)  Jones  r.  Price,  11  Sim.  557;  see  ace.  Sii^  Pow.  S44,  pl-  84,  Sth  ed. 
(/)  Marnard  c  Wright,  26  Beav.  286. 
(J)  8B.P.  C.Toml.  195. 
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*  John  married,  but  had  no  issue.    The  devise  ovei  was  [*485] 
held  to  have  taken  effect^  the  clause  being  construed  in  the 
disjunctive. 

So,  in  Hepworth  v.  Taylor  (A),  a  bequest  over,  in  case  the  legatees 
died  unmarried  and  without  issue,  was  held  to  take  effect  on  the 
death  of  one  married  but  without  leaving  issue. 

Again,  in  Maberlej  v.  Strode  (i),  where  the  bequest  was  in  trust 
for  the  testator's  son  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  for  his  chil- 
dren ;  but  in  case  he  should  die  unmarried  and  without  issue,  or  hav- 
ing issue,  they  should  all  die,  if  sons,  before  they  attained  twenty- 
one,  or,  if  daughters,  before  they  attained  twenty-one  or  were 
married,  then  over.  A.  married,  but  died  without  issue;  and  Sir 
R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  held  that  the  gift  over  took  effect. 

So,  in  Bell  v.  Phyn  (A;),  where  a  residue  was  bequeathed  equally 
between  the  testator's  three  children,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any 
of  his  children  (without  being  married  andhsLving  chil-   "Without 
dren),  the  share  of  the  child  so  dying  to  be  divided  be-  ^^K^"^ 
tween  the  surviving  children  —  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.,  on   children.'* 
the  authority  of  the  last  case,  held,  that  the  word  '<  and  "  was  to  be 
construed  or,  for  as,  legally  speaking,  there  could  be  no  children 
without  a  marriage,  it  was  almost  necessary,  in  order  to  give  effect  to 
all  the  words,  to  construe  the  copulative  as  disjunctive.    However, 
the  daughter  whose  share  was  in  question  having  married  and  also 
had  a  child,  it  was  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point. 

And  in  Mackenzie  v.  King  (Z),  where  real  and  personal  property 
was  given  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  death  for  her  chil- 
dren ;  but  in  the  event  of  her  not  intermarrying  nor  having  children, 
then  the  same  property  to  be  subject  to  her  disposal  by  will  or  other- 
wise ;  Sir  K.  Bruce,  V.-C,  held  that  "  nor  "  (the  component  parts  of 
which  are  "and  not")  must  be  read  "or  not,"  and  that  the  fund  was 
at  A.'s  disposal,  in  the  event  either  of  her  remaining  single,  or  marry- 
ing and  not  having  a  child. 

But  though,  by  construing  the  contingency  of  dying  unmarried  and 
without  issue  copulatively,  the  latter  member  of  the  sentence  is  ren- 
dered inoperative  (since  the  fact  of  being  unmarried  includes  the  not 
having  or  leaving  issue,  which  always  means  lawful  issue),  yet,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  disjunctive  construction  reduces  to  silence  the 
word  "  unmarried ; "  for  if  the  condition  upon  which  the  first  taker 
retains  the  estate  is  his  marrying  and  having  issue,  or,  in 
other  words,  if  the  estate  is  to  go  over  on  the  *  non-happening  [*486] 
of  either  of  these  events,  then,  as  the  having  issue  includes 
the  event  of  marriage,  the  result  of  the  two  events,  placed  disjunc- 


! 


h)  1  Cox,  112.    See  also  Long  v.  Lane,  17  L.  B.,  Ir.  11. 
~  1  Yes.  450. 
7  Ves  459 
(0  12  Jut*.  787, 17  L.  J  Ch.  448. 
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tivelj,  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  the  contingency  of  having  issue 
stood  alone.  In  these  oases,  it  will  be  observed,  the  disjunctive  con- 
struction can  never  operate  to  let  m  the  devisee  over  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  children  or  issue  of  the  first  taker,  as  in  the  class  of  cases  be- 
fore noticed ;  whi(*.h  accounts  for  the  seeming  anomaly  of  toi-turing 
the  words  in  both  instances  to  produce  a  contrary  effect.  But  since 
Grey  v.  Pearson  (m)  the  cases  last  noticed  have  lost  much  of  their 
weight  ^8  authorities  for  applying  to  any  given  case  the  rule  which 
would  change  "and"  into  "  or  '*  in  order  to  prevent  one  member  of  a 
compound  sentence  being  rendered  inoperative.  Though  it  be  a 
canon  of  construction  that  effect  is  if  possible  to  be  given  to  every 
word  used,  it  is  one  which  must  bend  to  circumstances  (n) ;  and 
where  the  result  of  changing  and  into  or  would  be  only  to  render  one 
member  of  the  sentence  inoperative  instead  of  the  other,  the  change 
certainly  ought  not  to  be  made  (o).  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
made  in  any  case  since  Grey  v.  Pearson ;  which  indeed  was  treated 
by  Sir  J.  Romilly  (p)  as  having  overruled  Bell  v,  Phyn  and  Maberley 
V.  Strode  as  well  as  Brownsword  v.  Edwards. 

The  decision  in  Grey  v,  Pearson  is  sometimes  referred  to  as  if  the 
rule  that  words  are  prima  facie  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  and 
grammatical  sense  was  new,  and  as  if  a  more  strict  and  literal  con- 
struction was  now  generally  required  than  had  previously  obtained. 

But  the  rule  is  an  old  one  (q).  The  application  of  it 
[*487]  *  in  that  particular  case  was  strict,  and  within  its  particular 

scope  the  decision  is  of  course  conclusive :  but  that  no  new 
Grey  v  Fear-  principle  of  general  application  has  been  introduced  by 
son  and  Abbott  it  is  showu  by  the  Subsequent  decision  of  the  House  of 
"'  Middieton.     ^o^^^  ^^  Abbott  V,  Middleton  (r),  and  by  other  cases 

noticed  above  («). 

The  word  unmarried  means  either  never  having  been  married,  or, 

(m)  6  H.  L.  Ga.  61. 

(n)  Per  Lord  Cranworth  in  Clarke  v.  Colls,  9  H.  L.  Ca.  612;  and  in  Earle  v.  Barker,  11  H. 
L.  Ca.  280,  Lords  Cranworth  and  Chelmsford  (ageing  with  Romilly,  M.  R.,  33  Beav.  353) 
preferred  construing  an  ambiguous  clause,  formmg  one  member  of  a  copulative  sentence,  m 
a  way  that  rendered  it  inoperative,  to  changing  "and*'  mio  '*or."  Lord  Westbuxy  would 
have  preferred  the  latter  course ;  but  both  led  to  the  same  decision. 

(o)  Re  Kirkbride's  Trusts,  L  R.,  2  Eq.  40a 

(p)  In  Seccombe  v.  Edwards,  28  Beav.  440;  and  see  Re  Sanders'  Trusts,  L.  R ,  1  Eq. 
680.  Maberley  v.  Strode,  and  Bell  v,  Phyn,  were  much  canvassed  in  Dillon  r  Hams,  4 
Bligh,  N.  S.  8^,  where  Lord  Brougham  seemed  very  reluctant  to  consider  them  as  general 
authorities  for  turning  into  or  the  word  **  and,"  occurring  in  a  limitation  over,  in  caseol  the 
prior  legatee  dying  unmarried  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue ,  he  thought  Sir  W  Grant,  m 
deciding  Bell  v.  Phyn  upon  the  authority  of  Maberley  v.  Strode,  did  not  suflSciently  advert 
to  the  special  circumstances  of  the  latter  case.  Dillon  r.  Harris,  however,  did  not  raise  the 
poii  t,  as  the  prior  bequest  was  to  take  effect  upon  the  legatee  marrying  with  consent,  8nd 
the  bequest  over  was  in  caAC  he  should  so  die  unmarried  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue; 
whi6h  Lord  Brougham  thought  referred  to  such  a  marriage  as  had  been  previously  referred 
to,  namely,  marriage  with  consent ^  and  as  the  legatee  had  married  without  consent  and  had 
left  no  issue  (so  that,  even  according  to  the  disjunctive  construction,  the  bequest  over  failed), 
the  question  did  not  arise. 

(q)  See  Ch.  LI.  ^      ,     .  . 

(r)  7  H.  L.  Ca.  68,  ante,  p.  462;  where  Lords  Cranworth  and  Weneleydale  were  again  op- 
posed to  Lord  St.  Leonards,  but  were  not  on  this  occasion  in  a  majonty. 

(J)  Pp.  458,  459. 
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not  haying  a  husband  or  wife  at  the  time.    The  former  is  its  ordi- 
nary signification ;  and  it  was  considered  as  so  used  in   whether 
the  cases  stated  above  (t),  where,  however,  the  effect  of    ••unmarried" 
such  construction  was  to  render  the  word  inoperative,   havinybeen 
And  it  seems  to  be  now  a  settled  rule  of  construction  in  °^T®.*^'  ^^ 

not  being 

such  cases  that  in  the  absence  of  contrary  intention  ap-  married  at  the 
pearing  from  the  context,  the  word  "  unmarried  "  must  ^™®' 
be  taken  to  bear  this,  its  ordinary  and  primary  meaning  (u).  But 
slight  indications  of  intention  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  to  construe 
the  expression  as  used  in  the  latter,  being  its  less  accustomed 
sense  (v),  which  has  a  twofold  advantage,  that  it  removes  the  neces- 
sity of  changing  the  particle  "  and  "  to  "  or  "  and  gives  effect  to  all 
the  testator's  words. 

Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Everett  v.  Cooke  (w),  where  the  bequest  was  to  B. 
and  his  assigns  (after  the  death  or  marriage  of  A.)  for  his  life,  and 
after  his  decease  then  to  the  child  or  children  of  B.  by   ,.  unmarried" 
any  future  wife,  his,  her,  or  their  executors,  administra-  construed  to 
tors  and  assigns ;  but  the  testator  declared  his  will  to  be   "avm^^hu*- 
upon  this  further  condition,  that  in  case  B.  should  die  an   band  or  wife 
infant  unmarried  and  without  issue,  then  over  to  G.  and 
his  children.     B.  attained  his  majority,  and  died,  leaving  a  widow, 
but  without  having  had  issue ;  and  it  was  held,  that  in  these  events 
the  gift  over  failed.    Lord  Ellenborough  said,  <<The  most  rational 
construction  we  can  give  this  will  is,  to  construe  it  as  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  did  the  devise  in  Framlingham  v.  Brand  (x),  as  one  contin- 
gency, namely,  B.'s  dying  an  infant,  attended  with  two  quali- 
fications, viz.  his  dying  *without  leaving  a  wife  surviving  him,  or  [•488] 
dying  without  children.     Had  he  left  a  wife,  and  had  died  an 
infant,  and  no  children,  the  testator  might  have  intended  that,  in  such 
event,  the  widow  should  be  benefited  by  taking  her  share  under  the 
Statute  of  Distribution  with  the  next  of  kin,  or  that  B.  should  be  able 
to  make  a  testamentary  disposition  in  her  favor ,  meaning,  also,  that 
if  he  left  children,  they  should  have  the  estate  in  preference  to  the 
wife  J  and  that  if  he  left  neither  wife  nor  children  at  his  death  dur- 
ing his  minority,  C.  and  his  children  should  have  the  estate ;  but  that 
if  he  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  he  should  have  a  power  to  dis- 
pose of  it,  though  he  left  neither  wife  nor  children." 

(0  P.  485.  So  eonstnied  alw  in  Radford  v  Willis,  L  R.,  7  Ch.  7;  where  the  devise  was 
to  an  unmarried  daughter  for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  *'her  husband,**  and  a  gift  over  If 
she  died  *'  unmarried  /  for  the  remainder  which  (it  was  held)  vested  m  the  husband  on  mar- 
riage (see  above,  p.  325),  was  not  to  be  defeated  by  the  accident  of  his  tfving  first 

(u)  See  Clarke  v.  Colls,  9  H  L  C.  601;  Dalrvmple  v  Hall,  16  Ch.  d.  716:  Re  Sergeant, 
Mertens  v.  Walley,  96  Ch.  D  576;  Blundell  v.  De  Falbe  (marriage  setUement),  W  N  1888, 
p.  18;  Re  King,  Salisburv  v.  Ridler,  62  L.  T  789. 

(r)  The  word  "  unmarried  "  is  used  m  this  sense  m  the  stat  8  W.  &  M.  e.  11,  s.  7,  which 

Erovides,  that,  "  if  any  unmarried  per«»on,  not  having  a  child  or  children,  shall  !«  lawfoliy 
ired,"  &c. ;  as  no  one,  not  hating  been  married,  can  have  children  in  the  legal  sense. 
(w)  7  East,  289.  ^ 

(«)  8  Atk.  390. 
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So,  in  Doe  d.  Baldwin  i;.  Bawding  (y),  where  a  testator  devised  his 
lands  to  his  daughter  and  any  other  children  he  might  leave,  and  to 
her  or  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever  ^  bat  in  case  his  daughter  and 
such  other  children  as  aforesaid  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty^ 
one  years  unmarried  and  without  lawful  issue^  then  to  his  wife  in  fee. 
The  daughter  died  under  age  and  without  issue,  but  leaving  a  hus- 
band surviving  ^  and  it  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  last  case, 
that  the  devise  over  failed. 

As  B.  in  the  former  case  left  a  wife,  and  the  daughter  in  the  latter 
case  left  a  husband,  surviving,  neither  of  them  were  '^  unmarried  "  in 
"Unmarried'*  any  sense,  and  it  was  therefore  unnecessary  to  decide 
ought  to  be        upon  the  actual  meaning  of  the  word.    The  former  case 

coiistmed  ^  .    ,  i»?,«i,,  ti_«t 

accoMingto  shows  the  Opinion  of  Lord  £llenborough ;  but  m  the 
the  context.  ig^^ter,  Bay  ley  and  Holroyd,  J  J.,  seem  to  have  thought 
that  either  of  the  two  meanings  might  be  ascribed  to  it  according  to 
the  context,  and  Lord  Cottenham  was  of  the  same  opinion  («). 

Upon  the  principle  that  the  word  ^^  unmarried ''  is  of  flexible  mean- 
ing, where  a  testatrix  by  her  will  gave  a  fund  to  trustees  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  income  to  A.  for  life,  and  on  his  death  to  divide  the  fund 
into  four  parts,  and  as  to  one  of  the  parts  ^'  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
same  to  J.  H.,  spinster,  if  she  be  then  sole  and  unmarried,  but  if  she 
be  then  married  "  to  hold  the  fund  upon  trusts  for  J.  H.  for  her  life, 
and  after  her  death  for  her  children  j  it  was  held  by  North,  J.  (a), 
that  J.  H.,  who  had  married  after  the  date  of  the  will,  and 
[*489]  whose  marriage  had  previously  to  the  •  death  of  A.  been  dis- 
solved by  decree  absolute,  was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  one- 
fourth  of  the  fund. 

Where  personal  property  is  limited,  in  case  of  the  death  of  a  mar- 

.  ried  woman  in  her  husband's  lifetime,  to  such  persons  as 

next  of  kia        would  have  been  entitled  thereto  in  case  she  had  died 

of  feme  intestate  and  unmarried,  the  word  "  unmarried  "  is  gen- 

coverte  as  if  ^ 

she  had  died      erally  held  to  mean,  *^  not  having  a  husband  at  the  time 
'* unmarried."    ^^  ^^^  death"  (6).     To  ascribe  to  the  word  its  other 

meaning  would  plainly  exclude  the  children  of  the  marriage;  and 
slight  circumstances,  such  as  an  express  provision  made  for  the 

(y)  2  B.  &  Aid.  441     See  also  Re  Sanders*  Trusts.  L  R.,  1  Eq  676. 

\z)  Maugham  «.  Vincent,  9  L.  J  N  S.  Ch  329,  4  Jur.  452.  See  also  Canretb  v  Heiron,  W. 
N  1879,  p.  145  gift  bv  a  widower  to  the  persons  (except  A  )  who  wonid  have  been  entitled 
to  his  personal  estate  if  he  had  died  intestate  and  unmarried,  construed  without  leaving  a 
wife,  A  bemg  a  person  who,  if  ** unmarried*'  meant  never  having  been  mamed,  would 
have  been  excluded  without  express  exception. 

fa)  Re  Lesmgham's  Trusts,  24  Ch.  D  703  ^  ^    ^^ 

J>)  Maugham  v.  Vincent,  supra,  see  also  Hoare  v  Barnes,  8  B.  C  C  317,  ed  by  Eden,n 
a);  Hardwick  v.  Thurston,  4  Russ  380;  Pratt «  Mathew,  22  Beav.  828,  8  D  M  &  G  522; 
.le  Gratton's  Trusts,  3  Jur.  N.  S  684,  26  L.  J  Ch.  648;  Re  Sanders'  Trust,  8  K.  &  J  162. 
In  the  last  case  the  words  occurred  in  a  settlement  on  a  first  marrisge  and  were  made  to  In- 
clude the  event  of  the  wife  surviving  the  husband.  She  survived  him,  married  again,  and 
died  before  her  second  husband.  The  children  of  the  second  marriage  were  held  entitled 
See  also  Re  King,  Salisbury  v.  Ridley,  W.  N  1890.  p  106.  But  see  Blundell  v.  Dc  Falbe. 
W.  X  1888,  p  18  (marriage  settlement)  where  North,  J ,  adopted  the  stricter  constmction  to 
the  excl'ision  of  the  representatives  of  an  only  child  who  had  died  m  mfancy. 
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children  in  another  part  of  the  will,  either  out  of  the  same  (c)y  or  a 
different  (d)  fund,  have  been  held  not  to  control  the  rule.  And  this 
construction  has  been  even  extended  to  cases  arising  on  the  construc- 
tion of  deeds  of  settlement,  where  the  phrase  used  was  "  die  without 
having  been  married"  (e). 

And  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  woman  is  unmarried  at  the 
date  of  the  will  does  not  supply  a  reason  for  putting  a  different  con- 
struction on  the  word;  since  when  it  occurs  with  such  a  context  it-is 
clear  that  her  marriage  at  some  future  time  is  contemplated  (/).    On 
the  other  hand,  where  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  person  who   ^.^^  ^  nenon 
at  the  date  of  the  will  has  never  been  married,  and  the   not  married  at 
gift  is  made  conditional  on  the  legatee  being  "  unmar-   on^^ndUion 
ried,"  it  may  well  be  that  the  testator  intends  the  legacy   of  her  being 
to  be  conditional  on  the  continuance  of  the  legatee  in   "°°^''''*  • 
the  same  status.    And  if  the  purpose  of  the  legacy  be  to  provide  the 
testator^s  unmarried  daughter  with  an  outfit,  and  he  speaks  of  her 
(though  in  a  different  part  of  the  will)  as  ''  still  unmarried,"  the  in- 
tention is  put  beyond  a  doubt  (g), 

•  The  term  "  unmarried "  is  a  designatio  personae ;  and,  if  [*490] 
once  a  person  is  entitled  to  participate  in  a  fund  by  filling  the 
character  of  an  unmarried  person,  he  will  not  lose  that  right  if  he 
subsequently  marries  (A). 

It  has  already  been  observed  that  in  the  majority  of  cases  where 
"  and  "  has  been  construed  disjunctively,  it  has  been  in 
order  to  favor  the  vesting  of  a  legacy,  and  not  in  order   cons^trued"*^ 
to  defeat  a  previously  vested  gift;  and  generally  it  will   *'or'»  where  a 
not  be  so  construed  where  the  latter  consequence  would   would"i^'' 
follow ;  as,  where  the  bequest  is  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  thereby 
to  his  eldest  son  (or  to  his  children),  with  a  gift  over  if     *^'^^®^' 
A.  should  die  under  twenty-one  and  without  issue  (or  under  twenty- 
one  and  without  children)  (i).     Again  in  Day  v.  Day  (k),  where  a 
testator  bequeathed  the  interest  of  his  residuary  personal  estate  to 
his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  his  brother  for  life,  and  after 
the  death  of  the  survivor,  the  capital  to  A.,  subject  to  the  payment  of 

(c)  Coventry  r.  Earl  of  Lauderdale,  10  Jur.  793 ;  Pratt  v.  Mathew,  sup. ;  Clarke  v.  Colls,  9 
H.  L.  Ca.  601,  aflirming  Mitchell  v.  Colls,  Johns.  674.  Where  the  provision  for  children  is 
t'fi  all  everUa  absolute,  the  question  cannot  arise;  for  they  take  under  the  express  gift  to 
them. 

(d)  Re  Norman's  Trust,  3  D.  M.  &  G.  965. 

(e)  Wilson  v.  Atkinson,  4  D.  J  &  S.  456;  Re  BalPs  Trust,  11  Ch.  D.  270.  See  also  Upton 
V.  Brown,  12  Ch.  D.  872.  But  in  Emmins  r  Bradford,  13  Ch.  D.  493,  this  was  held  to  be  tak- 
ing too  great  a  liberty  with  plain  words.    See  also  Headman  v.  Maffett,  13  L.  R.,  Ir.  499. 

(/)  Day  V.  Barnard,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  351.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  all  the  cases  on  this  point, 
except  this  and  Re  Gratton's  Trust,  have  arisen  on  marriage  settlements. 

(a)  Re  Thistlethwayte's  Trust,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  713;  and  see  Hey  wood  v.  Hey  wood,  29  Beav.  9. 

ui)  Jubber  v.  Jubber,  9  Sim.  503;  see  Niblock  v.  Garratt,  ante,  p.  303;  Hall  v.  Robertson. 
4D.  M.&G.  781. 

(i)  Malcolm  V,  Malcolm,  21  Beav.  225;  Key  v.  Key,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  872.  See  also  Coatea  v. 
Hart,  32  Beav.  349,  3  D.  J.  &  S.  504,  516. 

(k)  Kav,  703.  See  also  Re  Kirkbride's  TrusU,  L.  B.,  2  Eq.  401 ;  Reed  v.  Braithwaite.  L. 
R.,  11  Eq.  614;  W— r.  B-,  11  Beav.  621.  ' 
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1,000/.  each  to  6.,  C.  and  D.,  which  the  testator  gave  to  them  to  be 
paid  to  each  of  thein  at  the  end  of  twelve  months  next  after  the  de- 
cease of  the  survivor  of  his  wife  and  brother  j  provided,  that  if  either 
of  the  said  B.,  G.  and  D.,  should  die  '^  in  the  lifetime  of  my  said  wife 
and  my  said  brother,"  his  legacy  should  lapse.  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C., 
refused  to  read  ''and"  as  ''or/'  and  thereby  cause  a  lapse  of  B.'s 
legacy,  who  had  survived  the  wife  but  died  before  the  brother  (Z). 
And  this  is  independent  of  Grey  v,  Pearson. 

Where  a  will  contained  a  power  for  the  trustees  to  apply  the  capital 
«  And/'  read  of  a  fund  for  the  "  benefit  and  advancement  in  the  world  " 
iwwer  to  ap-  °^  ^^®  pcrson  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  fund  for  life, 
piv  fund  **  for  it  was  held  (ot)  that  the  word  "and"  in  the  clause  con- 
and*tenefit"'  f erf iug  the  power  must  be  read  "  or,"  and  that  the  trus- 
of  legatee.  tees  might  apply  the  fund  not  merely  for  "  advancement " 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  but  for  any  purpose  for  the  benefit  of 
the  legatee. 

(l)  It  was  held  that  *'  die  f n  the  lifetime  of  mj  said  wife  and  my  said  brother/'  meant "  di« 
in  iheirjoint  lifetime:**  and  BrudneU's  caee,  5  Co.  9,  was  cited. 

(m)  Ke  BriUlebank,  Coates  «.  Brittlebank,  30  W.  R.  99.  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  the 
trustees  were  authorized  by  the  terms  of  the  power  to  pay  the  legat6e*s  debts.  See  on  this 
point,  Lowther  v.  Bentinck*,  L.  R.,  19  £q.  166. 
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I.  —  Bffect  of  Raoitalfl. —  Sometimes  a  testator  shows  by  the  re- 
citals in  his  will,  that  he  erroneously  supposes  a  title  to  subsist  in  a 
third  person  to  property  which,  in  fact,  belongs  to  him-   j.   .  . 
self.  Such  recitals  do  not  in  general  amount  to  a  devise ;   whether  they 
for,  as  the  testator  evidently  conceives  tliat  the  person  J^JJJjSt 
referred  to  possesses  a  title  independently  of  any  act  of 
his  own,  he  does  not  intend  to  make  an  actual  disposition  in  favor  of 
such  person ;  and  though  it  may  be  probable,  or  even  apparent,  that 
the  testator  is  influenced  in  the  disposition  of  his  property  by  this 
mistake,  yet  there  is  no  necessary  implication  that,  in  the  event  of  the 
failure  of  the  supposed  title,  he  would  give  to  the  person  that  benefit 
to  which  it  is  assumed  he  is  entitled. 

Thus,  where  (b)  a  testator  bequeathed  unto  A.,  his  wife,  600Z.,  to  be 
paid  to  W.,  saying  it  was  for  payment  of  lands  lately  purchased  of 
W.,  and  was  already  estated  as  part  of  a  jointure  to  A,  his  wife  during 
her  l\fe,  being  of  the  value  of  671.  per  annum  ;  that  of  Wiskow,  York, 
and  Malton,  the  lands  there  amounting  to  the  yearly  value  of  63^.,  in 
all  130Z.,  which,  being  also  estated  upon  A,  his  wife,  was  in  full  of  her 
jointure.  It  appeared  that  these  lands  had  not  been  settled 
on  the  wife.  -Ajid  it  was  held  *by  PoUexfen,  C.  J.,  Eokeby,  [*492] 
and  Ventris  (Powell,  J.,  dissentiente),  that  these  expressions 
did  not  amount  to  a  devise  to  the  wife,  for  it  appeared  '^  that  the  tes- 
tator did  not  intend  to  devise  her  anything  by  the  will,  for  he  men- 
tions that  she  was  estated  in  it  before."  Powell,  J.,  relied  upon  a 
case  (o)  in  which  <^  I  have  made  a  lease  to  J.  S.,  at  10«.  rent,''  was  held 

!a)  Nothing  contrary  to  law  can  be  implied,  per  Turner,  L.  J.,  26  L.  J.  Bankr.  88. 
6)  Wright «.  Wyrefl,  2  Vent.  56. 
e)  Hoore,  81. 
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to  be  a  good  devise ;  but  the  other  Judges  considered  the  case  to  be 
of  little  authority. 

So,  where  (d)  J.  S.,  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife  for 
life,  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs,  expressed  himself  in  his  will  as 
follows:  "  Item,  my  land  at  W.  my  wife  Mary  is  to  enjoy  for  her  life, 
and  after  her  death  it  of  right  goes  to  my  daughter  E.  forever,  pro- 
vided she  has  heirs/'  The  Court  held  that»the  first  clause  was  not  a 
devise  to  the  wife,  for  the  lands  were  settled  upon  her  for  life ;  and 
what  was  said  as  to  the  daughter  was  only  a  declaration  of  the  devisor 
what  the  condition  of  the  estate  was,  and  how  she  was  to  enjoy  it ;  and 
he  could  not  say  of  right  who  was  to  enjoy  them,  if  she  claimed  under 
the  will. 

Again,  where  (e)  B.,  by  his  will,  reciting  that  he  was  entitled  for 
life,  under  the  will  of  A.,  to  the  advowson  of  the  rectory  of  D.,  with 
remainders  over  '<  subject  to  a  direction  in  the  said  will,  that  my 
brother  J.  D.  shall  be  presented  to  said  rectory  when  it  shall  next 
become  vacant,  which  it  is  my  wish  may  be  complied  with ;  now,  I 
hereby  declare  it  to  be  my  desire  and  earnest  wish,  that  in  case  upon 
the  vacancy  of  the  said  luring  the  said  J.  D.  shall  not  be  then  living, 
or  in  case  the  said  rectory  shall  again  become  vacant  after  the  said  J. 
I),  shall  have  been  presented  to  and  accepted  said  presentation,  then" 
A.  P.  was  to  be  presented.  The  fact  was,  that,  under  the  will  of  A., 
J.  D.  was  only  entitled  to  the  presentation  on  a  certain  contingency, 
which  had  not  happened.  The  question  then  arose,  whether  the  ex- 
pressions in  the  will  of  B.  raised  a  gift  in  him  by  implication,  so  as 
to  put  the  persons  actually  entitled  under  the  will  of  A.,  who  took 
benefits  under  the  will  of  B.,  to  their  election.  Lord  Eldon 
[*493]  decided  in  the  negative,  observing  that  he  found  no  *  authority 
for  holding  mere  recital,  without  more,  to  amount  to  gift,  or 
demonstration  or  intention  to  give. 

And  in  Adams  v.  Adams  (/),  a  devise  and  bequest  to  trustees  of 
real  and  personal  estate,  subject  to  the  dower  and  thirds  at  common 
Adams  9,  law  of  the  testator's  wife  in  and  out  of  his  real  estates 

Adams.  f^-^Q  testator's  interest  therein  being  an  equity  of  re- 

demption and  not  liable  to  dower),  upon  trust  to  receive  the  income, 
and  pay  the  same  or  the  overplus  thereof  after  deducting  the  dower 
or  thirds  of  his  said  wife  for  the  maintenance  of  his  children,  was 
held  not  to  give  the  wife  by  implication  a  rent-charge  equal  to  what 
dower  out  of  the  whole  estate  would  have  amounted  to. 

(d)  Wright  alias  Right  v.  Hammond,  1  Stra.  487, 1  Com.  Rep  231,  8  Yin.  Abr.  110,  Devise, 
L.  2.  pi.  32,  2  Eq.  Ab.  838,  pi.  11. 

(e)  Dashwood  v.  Peyton,  18  Yes.  97;  and  see  Doe  d.  Yessey  v.  Wilkinson,  8  T.  R.  809. 
stated  Ch.  XXV.;  Lane  v,  Wilkins  10  East,  341.  See  also  Smith  v.  Maitland,  1  Yes.  Jr. 
362;  Lannlow  v.  Langslow,  21  Bear.  552;  Gircuitt  v.  Perrv,  23  Beav.  616;  Box  v.  Barrett, 
L.  R.,  3  Eq.  244.  Bat  see  also  Poulson  «.  Wellington,  2  P.  W.  533  Wilson  v.  Piggott,  8  Yes. 
Jr.  351;  both  which,  however,  arose  on  dispositions  by  deed. 

(/)  1  Hare,  537;  see  also  Doolan  v.  Smith,  3  J.  &  Lat.  547 ;  Ralph  v.  Watson,  0  L.  J.  Ch. 
32^;  and  cf.  West  v.  CuIIiford,  3  Hare,  865,  where  the  words  were  more  properly  words  of 
original  charge  than  of  recital. 
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It  seems,  howeyer,  that  if  a  testator  uneqaiTocallj  refer  to  a  dispo- 
sition as  made  in  that  his  will,  which,  in  fact,  he  has  not  made,  the 
intention  to  make  such  a  disposition,  at  all  events,  will   Reference  by 
be  considered  as  suflQciently  indicated.    In  such  cases   tesutortoa 
"  the  Court  has  taken  the  recital  as  conclusive  evidence   made^n^hat 
of  an  intention  to  give  by  the  will,  and,  fastening  upon  ^^^  ^^^' 
it,  has  given  to  the  erroneous  recital  the  effect  of  an  actual  gift,'' 
differing,  in  this  respect,  from  the  cases  in  which  "  the  testator  says 
that  only  which  amounts  to  a  declaration  that  he  supposes  that  a 
party  who  is  referred  to  has  an  interest  independent  of  the  will,  and 
in  which  the  recital  is  no  evidence  of  an  intention  to  give  by  the  will, 
and  cannot  be  treated  as  a  gift  by  implication  "  (g). 

Thus,  where  (A)  a  testator  bequeathed  one  moiety  of  certain  lease- 
hold estates  to  £. ;  and  if  she  should  die  before  twenty-one,  to  G. ; 
and  if  he  should  die  before  a  certain  event,  to  another  person ;  and 
after  her  death,  to  A. ;  and  provided  that  in  case  A.  shoiild  die  with- 
out issue,  and  £.  or  G.  should  be  then  living,  or  either  of  them,  the 
said  moiety  of  his  leasehold  messuages,  before  given  to  the  said  A., 
should  go  to  JE,  and  G.  Sir  T.  Sewell,  M.  B.,  thought  it  quite  clear 
that  the  second  devise  related  to  the  other  moiety  not  before  devised, 
as  the  manner  in  which  it  was  given  was  inconsistent  with 
the  disposition  of  the  first  moiety,  *  which  A.  was  not  to  take  [*494] 
until  after  the  death  of  E.  and  G.  He  further  held,  that  the 
Court  would  imply  a  gift  of  the  second  moiety  to  A.  and  her  issue 
(the  issue  taking,  since  there  was  no  gift  over  except  on  the  death  of 
A.  without  issue),  with  contingent  limitations  over.  There  could,  he 
said,  be  no  doubt  of  the  intention,  and  the  words  of  gift  being  omitted 
by  mistake,  the  Court  would  supply  them. 

"  Implication,"  said  Lord  Westbury  in  Parker  v,  Tootal  (t),  "  may 
either  arise  from  an  elliptical  form  of  expression,  which  involves  and 
implies  something  else  as  contemplated  by  the  person  Assumption 
using  the  expression,  or  the  implication  may  be  founded  ^7  l^^^ln 
upon  the  form  of  gift,  or  upon  a  direction  to  do  some-  contains  a 
thing  which  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  without  of  ne-  <*«^i*®- 
cessity  involving  something  else  in  order  to  give  effect  to  that  direc- 
tion, or  something  else  which  is  a  consequence  necessarily  resulting 
from  that  direction.''    The  case  in  which  this  was  said  affords  an  ex- 
ample of  the  former  kind  of  implication,  a  devise  ''  to  the  first  son  of 
T.  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male  "  being  read  as  a  devise  ''to 

(g)  Per  Wiffram,  V.-C.,  Adams  v.  Adams,  1  Hare,  540;  and  per  Lord  Brougham,  Yates  «. 
Thomson,  8  Ci.  &  Fin.  572.  The  difference  appears  to  liave  been  overlooked  in  Hall  i;.  Lietch, 
L.  R.,  9  Eq.  376.  A  direction  to  pay  debts,  including  one  described  as  owing  bv  the  testator 
but  overstating  its  amount, will  generally  belong  to  the  latter  category  mentioned  in  the  text, 
and  not  entitle  the  creditor  to  the  larger  amount,  Wilson  v.  Morley,  6  Ch.  I).  776. 

(A)  Bibin  v.  Walker,  Amb.  661.  As  to  Frederick  v.  Hall,  1  Yes.  Jr.  396,  qu.  See  also 
Re  wyatt,  Furniss  v,  Phear,  W.  N.  1888,  p.  19,  obliterated  name  of  legatee  supplied  by  sub- 
sequent reference  in  will,  see  ante,  p.  114. 

(t)  11 H.  L.  Ca.  143, 161. 
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the  first  and  every  other  son  ; "  otherwise  the  phrase  "severally  and 
successively  '^  would  have  been  without  meaning. 

Implication  of  the  latter  kind  described  by  Lord  Westbury  is  seen 
when  from  a  direction  that  certain  persons  shall  deal  with  the  rents 
of  an  estate  in  a  particular  manner,  a  devise  of  the  estate  to  those 
persons  has  been  implied  (k) ;  or  when  from  a  direction  to  invest  real 
and  personal  estate  is  implied  a  trust  to  sell  the  real  estate  (I), 

But  a  gift  which  is  confined  by  unambiguous  terms  to  a  specific 
part  of  a  testator's  property,  as  a  bequest  of  ''  all  his  capital  in  ready 
money  and  bank  billets,"  will  not  be  extended  so  as  to  include  the 
entire  personalty  by  a  mere  introductory  clause  declaring  the  testa- 
tor's intention  to  dispose  of  all  his  property.  It  would  be  different 
if  the  testator  himself  referred  to  the  bequest  as  including  all  his 
property  (m). 

Again,  in  Jordan  v.  Fortescue  (n),  under  a  gift  by  codicil  of 
[*  495]  *  "  500Z.,  in  addition  to  1,500^.  before  bequeathed "  to  the 
same  person,  there  having,  in  fact,  been  only  two  legacies  of 
500^.  each  bequeathed  to  him  by  will  and  first  codicil,  it  was  held 
Jordan  v.  that  there  was  a  gift  by  implication  of  2,000/.      But  it 

Fortescue.  must  be  remembered,  that  though  words  such  as  those 
used  in  the  last  case  may  by  implication  effect  an  increase  in  the 
amount  of  the  first  gift,  yet  the  rule  that  a  clear  gift  is  not  to  be  cut 
down  by  subsequent  words  of  doubtful  import  prevents  them  from 
having  any  operation  where  their  effect  would  be  by  implication  to 
diminish  the  first  gift  (p). 

And  where  a  testator  expresses  an  intention  to  make  up  a  person's 
existing  fortune,  derived  either  under  his  own  will  or  from  other 
Intention  to  sources,  to  a  Certain  sum,  and  for  that  purpose  gives  a 
makeu^a''  legacy  which  proves  to  be  insuflBcient,  the  legatee  shall, 
certain  sum.  nevertheless,  have  the  sum  specified  and  intended  for 
him.  Thus,  in  Ouseley  v,  Anstruther  (p),  where  a  testator,  reciting 
that  under  a  settlement  his  wife  would  have  an  income  of  1,560Z.,  di- 
rected his  trustees  to  add  an  annuity  of  4402.,  so  as  to  raise  his  wife's 
jointure  to  2,0002. ;  the  income  under  the  settlement  being  less  than 

(k)  See  Ex  parte  Wynch,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  821,  and  cases  there  cited.  See  also  Newburgli  9. 
Newburgh,  Sug.  Law  of  Prop.  367:  a  devise  of  the  estates  in  the  omitted  county  (see  alx>ve, 
p.  382)  was  implied  from  the  name  and  arms  clause,  the  leasing  power,  and  other  parts  of  the 
context.  And  see  Langston  o.  Langston,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  194,  and  other  cases,  ante,  p.  456 
et  seq. 

(/)  Affleck  V.  James,  17  Sim.  121. 

(m)  Wylie  v.  Wylie,  1  D.  F.  &  J.  410.  See  also  cases  cited  Ch.  XXXIII.  s.  4,  showing  the 
inefficacy  of  the  word  "  estate,'*  occurring  In  the  introductory  clause  of  a  will  made  before 
1838.  to  pass  the  fee-simple. 

(n)  10  Beav.  259;  see  also  Hayes  d.  Foorde  v.  Foorde,  2  W.  Bl.  698;  Edmunds  v.  Waugh, 
4  Drew.  275;  Farrer  v.  St.  Catharine's  College,  I..  R.,  16  Eq.  24. 

(o)  Mann  v.  Fuller,  Kay,  624 ;  Gordon  v.  Hoffman,  7  Sim.  29,  ante,  p.  145.  As  to  recitals 
in  wills  as  to  amounts  of  advances  made  by  testators  to  their  children,  see  Re  Aird*s  Estate, 
Aird  V.  Quicke,  12  Ch.  D.  291;  Re  Taylor's  Estate,  Tomlin  v,  Underhar,  22  Ch.  D.  495;  Re 
Wood,  Ward  v.  Wood,  32  Ch.  D.  517;  ante,  p.  894,  note. 

(p )  10  Beav.  459.  Compare  Thompson  v.  Whitelock,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  991.  Sec  alao  East  v. 
Cook,  2  Yes.  s.  30. 
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was  supposed,  the  wife  was,  neyertheless,  held  entitled  to  have  it 
made  up  to  2,000^  In  the  converse  case  of  the  income  being  more 
than  the  testator  supposed,  the  wife  would  have  been  entitled  only  to 
the2,000Z.  {q). 

And  in  Ives  v.  Dodgson  (r),  a  testatrix,  upon  a  contingency  which 
(as  she  showed  by  her  will)  she  expected  not  to  be  (and  which  was 
not)  ascertained  until  after  her  own  death,  bequeathed  a  life  annuity 
of  40/.  to  A. ;  she  then  bequeathed  to  A.  30/.  free  of  duty,  and  after- 
wards by  codicil  said,  ^'I  increase  the  immediate  annuity  of  30Z.  left 
by  my  will  to  A.  to  an  annuity  of  501,  duty  free."  It  was  held  by  Sir 
W.  James,  V.-C.,  that  the  plain  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  codicil 
was  that  A.  was  to  have  an  annuity  of  50L  in  addition  to  the  contin- 
gent annuity  of  40/. 

In  these  cases,  it  will  be  noticed,  there  were  words  of  gift  as  well 
as  of  recital. 

And  even  where  the  testator  has  evidently  mistaken  the  law  re- 
specting the  devolution  of  his  property,  yet,  if  he  has  by  his  will 
shown  very  clearly  an  intention  that  it  shall  devolve  accord- 
ing *  to  such  mistaken  notion,  the  intention  will  prevail.    An  [*496] 
early  case  (s)  presents  a  very  nice  question  of  this  nature. 

A  testator  having  issue  by  C.  three  daughters,  S.,  A.,  and  E.,  de- 
vised to  C.  for  life  all  his  freehold  wherever,  until  S.  his  heir  came  to 
twenty-one,  paying  to  the  heir  10«.  during  the  term,  and    R^fg^n^  ^^  ^ 
to  the  rest,  after  fifteen  years  old,  20«.  a-piece,  and  the   person  m  heir 
heir  to  pay  to  A.  and  E.  100/.  arpiece,  40/.  at  the  decease    »  ievSU^^^* 
of  the  wife,  &c. ;  and  if  S.  his  heir  died  without  heir  be-   implication  to 
fore  twenty-one,  so  that  the  lands  descended  and  fell  to   ^   ^P®*^**- 
A.,  then  A.  to  pay  to  E.,  &c.    It  was  argued  that  S.  took  nothing 
under  the  will  by  implication,  there  being  no  express  devise  to  her. 
But,  on  the  other  side,  it  was  contended  that  S.  was  sole  heir ;  for  it 
was  all  one  to  devise  to  her  as  to  make  a  stranger  heir  of  his  land ; 
and  here  the  daughter  S.  was  not  sole  heir  unless  made  so  by  the  in- 
tent of  the  will,  which  six  times  called  the  eldest  daughter  his  heir ; 
otherwise  A.,  the  younger  daughter,  would  have  equal  share  in  the 
land  and  also  the  legacies.    Hale,  G.  J. :  ^'  The  testator  was  mistaken 
in  his  intent  that  the  eldest  daughter  was  his  heir,  but  intended  his 
lands  should  go  according  to  that  mistake ;  also  she  that  is  called  heir 
is  to  pay  the  portions  to  the  younger  daughters,  and  no  provision  is 
made  for  her.     Therefore,  albeit  there  is  no  express  devise  to  S.,  yet, 
she  being  named  his  heir,  this  is  sufficient  to  exclude  the  rest,  and  to 
make  her  sole  heir  "  (t). 

But  the  disposition  of  a  will  will  not  be  disturbed  by  an  erroneous 

(q)  Milner  v.  Mi]ner,  1  Yes.  106;  Trevor  «.  Trevor,  5  Rtus.  24. 
(r)  L.  R.,  0  Eq.  401. 
(t)  Tillev  V.  Collyer,  3  Keb.  5S9. 

(0  See  taylor  «.  Webb,  St]jr.  331,  ante,  p.  887,  n.  (d}\  Parker  «.  NickBon,  1  D;  J.  &  8. 
177.    Compare  Jackson  v.  Craig,  15  Jar.  811. 
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recital  of  its  ooutents  in  a  codicil,  unless  a  design  to  leyoke  or  mod- 
ify the  disposition  in  the  will  can  be  fairly  collected  from  the  whole 
instrument. 

Thus,  where  (u)  a  testator,  after  bequeathing  certain  legacies  to  his 
wife,  devised  to  her  for  her  life  certain  leasehold  premises  at  North- 
Erroneous  wood,  and  he  gave  his  leasehold  estate  at  Wrentnall,  and 
re^rence  in  j^ig  estate  at  North  wood,  after  his  wife's  death,  and  the 
disposition  of  residue  of  his  estate,  to  other  persons.  In  a  codicil,  ex- 
tiie  will.  ecuted  on  the  same  day  he  directed  that  the  bequest  to 

his  wife  in  his  will  should  be  in  full  of  all  her  claims  on  his  estate, 
except  the  estate  for  life  of  his  ^'wife  and  her  assigns,  in  the  prem- 
ises at  Wrentnall,  anything  in  the  foregoing  will  to  the  contrary  not- 
withstanding.'' It  was  contended,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  the 
Wrentnall  estate,  under  her  husband's  codicil,  it  being  manifest  by 
the  concluding  clause  that  he  intended  to  give  her  some- 
[*497]  thing  *  to  which  she  had  no  right  by  the  will ;  but  the  Court 
decided  against  the  widow's  claim.  Lord  Kenyon  said,  that 
the  intention  must  be  collected  from  the  will  and  codicil  taken 
together,^  and-  it  was  impossible  not  to  see  that  the  word  "  Wrent- 
nall "  was  written  in  the  codicil  instead  of  the  word  "  North  wood." 

So  in  Vaughan  v.  Foakes  (x),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  the 
residue  of  her  estate  to  A.,  and  by  a  codicil,  reciting  that  gift,  and 
that  A.  might  die  before  her,  she  in  that  case  appointed  B.  and  C. 
her  residuary  legatees ;  and  afterwards  the  testatrix  made  a  second 
codicil  to  '^her  former  one,"  as  follows:  ^'As  the  death  of  Mrs.  W. 
(the  mother  of  B.  and  C.)  has  taken  place,  and  as  her  two  children 
will  ultimately  become  my  residuary  legatees,  the  15L  she  was  to  have 
I  give  to  D."  It  was  held  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  that  the  first 
codicil  was  not  disturbed  by  the  second.  ^'  There  is  a  misrecital,"  he 
said,  '^of  what  she  had  previously  given ;  she  recites  that  as  an  abso- 
lute which  is  only  a  contingent  gift ;  if  the  word  may  had  been  used, 
instead  of  willj  the  recital  would  have  been  in  exact  conformity  with 
the  prior  gift" 

But  this  principle  of  construction  is  not  confined  to  the  case  of  a 

will  and  codicil ;  it  has  also  been  applied  to  a  misrecital  occurring  in 

the  same  instrument  as  the  disposition  sought  to  be  dis- 

disposiiion^in     turbed.    Thus,  in  Smith  v.  Fitzgerald  (y),  where  a  tes- 

the  same  tator  bequeathed  several  legacies  to  be  paid  out  of  the 

instrument.  ,,  r.,.       -  ^i-^tii**  a-j?  « 

debt  owing  to  him  from  the  Nabob  of  A.,  and  if  any  of 
the  legatees  died  before  him  he  gave  their  legacies  to  S.,  and  "  after 
all  the  legacies  are  paid  (except  those  mentioned  from  the  Nabob's 

(«)  Skerratt  v,  Oaklev,  7  T.  R.  492. 

(x)  1  Kee.  58,  see  also  Bamfleld  «.  Popham,  1  P.  W.  54,  Snd  point:  R«  Smith,  S  J.  &  H. 
594;  Re  Arnold's  Estate,  as  Bear.  163;  Richardson  v.  Power,  19  C.  B.,  K.  8.  780  (on  sania 
will) ;  Mackenzie  v  Bradbanr,  35  Beav.  617. 

(y)  3  v.  &  B.  2;  see  also  Phillips  v.  Cbamberlaine,  4  Yes.  51. 

I  Weatcoa  9.  Cady,  6  Johns.  Ch.  348. 
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debt,  as  they  may  require  time)  all  such  balance  as  shall  remain  over- 
plus (exclusive  of  the  Nabob's  willed  to  S.)  to  be  equally  divided 
among  the  trustees/'  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  K,  that  the 
residue  of  the  debt  not  exhausted  by  the  legacies  was  not  given  to 
S.  by  implication.  He  said,  ^'  the  language  refers  to  something  as 
already  done,  something  that  he  had  given  or  supposed  he  had  given 
to  (S.).  If  in  the  preceding  part  there  was  nothing  that  could  in  any 
way  answer  the  description  of  what  he  here  says  he  had  willed  to  (S.), 
there  would  then  be  room  for  the  application  of  the  doctrine,  that 
a  declaration  by  a  testator  that  he  had  given  something  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  an  intention  *  to  give  it,  and  amounts  [*498] 
to  a  gift ;  but  the  question  here  is,  whether  he  did  not  mean 
to  describe,  however  inaccurately^  that  which  he  had  before  actually 
given.  Without  denying  that  the  recital  of  a  gift  as  antecedently 
made  may  amount  to  a  gift,  the  Court  ought  to  see  very  clearly  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  will  to  which  the  recital  can  refer,  before  it  is 
turned  into  a  distinct  bequest." 

Where,  however,  the  terms  of  the  prior  disposition  are  themselves 
ambiguous,  their  construction  may  properly  be  guided  by  a  recital 
couched  in  more  precise  language  in  a  codicil.    Thus,  i^i    .    . .    .    . 
Darley  v.  Martin  (^»)f  where  a  testator  bequeathed  lease-  win  controlled 
holds  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  her  issue,  and  V  recJtai  in 

COCtlCll 

"in  default  of  such  issue,"  to  B. ;  and,  by  a  codicil,  re- 
cited that  he  had  bequeathed  the  leaseholds  to  B.  after  the  death  of 
A.  and  "  in  default  of  her  leaving  lawful  issue ; "  it  was  held,  that  the 
gift  over  in  the  will  being  capable  of  importing  a  bequest  over  if  no 
issue  were  living  at  the  death,  it  ought  to  be  inferred  that  the  testa- 
tor employed  it  in  that  sense,  because  in  the  codicil  he  referred  to  it 
as  if  it  were  a  gift  over  in  default  of  A.'s  leaving  issue. 

n.  —  Implication  from  Davisos  and  Bequeats  on  Death  of  a  Person 
simply. — As  to  Real  Estate,  — It  is  a  well-known  maxin,  that  an 
heir-at-law  can  only  be  disinherited  by  express  devise   ,    ^    •. 

T     J."       1       J  XV   i.  •        !•      i.«        i_       i_  1*   Doctrine  of 

or  necessary  implication,^  and  that  implication  has  been  implication  as 
defined  to  be  such  a  strong  probability  that  an  intention  ^^  ^^^  e^xax^, 
to  the  contrary  cannot  be  supposed  (a).*    In  the  application  of  this 

(«)  13  C.  B.  683;  see  also  per  Lord  Brougham,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  17:  Grover  r.  Raper,  5  W. 
R.  134. 

(a)  1  v.  &  B.  466;  "  necessary  implication  is  that  which  leaves  no  room  to  donbt,"  per 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  Jones  v,  Morgan,  Fearne,  C.  R.  App.  No.  III.;  and  see  3  Ves.  113. 
*'  There  is  hardly  any  case  where  implication  is  of  necessity,  bat  it  is  called  necessary,  be- 
cause the  Court  finds  it  so  to  answer  the  intention  of  the' devisor,"  per  Lord  Hardwicke, 
Gonyton  «.  Helyar,  2  Cox,  348,  cited  by  Knight  Bruce,  L.  J.,  6  D.  M.  6.  &54. 

1  McMichael  v.  Pye,  75  6a.  189 :  John  «.  «.  Jackson,  2  Wend.  13 ;  Van  Kleeck  v.  Bef . 

Bradbury,  97  Ind.  263;  Eneberg  v.  Carter,  98  Dutch  Church,   6   Paige,   600;    Jackson  «. 

Mo.  647;  De  Silver's  Estate,  142  Penn.  St.  Schauber,  7  Cow.  137;  Sutherland  v,  Sydnor 

74 ;  Jacob's  Estate,  140  Penn.  St.  268 ;  Hay-  84  Va.  880. 

den  V.  Stoughton,  5  Pick.  528,  536 ;  SchauMr  *  Howard  «.  American  Peace  Soc.  49  Me« 
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principle  one  chief  topic  of  controTersy  has  been,  how  far  a  devise  to 
any  person,  in  the  event  of  the  non-existence  or  on  the  decease  of 
another,  indicates  an  intention  to  make  the  last-named  person  a  prior 
object  of  the  testator's  bounty.  In  such  cases  it  is  probable  that  the 
person,  whose  non-existence  is  made  the  contingency  on  which  the 
devise  over  is  to  fall  into  possession,  is  placed  in  this  position  for  the 
purpose  of  taking  the  property  in  the  first  instance ;  and  this  proba- 
bility is,  of  course,  greatly  strengthened,  if  the  devisee  is  the  person 

on  whom  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  disposition,  would  cast 
[*499]  the  property.    *  Hence  it  has  become  a  settled  distinction, 

that  a  devise  to  the  testator^s  heir  after  the  death  of  A.,  will 
confer  on  A.  an  estate  for  life  by  implication;  but  that,  under  a 
devise  to  B.,  a  stranger^  after  the  death  of  A.,  no  estate  will  arise  to 
A.  by  implication  (b).  This  is  an  exact  illustration  of  the  difference 
between  necessary  implication  and  conjecture.^  In  the  former  case, 
the  inference  that  the  testator  intends  to  give  an  estate  for  life  to  A. 
is  irresistible,  as  he  cannot,  without  the  grossest  absurdity,  be  sup- 
posed to  mean  to  devise  real  estate  to  his  heir  at  the  death  of  A.|  and 
yet  that  the  heir  should  have  it  in  the  mean  time,  which  would  be  to 
render  the  devise  nugatory.  On  the  contrary,  where  the  devisee  is 
not  the  heir,  however  plausible  may  be  the  conjecture,  that  by  fixing 

(b)  Year  Book,  18  Hen.  7.  fol.  17;  Bro.  Ab.  Dey.  pi.  52;  8  Yin.  SU,  pi.  5:  2  Freem.  270; 
T.  Jon.  98;  Vaugh.  263;  1  £q.  Ab.  197,  pi.  6;  1  Yern.  22 ;  2  Vera.  572;  5  Ves.  804;  18  Vo». 
40;  1  Mer.  414;  1  S.  &  St.  544;  6  B.  &  Aid.  722;  9  B.  &  Cr.  218;  but  see  contra,  1  P.  W. 
472;  2  £q.  Ab.  343,  pi.  5.  363,  pi.  14,  whith  seems  inconsistent  with,  and  ia  OTerbome  by, 
the  mass  of  authorities.    The  point,  indeed,  was  not  definitely  disposed  of. 

288;  Thomas  «.  Thomas,  6  T.  R.  671;  Roose-  A.  takes  by  implication  a  life  estate.  Sisson 
▼elt  V.  Fulton,  7  Coweu,  71;  Jackson  r.  v.  Seabury,  1  Sumn.  235;  Hill  v.  Thcmaa, 
Schauber,  7  Wend.  187;  «.  c.  2  Wend.  13;  11  S.  Car.  346,  359.  But  it  is  said  that  this 
Van  Kleeck  v.  Reformed  Dutch  Church,  rule  is  not  to  be  applied  to  f;ifts  of  person- 
6  Paige,  600;  Bender  v.  Dietrick,  7  Watts  &  alty.  White  r.  Green,  1  Ired.  £q.  45.  Fur- 
8.  784;  Putnam,  J.,  in  Harden  «.  Stoughton,  ther,  In  re  Reinhardt,  74  Cal.  366 ;  Peckham 
5  Pick.  528,  536;  Chinn  v.  Respass,  IT.  15.  v.  Lego,  57  Conn.  553;  Atwood  v.  (teiger, S9 
Hon.  25;  Wilde  J.,  in  Grant  r.  Hapgood,  Ga.  498;  Hunt  v.  Evans,  134  111.496;  Boston 
13  Pick.  159, 164.  When  there  is  an  express  Safe  Deposit  Co.  v.  Coffin,  152  Mass.  95;  Hurl- 
devise  there  is  no  room,  generally  speaking,  but  v.  Hutton,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  15:  Dentse  p. 
for  resorting  to  implication.  It  is  only  when  Denise,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  168;  In  re  Vowers,  US 
words  of  devise  are  wanting,  that  this  neces-  N.  Y.  569;  Anders  «.  Gerhard,  140  Penn.  St. 
sity  arises.     '*  But  if,"  says  Walworth,  Ch.,  153. 

in  liathbone  v.  Dyckroan,  3  Paige,  27,  **  the  '  Devises  by  implication  are  sustainable 
particular  devise  orbequest  cannot  be  reason-  only  upon  the  principle  of  canying  into  ef- 
ably  accounted  for  except  upon  the  supposi-  feet  the  intention  of  the  testator;  and  unless 
tioii  that  the  testator  intended  to  make  the  it  appears  upon  an  examination  of  the  whole 
corresponding  disposition  of  other  parts  of  will,  that  such  must  have  been  his  intention, 
this  f>roperty,  or  of  previous  estates  therein,  there  is  no  devise  by  implicatifm.  Rathbone 
the  court  will  carr}"  into  effect  the  intention  v.  Dvckman,  3  Paige,  9;  Grout  v.  Haprnod, 
of  the  testator  by  implying  such  correspond-  13  I'ick.  159,  164;  Ferson  r.  Dodge,  23  Pick, 
ing  disposition.'*  Thus',  it  is  well  settled,  that  293,  294;  Deering  v,  Adams,  37  Maine,  264. 
when  there  are  trusts  to  be  executed,  which  An  implication  may  be  rebutted  byacontrafy 
require  for  their  effectual  execution  an  es-  implication  equallv  strong,  Rathbone «.  Dyc&- 
tate  in  fee,  such  an  estate  will  be  implied,  man,  3  Paige,  9.  But  courts  are  not  permitted 
Deering  v.  Adams,  37  Maine,  26  4,^73,  274.  to  give  an  effect  to  the  will  of  a  testator  con- 
So,  too,  implication  may  be  resorted  to  even  in  trari'  to  the  plain  and  obvious  import  of  tbe 
eases  of  an  express  devise  if  the  nature  of  the  terms  used  by  him,  upon  a  mere  conjecture 
estate  devised  be  not  stated.  Thus,  in  tbe  as  to  his  intention.  Manigault  *.  Deaa, 
case  of  agift  of  an  eatale  to  A., another  to  B.,  Bail.  £q.  298. 
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the  death  of  A.  as  the  period  when  the  devise  to  B.  was   Devise  to  the 
to  take  effect  in  possession,  the  testator  intended  A.  to   death  of  A.* 
be  the  prior  tenant  for  life,  yet  it  is  possible  to  suppose   g»ve«  A.  an 
that,  intending  the  land  to  go  to  the  heir  during  the  life   ilpiica^on. 
of  A.,  he  left  it  for  that  period  undisposed  of.     In  some 
cases,  indeed,  we  find  it  laid  down  without  any  qualification,  that  a 
devise  to  B.  upon  the  death  of  A.  raises  an  implied  estate  in  A. ;  but 
such  dicta,  even  if  accurately  reported  (which  is  often  doubtful),  can- 
not weigh  against  the  current  of  authorities,  grounded  on  acknowl- 
edged principles  of  law  (c). 

Of  course  it  is  not  essential  to  the  doctj^ine  that  the  will  should 
describe  the  devisee  as  the  heir  apparent  or  heir  presumptive  of  the 
testator.     Thus,  a  devise  ''  to  my  eldest  son  B.  after  the   _   . 

Devisee  need 

death  of  A.,''  would  raise  an  implied  estate  for  life  in   not  be  de- 
A.,  the  fact  being  that  B.  is  the  heir  apparent,  though  •cnbedashdr. 
not  designated  as  such.     The  authorities  do  not  distinctly  inform  US| 
however,  whether,  in  order  to  raise  the  implication,  the  devise  must 
be  to  the  person  who,  according  to  the  state  of  events  at  the  making 
of  the  will,  would  be  the  testator's  heir,  or  the  person  who  eventually 
becomes  such.    The  former  seems  to  be  the  preferable  doctrine ;  for 
to  treat  it  as  applying  to  the  eventual  heir,  would  be  to  con- 
strue the  will  according  to  subsequent  events,  in  *  opposition  [*500] 
to  a  fundamental  principle  of  construction.     If,  therefore,  a 
testator  having  two  sons,  A.  and  B.,  devise  real  estate  to  B.  (the 
younger  son)  after  the  decease  of  his  (the  testator's)  wife,  this  would 
not,  it  is  conceived,  give  to  the  wife  an  estate  for  life  by 
implication,  though  it  should  happen  that,  by  the  decease  devisee  must 
of  A.,  the  elder  son,  without  issue  in  the  testator's  life-  ^  ^J*'  ^  '*• 
time,  the  younger  son  (i.  e.  the  devisee)  had  become  his 
heir.    On  the  other  hand,  if  the  testator,  whose  issue  was  an  only 
daughter,  devised  real  estate  to  such  daughter  after  the  death  of  his 
wife,  and  it  happened  that  he  had  a  son  afterwards  born,  who  survived 
him,  the  sound  conclusion  would  seem  to  be,  that  the  wife  would  take 
an  implied  estate  for  life,  though  the  ulterior  devisee  was  not  in  event 
the  testator's  heir;  the  result,  in  short,  being  that  the  implication 
occurs  wherever  the  express  devise  is  to  the  person  who  is  the  testa- 
tor's heir  apparent  or  presumptive  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  not 
otherwise  (d).    Perhaps,  when  the  distinction  between  a  devise  to 
the  heir  and  to  a  stranger  was  originally  established,  the  difficulty 
attending  the  application  of  the  doctrine  to  an  heir  or  heiress  pre- 
sumptive, who  is  liable  to  be  superseded  by  the  birth  of  a  son  of  the 
testator,  was  not  sufficiently  considered. 

(r)  Ex  parte  Rogers,  3  Mad.  455:  see  also  Den  d.  FrankMn  v,  TVoot,  16  East,  398,  when, 
however,  tlie  person  in  whose  favor  it  was  said  the  implied  gift  would  have  been  raised  was 
himself  neir,  and  the  point,  therefore,  could  not  have  arisen. 

(d)  See  aoc.  per  Cur.  Ralph  v.  Carrick,  infra. 
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It  has  been  said  that  the  application  arises  in  the  case  of  a  devise 
as  well  to  one  of  several  coheirs,  as  to  a  sole  heir ;  and,  thereforei 

that  where  a  man  devises  to  one  of  his  two  daughters 
MTmd  coheirs.    0^^  coheiress),  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  she  (the  wife) 

takes  an  estate  for  life  by  implication  (e).    This,  it  must 
be  admitted,  is  a  considerable  extension  of  the  doctrine,  and  carries 
it  beyond  the  principle  on  which  it  is  founded,  since  there  seems  to 
be  not  the  same  absurdity  in  supposing  a  testator  to  give  to  one  of 
his  coheiresses  after  the  death  of  another  person,  intending  it  to  de- 
scend to  all  in  the  mean  time,  as  where  the  devisee  is  the  same  and  the 
only  individual  upon  whom  the  intermediate  interest  would  have  de- 
scended.   The  point,  too,  rests  rather  on  dictum  than  decision,  for 
the  case  in  which  Lord  Gowper  advanced  this  position  was  decided 
upon  another  point,  and  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  contemporary 
reports  of  the  same  case ;  but  it  was  referred  to  arguendo  as  a  settled 
rule  of  law  in  another  case  (/). 
In  cases,  too,  which  are  the  converse  of  the  last,  viz.  where  there 
is  a  devise  to  the  heir  and  other  persons  after  the  decease 
[*501]  *  of  A.,  the  implication  would  seem,  looking  at  the  reason  and 
principle  of  the  doctrine,  not  to  arise  (as  there  is  no  incon- 
gruity in  the  supposition  that  the  testator  intended  the  heir  to  take  a 
.  share  at  the  period  in  question,  and  the  entirety  in  the 

and  others         mean  time).    Accordingly  in  Ralph  v,  Garrick  (^),  where 
after  the  death    a  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  property,  in  trust 

to  be  converted  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  pay  debts  and 
Camck.'  ^.egacies,  and  in  the  event  (which  happened)  of  his  death 

without  lawful  issue,  and  after  the  death  of  his  wife  and 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  the  whole  residue  of  his  property  real 
and  personal  to  be  divided  in  specified  proportions  among  the  chil- 
dren of  his  late  aunts  (naming  them),  the  descendants  of  any  child 
then  dead  taking  the  share  of  its  deceased  parent ;  and  he  directed  the 
surplus  proceeds  of  his  real  estate  to  be  invested  to  provide  for  the 
jointure  payable  to  his  wife  under  their  marriage  settlement.  It  was 
held  that,  although  the  testator's  coheirs  and  next  of  kin  (h)  were 
included  among  the  children  of  his  aunts,  the  wife  did  not  take  a  life 
estate  by  implication.  Sir  G.  Hall,  V.-C.  (t),  relied  on  the  circum- 
stance of  the  gift  being  to  an  unascertained  class,  and  also  on  the 
clause  expressly  providing  for  payment  of  the  wife's  jointure  out  of 
the  very  fund  in  which  she  claimed  a  life  estate,  as  repelling  the 
implication.  But  the  L.  JJ.  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  V.-C.)  pro- 
ceeded entirely  on  the  general  principle  that  a  devise  to  the  heir  and 

(e)  Button  v.  Simpson,  2  Vera.  723;  i.  c.  nom.  Simpson  v,  Hornbj,  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  115. 
(/)  Willis  V,  Lucas,  1  P.  W.  472. 

(g)  5  Ch.  D.  984,  17  Ch.  D.  873.    See  also  WoodhouM  «.  Spnrgeon,  49  L.  T.  977, 82  W. 
R.'226. 
(h)  But  on  this  question  the  widow  must  be  reckoned  among  the  next  of  kin. 
(t)  ,5  Ch.  D.  984. 


CH.  Xyn.]      DEVISE  TO  ONE  AFTER  THE  DEATH  OF  ANOTHER.         535 

another  after  the  death  of  A.  will  not  raise  a  life  estate  bj  implica- 
tion in  A. :  for  as  heir  he  takes  the  whole,  while  as  devisee  he  takes 
a  share  only.  The  same  principle  mnst,  it  should  seem^  govern  the 
case  of  a  devise  after  the  death  of  A.  to  one  of  several  coheirs. 

Sir  H.  Cotton  pointed  out  the  fallacy  of  a  proposition  urged  at  the 
bar  in  this  case,  and  which  sometimes  of  late  has  been  heard  even 
from  the  bench  —  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  rule  of 
law,  the  duty  of  the  Court  was  to  construe  the  will  as  a  construction 
person  of  ordinary  intelligence  would  do,  and  that  no   fejiif'^fnce!^ 
such  person  would  doubt  that  in  this  case  the  testator 
intended  the  widow  to  have  a  life  estate.     ''  We  are  bound,"  said  the 
L.  J.  {j)y  "to  have  regard  to  any  rules  of  construction  which  have 
been  established  by  the  Courts,  and  subject  to  that  we  are  bound  to 
construe  the  will  as  trained  legal  minds  should  do.  Even  very  intelli- 
gent persons  whose  minds  are  not  so  trained  are  accustomed 
to  jump  at  the  *  conclusion  as  to  what  a  person  means  by  con-  [*502] 
sidering  what  they  under  similar  circumstances  think  they 
would  have  done.    That  is  conjecture  only ;  and  conjecture  on  an 
imperfect  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case;  because  the 
facts  known  to  the  testator  may  not  all  be  before  them,  and  the  tes- 
tator's mind  as  regards  the  attention  to  be  paid  to  the  claims  of  the 
different  parties  dependent  upon  him,  may  not  have  been  constituted 
as  their  minds  are  constituted,  so  that  it  cannot  be  concluded  that 
he  would  have  acted  in  the  same  way  as  they.    We  therefore  must 
construe  the  will  as  we  should  construe  any  other  document,"  with 
one  difference  only,  namely,  that  technical  words  are  unnecessary  in 
a  will. 

In  the  previous  case  of  Blackwell  v.  Bull  (^),  where  a  testator  de- 
vised in  the  following  words :  "  In  the  first  pletce,  my  will  and  wish 
is,  that  my  business  of  a  cheesemonger  be  carried  on  by  my  wife  and 
my  son  jointly,  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  my  family ;  and  I  likewise 
will  and  devise  in  trust  all  my  property,  for  the  following  purpose, 
that  is  to  say,  that  at  my  wife^a  deceasBy  the  whole  of  my  property,  of 
whatever  nature  or  description,  as  well  freehold  as  personal,  shall  be 
equally  divided  amongst  my  children,  J.,  B.,  W.,  M.,  and  C,  their 
executors  or  assigns."  One  of  these  children  was  the  heir-at-law. 
Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  without  adverting  to  this  fact,  said  "  As  to  the 
property  not  engaged  in  the  trade,  though  the  case  as  regards  the 
real  estate  is  not  without  difficulty,  yet  on  the  whole  will,  and  what 
appears  to  me  the  evident  intention,  I  think  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
a  life  interest  in  both  the  real  and  personal  estate."  It  seems  there- 
fore that  the  M.  K.  did  not  intend  to  decide  the  general  question ; 
upon  which,  at  all  events  since  Ealph  t;.  Carrick,  it  cannot  be  deemed 
an  authority.  Referring  to  this  and  other  cases  Sir  C.  Hall,  Y.-C, 
said  that  in  several  of  them  the  interest  of  "the  widow  was  mare  or 

(j)  11  Ch.  D.,  at  p.  878.  (Jb)  1  Kee.  176. 
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leas  connected  with  the  carrying  on  of  a  business  and  supporting  a 
family,  which  seemed  to  have  been  a  sort  of  indication  as  to  how  the 
property  was  to  be  enjoyed  daring  her  life  "  (I). 

Where,  however,  there  is  an  anterior  express  devise  for  life 
[*50d]  of  *paTt  of  the  lands  to  the  person  on  whose  decease  the 
devise  in  question  is  to  take  effect,  the  implication  has  been 
sometimes  avoided,  by  having  recourse  to  what  may,  for  convenience 
Distinction  ^'  distinction,  be  called  the  distributive  construction,  by 
where  there  is  which  the  words  after  the  death  are  applied  exclusively 
JnteHS^deviee  ^  *^®  ^^^^  devised  expressly  for  life ;  and  the  words 
of  part  to  the  of  devise,  without  these  expressions  of  postponement, 
who«e  death  ^re  applied  to  the  rest  of  the  property,  which,  there- 
**V''*ff"  ^  ^^'®  passes  immediately  to  the  devisees :  a  construction 
which,  doubtless,  was  adopted  in  the  first  instance  on 
account  of  the  improbability  that  a  testator  should  intend  a  person, 
to  whom  he  had  expressly  given  part,  to  take  the  rest  by  implication. 
But  the  rule  seems  not  to  have  been  always  restricted  (as  this  reason- 
ing would  imply)  to  cases  in  which  the  devise  over  is  to  the  heir,  but 
has  obtained  where  such  devise  was  to  a  stranger,  and  in  which,  as 
the  estate  would,  if  the  devise  was  postponed,  devolve  to  the  heir  in 
the  mean  time,  and  not  belong  to  the  devisee  for  life  by  implication, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  reason  for  denying  to  the  words  of  post- 
ponement their  full  effect,  in  regard  to  all  the  subjects  of  devise. 

Thus,  in  Cook  v.  Grerrard  (m),  where  the  testator,  Sir  K  Kempe, 
being  seised  of  demesne  lands  in  fee,  and  also  of  the  reversion  of 
Cook  V.  other  lands  expectant  on  the  death  of  A.,  directed  that 

Gerrard.  j^jg  wife  should  have  the  demesne  lands  for  one  year 

after  his  death;  and  then,  after  stating  that  he  was  desirous  to 
continue  the  capital  messuage  in  the  name  and  blood  of  the  Kempes, 
he  devised  the  demesnes  and  the  reversion  to  B.,  habendum  imme- 
diately from  the  expiration  of  one  year  next  after  his  decease,  and 
the  decease  of  A.,  for  the  life  of  B.,  he  doing  no  waste.  The  tes- 
tator further  directed  that  B.  should,  after  the  death  of  A.,  pay 
three  annuities  of  201.  each  by  half-yearly  paymente.  The  testator 
died,  and  the  year  expired.  It  was  contended  that,  in  order  to  effect 
the  intention  of  the  testator,  the  words  must  be  taken  distributively  : 
First,  because  if  the  lands  descended  to  the  testator's  daughter  and 
heir,  she  might  change  her  name  by  marriage,  and  then  his  intention 
that  the  demesne  lands  should  remain  in  the  name  of  the  Kempes, 
would  be  defeated.  Secondly,  if  A.  died  within  the  year  after  the 
testator,  the  annuities  given  by  the  will  could  not  be  paid,  unless  B. 

j7)  8  Ch.  D.  996.  The  Y.-O.  gare  a  very  similar  ezplanatioii  of  Cockshott  «.  Cocknhott 
S  Colt.  432|  where  the  widow  was  held  to  take  a  life  estate  by  implication  in  estates  upon 
which  in  a  certain  event  a  life  annuity  in  her  faror  wa«  expressly  cnarged  by  the  will ;  and 
this,  by  virtue  of  a  clause  postponing  "  possession  "  by  express  devisees  until  the  wife's 
death.    But  as  to  a  similar  clause  added  by  codicil,  see  Bamet  v.  Bamet,  29  Beav.  S89. 

(ffi)  1  Saund.  183,  cited  9  B.  &  Cr.  226. 
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took  the  land  immediately  after  the  death  of  A.,  notwith- 
standing the  year  was  not  expired  (n).  And,  thirdly,  *  if  [*604] 
the  demesne  land  should  descend  to  the  heir  in  the  mean- 
time,  until  the  death  of  A.,  then  he  might  commit  what  waste  he 
pleased,  and  there  would  be  no  means  to  prevent  it,  which  would  be 
directly  against  the  true  meaning  of  the  testator.  The  Court  of  K. 
B.  held,  that  the  words  of  the  will  should  be  taken  distributively, 
and  that  B.  had  good  title  to  the  demesne  lands  after  the  expiration 
of  the  year,  and  before  the  death  of  A. 

So,  in  Simpson  17.  Homsby  (0),  where  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife 
for  life  all  his  lands  in  J.  and  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  he  devised 
all  his  lands  in  J.,  and  certain  other  lands,  and  all  other  gimpaon  «. 
his  real  estate  whatsoever,  to  his  daughter  B.  and  the  Hom.b/. 
heirs  of  her  body,  with  remainder  to  his  daughter  J.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail.  Lord  Cowper  was  of 
opinion  that  the  wife  took  nothing  by  implication,  and  that  she  was 
entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  only  those  lands  which  were  expressly 
devised  to  her ;  and  that  the  rest  of  the  real  estate  was  intended  to 
pass  by  the  will  immediately  to  B. 

Again,  in  Doe  d.  Annandale  v.  Brazier  (p)  where  the  testator  gave 
to  B.  the  rents  of  a  messuage  situate  in  A.,  for  his  life,  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  B.,  he  gave  the  same  rents,  together  D^e©.  Brazier. 
with  the  rents  of  all  his  other  houses  and  lands  in 
A.  aforesaid,  unto  certain  persons  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the 
survivor,  with  remainder  over.  The  question  was,  whether  these 
devisees  were  entitled  to  the  other  lands  at  A.  immediately  on  the 
testator's  decease,  or  not  until  after  the  death  of  B. ;  and  it  was 
decided,  that  the  words  '^  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  B." 
were  to  be  confined  to  the  lands  devised  to  B.  for  his  life,  and  did  not 
postpone  the  interest  of  the  devisees  in  question  in  the  rest  until 
that  period  (g). 

A  different  construction,  however,  prevailed  in  AspinaU  v.  Pet- 
vin  (r),  where  a  testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees, 
in  *  trust  to  pay  one  moiety  of  the  rents  to  his  wife  B.  for  life,  [♦SOS] 

(fi)  This  argnment  supposes,  that  it  both  were  postponed  fbr  the  life  of  A.,  then  both 
woald  be  postponed  for  the  year. 

(o)  1  Pre.  Gh.  439,  45S,  2  Vem.  788;  sUted  from  R.  L.,  9  B.  &  Gr.  928;  see  also  Boon  t, 
Gornforth,  2  Ves.  276.  where,  however,  the  construction  was  aided  by  the  context. 

ip)  6  B.  &  Aid.  64. 

\q)  See  also  Dyw  «.  Dyer,  1  Her.  4U;  Drew  t,  Killick,  1  De  G.  &  S.  266  (where  the 
words  of  the  will  seemed  to  point  to  the  distribntire  construction) ;  Simmons  «.  Rudall,  1  Sim. 
N.  S.  116  (deyise  in  fee  with  executory  gift  oyer  to  strangers  of  that  **  together  with  *'  the 
residue). 

(r)  1  S.  &  St.  544.  It  was  ingeniously  argued  that,  as  J  was  heir,  as  well  to  the  testator 
a$  to  W„  in  the  eyent  on  which  the  estate  was  giyen  to  him,  namely,  the  death  of  W.  with- 
out issue,  it  came  within  the  principle  of  the  case  of  an  estate  giyen  to  the  heir  after  the 
death  of  the  widow;  but  the  answer  to  this  is,  that  in  those  eyents  the  vacant  interest  did 
not  neeettarily  deyolye  upon  J.,  as  W.  in  his  lifetime  might  haye  deyised  or  otherwise 
aliened  it;  and,  consequently,  the  argument  founded  on  the  absurdity  of  his  taking  both 
did  not  apply;  but  see  Doe  a.  Driver  «.  Bowling,  5  B.  &  Aid.  722. 
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and  the  other  moiety  to  his  son  W.  (who  was  his  heir-at-law)  and 
after  the  death  of  hie  eaid  wife^  upon  trust  to  convey  the  said  he- 
AspinaU  v.  reditaments  unto  W.  in  fee ;  but  if  he  died  without  issue 
Petvm.  ijj  ^jjg  lifetime  of  the  wife,  then,  upon  trust,  after  the 

death  of  the  vnfey  to  convey  the  same  to  testator's  nephew  J.  in  fee. 
W.  died  without  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife ;  and  the  question 
was,  whether  J.  was  entitled  immediately  to  the  moiety  of  the  rents 
not  expressly  devised  to  the  wife,  and,  if  not,  whether  she  did  not 
take  it  by  implication  (*).  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  after  very  clearly 
laying  down  the  general  rule  as  before  stated,  considered  this  to  be 
the  common  case  of  a  devise  to  a  stranger  after  the  death  of  A. ;  and 
that,  accordingly,  no  estate  was  raised  in  E.  by  implication,  but  the 
moiety  in  questioh  for  her  life  descended  to  the  testator's  heir-at-law. 
It  is  remarkable  that  the  point  suggested  by  the  class  of  cases 
under  consideration  was  not  presented  to  the  view  of  the  Court  in 
Remarks  on  *^^  ^^^®>  namely,  that  the  words  referring  to  the  death 
PetvkT"  "'  ^^  *^^  ^^^®  applied  exclusively  to  the  moiety  before  de- 
vised to  her,  and  did  not  prevent  J.  from  taking  the 
other  moiety  immediately ;  but,  perhaps  the  frame  of  the  will  scarcely 
admitted  of  such  a  construction.  The  words  "  after  the  death  of  my 
wife  "  had  been  just  before  used  in  reference  to  both  moieties  in  the 
devise  to  the  son,  and  the  terms  of  the  executory  tntst  seemed  to  im- 

Dirtribativ'  ^^^  *^**  ^^  conveyance  was  to  be  made  to  J.  until  the 
constrnction  death  of  the  wife.  This  decision,  therefore,  appears  not 
ffeneral  rule  ^  clash  with  the  preceding  cases,  which  might  seem  to 
have  established  the  distributive  construction  as  the  or- 
dinary rule ;  but  we  are  taught  not  so  to  consider  them  by  a  decision, 
in  which  all  the  cases  in  favor  of  this  construction  were  treated  as 
standing  on  special  grounds,  and  as  constituting  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule. 

The  case  here  alluded  to  is  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Bingstead  (t)^ 
where  a  testator  devised  to  the  widow  of  his  late  son  T.  M.  part  of  a 
messuage,  to  hold  to  her  and  her  assigns  for  the  term  of  her  natural 
life,  if  she  should  so  long  continue  a  widow ;  and  from  and  after  her 
decease,  or  day  of  marriage,  he  gave  the  same  and  other  real  property 
therein  mentioned,  unto  the  four  children  of  his  late  son  T.  M.,  de- 
ceased, their  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  It  was  contended,  on 
[*506]  the  authority  of  the  preceding  cases,  that  the  *  words  were  to 
be  construed  distributively,  and,  consequently,  that  the  chil- 
dren took  an  immediate  estate  in  possession  in  the  property  not  de- 
vised to  the  wife ;  but  the  Court,  after  taking  an  elaborate  view  of 
those  cases,  and  showing  that  in  each  of  them  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  as  collected  from  the  context  of  the  will,  required  such  a 

(f)  No  arguments  appear  to  have  been  advanced  in  favor  of  the  hTpothests,  that  if  the 
widow  did  not  take,  it  descended  to  the  heir. 
(0  9  B.  &  Cr.  218.    See  Rhodes  v.  Rhodes,  7  App,  Ga.  199. 


CH.  ZYII.]      DEYISE  TO  ONE  AFTER  THE  DEATH  OF  ANOTHEB.        589 

construction,  considered  that  they  did  not  applj  to  the  will  under 
discussion,  where  the  words  must  be  construed  in  their  ordinary 
grammatical  sense.  It  was  held,  therefore,  that„  until  the  death  or 
marriage  of  the  son's  widow,  the  estate  not  devised  to  her  descended 
to  the  testator's  heir-at-law. 

It  will  be  perceived  that,  as  in  this  case  the  widow  took  no  implied 
estate  (the  express  devise  on  her  decease  or  marriage  not  being  to  the 
heir  of  the  testator),  the  construction  adopted  by  the  RemaAjupon 
Court  did  not  involve  the  difficulty  of  giving  by  implica-  King  v. 
tion  to  a  person,  in  the  lands  not  expressly  devised  to  *"8*^*^  • 
her,  an  estate  corresponding  to  that  which  she  derived  in  the  lands 
so  devised,  in  opposition  to  the  maxim,  expressio  unius  est  exclusio 
alterius.  Had  it  been  attended  with  this  result,  the  conclusion  of  the 
Court  might  have  been  different.  Possibly  the  distributive  construc- 
tion will,  in  future,  be  (as  it  ought  originally  to  have  been)  restricted 
to  such  cases ;  but,  considering  how  extremely  slight  is  the  difference 
of  language  in  the  will  which  was  the  subject  of  adjudication  in 
King  V.  Kingstead,  and  in  some  of  the  preceding  cases,  particularly 
Simpson  v.  Homsby,  it  must  be  confessed  that  King  v.  Kingstead 
does  not  place  the  doctrine  on  such  a  footing  as  to  exclude  future 
controversy. 

The  suggestion  that  the  distributive  construction  will  be  restricted 
to  cases  where  the  postponed  devise  is  to  the  heir-at-law  finds  sup- 
port in  Attwater  v.  Attwater  (w),  where  a  testator  gave   King  r.  Ring- 
to  his  cousins  A.  and  B.  his  freehold  house  and  premises,   ■^••"  followed. 
for  their  use  during  the  life  of  each ;  and  at  the  decease  of  both  gave 
the  same  to  C,  a  son  of  his  niece,  to  be  retained  in  the  family  for- 
ever, together  with  his  copyhold  and  leasehold  property  at  N.    C. 
was  not  the  testator's  customary  heir  or  next  of  kin,  and  Sir  J.  Ko- 
milly,  M.  E.,  said  that  although   there   was   considerable   conflict 
between  the  authorities,  he  considered  that  the  case  was  gov- 
erned by  the  rule  laid  down  and  settled  by  King  v.  *  King-  [*607] 
stead;  that  C.  therefore  took  nothing  in  the  copyholds  and 
leaseholds  until  after  the  decease  of  both  A.  and  B.,  and  that  the 
customary  heir  (who  was  also  sole  next  of  kin)  took  the  intermediate 
interest. 

The  position  that  a  devise  to  the  heir  after  the  death  of  A.  creates 
in  A.  an  implied  estate  for  life,  supposes  that  the  will  does  not  con- 
tain a  residuary  devise ;  for  a  clause  of  this  nature  g^^^^  ^^  ^^.^^ 
would,  by  disposing  of  such  intermediate  estate,  and  uary  devise 
thereby  intercepting  the  descent  to  the  heir,  clearly  ex-  ^/,w'jf<!itK)ii 
elude  all  ground  for  the  implication.  Thus,  if  a  tes-  anting  from 
'  tator  devises  Whiteacre  to  his  heir  apparent  or  heir     *^^^  ^   *"* 

{«)  18  Bear.  390.  See  also  Davenport  «.  Coltman,  9  H.  &  W.  481, 12  Sim.  888,  where, 
however,  the  distrihutive  constractioii  was  not  suggested,  and  the  income  daring  the  wife's 
life  was  not  claimed  hv  the  daughters.  But  see  Liu  v.  Lill,  23  Beav.  446.  And  see  Rhodes  v. 
Rhodes,  7  App.  Ca.  Ira,  where  on  the  whole  will  the  distributive  construction  was  adopted. 
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presumptive  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  in  the  same  will  devises 
the  residue  of  his  real  estate  to  A.  (a  stranger),  since  the  estate  for 
life,  not  included  in  the  devise  to  the  heir,  would,  if  no  implied  gift 
were  raised,  pass  to  A.  as  real  estate  not  otherwise  disposed  of,  which 
might  possibly  be  intended,  the  residuary  devisee,  and  not  the  wife, 
would,  it  is  conceived,  take  the  estate  during  her  life  (t^). 

Another  remark  is,  that  where  the  will  contains  a  residuary  dis- 
position of  real  eistate,  a  devise  of  particular  lands  to  the  residuary 

devisee,  to  take  effect  in  possession  on  the  decease  of 
d^^rloe  tT  ^  another  person,  supplies  exactly  the  same  argument  for 
residuAiy  implying  an  estate  for  life  in  that  person,  as  a  similar 

devise,  in  the  cases  already  discussed,  to  the  heir ;  for  to 
suppose  that  the  testator  intends  lands,  which  he  has  specifically  de- 
vised to  the  residuary  devisee  at  the  death  of  A.,  to  go  to  him  in  the 
mean  time  under  the  residuary  clause,  involves  precisely  the  same 
absurdity  as  to  suppose  that  an  heir  is  intended  to  take  immediately 
what  is  expressly  given  to  him  at  a  future  period ;  and  therefore,  in 
the  case  supposed,  A.  would,  undoubtedly,  have  an  estate  for  life  by 
implicatioiL 

It  was  decided  in  one  case,  that  a  devise  by  a  testator,  "  in  case 
his  wife  should  be  enceinte  with  one  or  more  children  at  the  time 

of  his  death,  to  such  child  or  children,"  implied  a  gift 
gift  to  ail^  to  any  children  born  after  the  date  of  the  will,  though 
after-born  before  the  testator's  death,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
plied  in  a  gift  impossible  to  supposc  the  father  would  provide  for  a 
chifire?**"^"*   posthumous  child,  leaving  children  in  esse  unprovided 

for  (x).  But  in  Doe  d.  Blakiston  v,  Haslewood  (y),  the 
Court  of  C.  P.  unanimously  overruled  that  decision,  thinking 
[*508]  that  in  such  a  case  the  testator  never  contemplated  *  the  birth 
of  children  in  his  lifetime,  and  never  intended  to  provide  for 
them  by  his  will ;  the  will  was  made  in  contemplation  of  a  particular 
combination  of  circumstances,  which  not  having  happened,  the  will 
failed.  However,  in  a  subsequent  case  (z),  Blackburne  (L.  G.  Ir.), 
though  not  called  upon  to  decide  the  point,  expressed  a  preference 
for  the  elder  authority. 

As  a  devise  to  a  stranger  after  the  death  of  A.  creates  no  estate  in 
A.  by  implication  in  the  mean  time,  it  might  seem  to  follow  that  a 

devise  to  the  survivor  of  several  persons  would  not  raise 
Irfthe  first**  an  estate  by  implication  in  the  whole  during  their  joint 
in?.tance  to  lives  (a) ;  but,  in  the  actual  state  of  the  authorities,  it 
sarvvon.         '^ould  be  hazardous  to  advance  any  such  proposition, 


(«)  Per  Kindenley,  V*-0.,  Sterens  «.  Hale,  8  Dr.  &  Son.  SS,  aoe. 
(«)  While  9.  Barl 
(y)  10  G.  B.  544. 


White  9.  Barber,  6  Bnrr.  9703. 


(c)  Re  LindMv,  6  Irish  Jorist,  97;  see  also  Alleyne  v.  AlleTXie,  S  Jo.  &  Lat.  668;  Goodlel- 
low  V,  Goodfellow,  18  Bear.  856. 
(a)  Ralph  9,  Carriek,  11  Ch.  D.  878,  is  strongly  against  the  implicatioD,  ante,  p.  601. 
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seeing  that,  Id  one  instance  at  least,  a  different  construction  pre- 
vailed, though  certainly  not  without  some  aid  from  the  context.  A 
testator  (b)  devised  lands  at  T.  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  during  the  lives  of  his  four  daughters  and  the  sur- 
viv^or  of  them;  and  ^^ afterwards  to  pay  such  rents  and  profits  to 
and  among  such  survivor  and  the  child  or  children  of  such  my  daugh- 
ters who  shall  first  happen  to  die ;  and  from  and  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  four  daughters,  my  will  is,  that  they  do  sell 
the  premises,  and  pay  the  moneys  arising  therefrom,  in  four  equal 
parts,"  to  the  children  of  his  daughters.  By  a  subsequent  clause,  he 
bequeathed  his  chattels  among  his  children,  except  his  daughter  H., 
who  was  only  to  receive  in  full  satisfaction  of  what  was  before  be- 
queathed to  her  three  shillings  a  week  during  her  life,  or  "  until  her 
distributory  share  was  exhausted,"  out  of  his  estate  at  T.  and  per- 
sonal effects,  for  her  separate  use.  The  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  testator  never  intended  to  leave  all  his  daughters  without 
any  provision  until  three  of  them  were  dead ;  and  with  reference  to 
the  subsequent  clause,  which  showed  that  his  daughter  H.  was  in  his 
opinion  entitled  for  life,  they  held  all  the  daughters  to  take. 

Gases  the  conv^erse  of  the  preceding  have  sometimes  occurred, 
namely,  where  the  income  is  expressly  disposed  of  during  the  joint 
lives  only  of  several  co-devisees  or  co-legatees,  with  a  gift 
♦over  on  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  thus  leaving  unpro-  [*609] 
vided  for  the  destination  of  the  intermediate  interest  accru- 
ing in  the  interval  between  the  determination  of  the  joint  lives  and 
the  death  of  the  survivor.    In  several  such  cases  (c),  the 
interest  in  question  has  been  held  to  belong  to  the  sur-  cau«m  o? 
vivors,  either  under  an  implied  gift  to  them,  or  in  virtue   ^^^  ^ '"" 
of  the  right  of  survivorship  incident  to  a  joint  tenancy ; 
and  the  latter  seems  to  have  been  the  chosen  ground  of  determina- 
tion, though  this  result  was  only  attainable  by  the  rejection  of  words 
which,  unless  controlled  by  the  context,  would  have  had  the  effect  of 
making  the  co-devisees  or  co-legatees  tenants  in  common. 

In  Townley  v.  Bolton  (d),  the  bequest  was  in  these  words :  ^'  I  give 
to  my  sister  M.  T.  and  her  husband  O.  S.  T.,  SOL  per  annum  Long 
Annuities /or  their  joint  lives^  and  after  their  decease^  to  go  to  my  own 
nephew,  C.  P."  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  gift  over  being 
after  the  decease  of  the  husband  and  wife,  it  was  plain  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  that  the  survivor  should  be  entitled. 

(6)  Saandera  v.  Lowe,  2  W.  B1. 1014.    This  case  does  not  appear  to  haye  been  cited  in 
Ralph  9.  Carrick.    For  other  cases  in  which  the  implication  arising  from  the  whole  will  was 
held  to  be  equivalent  to,  and  to  supply  the  place  of  a  direct  gift,  see  Brown  v  De  Laet,  4  B 
C  C.  537:  Orowder  v.  Clowes,  2  Yes.  Jr.  449;  Wainewright  v  Wainewright,  3  Ves.  65S. 

(c)  Tuckerman  v.  Jeffries,  3  Bac  Abr.  681,  Gwillim's  m.  81;  Armstrong  «.  Eldridge,  8  B. 
C.  C.  215;  Pearoe  v.  Sdmeadei,  3  T.  &  G.  246;  all  sUted  post,  Ch.  XXXII.;  Cranswick  v. 
Pearson,  31  Beav.  624.  Bat  see  Re  Drakeley^s  esUte,  19  BeaT.  395;  Steyens  v.  Pyle,  28 
Beav.  388;  and  other  oases  cited,  Ch.  XXXII. 

(d)  1  Mr.  &  K.  148;  see  also  McDermott  «.  Wallace,  5  Bear.  142;  Moffatt  v.  Burnle,  23 
L.  J.  Ch.  591 ;  Day  v.  Day,  Kay,  708. 
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Here,  too,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  survivor  became  entitled  by 
the  e£fect  of  the  implication  of  a  gift  in  remainder  for  life,  expectant 
on  the  determination  of  the  joint  lives,  or  as  surviving  joint  tenant 
for  life,  the  words  **  for  their  joint  lives  "  (which  otherwise  would 
have  determined  the  interest  of  both  on  the  death  of  either  {e))  being 
rejected.  The  latter  appears  to  have  been  the  ground  taken  in  the 
arguments  at  the  bar. 

In  Jones  v,  Randall  (/),  a  testator  bequeathed  an  annuity,  upon 
trust  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  pay  and  divide  the  same 
amongst  the  children  of  A.  who  should  happen  to  survive 
sevenlrVoi^        her,  in  equal  shares  if  more  than  one  child,  and  if  but 
lives  of  them     quc  child,  then  to  such  only  child ;  such  annuity  to  be 
paid  during  the  lives  of  such  children,  and  the  life  of  the 
survivor  of  them.    It  was  contended  that  the  survivors  were  entitled 
by  implication ;  but  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  B.,  held  that  the  argument, 
that  because  the  annuity  was  for  the  life  of  the  survivors,  therefore 
the  survivors  were  to  take,  amounted  only  to  conjecture ;  that 
[*510]   the  *  words  in  question  only  described  how  long  the  annuity 
was  to  last ;  they  determined  the  subject-matter  of  the  be- 
quest, regulating  the  duration,  but  not  the  persons  to  particii>ate  in 
it :  and  the  children  took  as  tenants  in  common  an  annuity  for  their 
lives  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor. 

So  in  Bryan  v.  Twig  (^),  a  bequest  of  an  annuity  to  the  children  of 
J.  6.  equally  share  and  share  alike,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their 
joint  natural  lives  or  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  was  held  by  Sir 
J.  Bolt,  L.  J.,  to  make  the  children  tenants  in  common  of  an  annuity 
which  was  to  endure  until  the  death  of  the  survivor ;  so  that  on  the 
death  of  one  his  share  went  to  his  representatives.  With  reference 
to  Armstrong  v.  Eldridge  and  similar  cases  (h),  he  said  that  where 
the  duration  of  the  annuity  was  not  clearly  defined,  a  gift  over  on  the 
death  of  the  survivor  was  material,  but  was  immaterial  where  the 
duration  of  the  annuity  had  already  been  distinctly  marked  out  as 
extending  till  the  death  of  the  survivor ;  and  that  it  was  important 
to  observe  that  in  none  of  those  cases  were  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased  annuitants  parties  to  the  suit. 

Where,  too,  there  is  a  gift  to  A.,  6.,  and  C.  for  their  lives,  and  after 
the  decease  of  A.,  B.,  and  G.  to  their  children,  a  gift  of  the  whole 
to  the  survivors  or  survivor  for  his  or  their  lives  must  not  be  too 
readily  inferred,  the  Court,  in  favor  of  the  children,  being  generally 
inclined  to  lay  hold  of  slight  indications  of  an  intention  to  give  the 
share  of  each,  on  his  death,  to  his  children  (%), 

(e)  Onnt  v.  Winbolt,  S3  L.  J.  Gh.  882;  bat  see  Smith  v.  Oakes,  14  Sim.  ISi. 

(/)  IJ.  &  W.  100. 

fa)L,  R.,  8  Ch.  ISa.  See  also  L.  B.,  8  £q.  433  (similw  beqaeat  in  the  aama  wUl);  Eaki 
V.  Earl  of  Cardigan,  9  Sim.  384. 

(A)  Vide  ante,  n  (c).  ^    .    -    ^  ^ 

(i)  Hawkins  v.  Hammerton.  16  Sim.  410;  Doe  d.  FMrick  v.  Rorle,  18  Q.  B.  100:  hnttea 
Pearce  v.  Edmeades,  3  Y.  &  C.  246 ;  and  other  cases  notieed  post,  Ch.  XXX.  a.  zii. 
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2.  Doctrine  of  implication  in  regard  to  personal  estate.  —  The  gen- 
eral principles  before  stated,  as  governing  the  doctrine  of  implication 
in  regard  to  real  estate,  it  is  conceived,  are  applicable  to  bequests  of 
personal  estate,^  including  terms  for  years ;  for  though  the  terms  in 
which  the  doctrine  is  frequently  stated  as  regards  real  estates,  namely, 
that  the  heir  is  not  to  be  disinherited  by  any  implication  other  than 
a  necessary  one,  apply  exclusively  to  read  estate,  yet  it  is  equally  true 
that  the  next  of  km  is  not  to  be  displaced  by  conjecture  {k). 

In  an  early  case  (Z),  it  was  held  by  three  Justices,  that  if  a 
*  man  gave  a  term  to  his  son  after  the  death  of  the  wife  of  [*511  J 
the  testator,  this  shall  not  raise  any  estate  in  the  wife,  because 
it  does  not  appear  that  his  intent  was  so,  inasmuch  as  the  son  ought 
not  to  have  it  by  the  law  by  the  death  of  the  testator  without  any 
devise,  but  the  executor.* 

But  in  Doe  d.  Bendale  v.  Summerset  (m),  where  A.  possessed  of  a 
term  of  ninety-nine  years,  determinable  on  the  lives  of  his  daughters 
B.  and  J.  S.,  bequeathed  the  premises  to  his  daughter  M.  after  the 
death  of  his  daughter  B.,  during  the  life  of  J.  S.  j  Willes  and  Black* 
stone,  JJ.,  held  that  B.  took  an  estate  for  life  by  implication.  A 
strong  probable  implication  was;  they  said,  sufficient :  it  need  not  be 
a  necessary  implication.  Willes,  J.,  it  is  said,  spoke  slightingly  of  the 
case  in  Moore  j  and  Blackstone,  J.,  still  more  slightingly  of  the  case  in 
Groke,  which,  he  observed,  was  not  determined,  but  was  only  upon  a 
collateral  point. 

If  Doe  V,  Summerset  is  to  be  considered  as  identified  with  a  propo- 
sition that  the  bequest  of  a  term  of  years  to  B.  after  the  death  of  A. 
gives  a  life  interest  to  A.  by  implication,  it  is  as  difficult   observations 
to  reconcile  it  with  Horton  v.  Horton  as  with  sound  prin-  upon  Doe  v. 
ciple,  and  must  be  considered  as  overruled  by  Ralph  v.     "™™«"«'- 
Garrick  (n),  which  shows  that  the  analogy  between  a  devise  of  real 
estate  to  the  heir  and  a  gift  of  personal  estate  to  the  next  of  kin  after 


(h)  3  Yes.  493,  ante,  p.  826. 

(0  Horton  v  Horton,  Cro.  Jac.  74;  «.  c.  nom.  Burton  v.  Horton,  8  Vin.  Ab  214;  Dev. 
(Pa.)  pi  3,  see  also  Rahman  v.  Gold,  Moore,  635  (where,  however,  the  point  did  not  arise, 
as  the  wife,  at  whose  deatii  the  property  was  devised,  was  appointed  executrix,  and  became 
entitled  quAcunque  yi&). 

(m)  5  Bun.  2608. 

(»)  5  Ch.  D  9S4, 11  Ch.  D.  873.  This  decision  overrules  Humphreys  v  Humphreys,  L. 
R  .  4  £q  475,  and  renders  it  annecessary  to  refer  in  detail  to  cases  where  special  grounds 
were  relied  on  to  repel  the  implication,  e  o.,  Stevens  v.  Hale,  2  Dr.  &  Sm  22  (A.  otherwise 
provided  for);  Isaacson  v.  Van  Goor,  42  L.  J.  Ch.  193  (express  life  estate  to  A  in  certain 
events)  ;  Cranley  v.  Dixon,  23  Beav  512  (partial  intestacy  —  often  deemed  strong  ground, 
for  raising  the  implication  —  obviated  by  residuary  bequest);  Henderson  v.  Constable,  (^ 
Beav.  297  (gift  under  a  power — interest  during  me  of  A.  held  to  go  as  in  default  of 
appomtment). 


^  In  White  v  Green,  1  Ired.  Eq.  45,  it  is  heritance,  and  is  not  to  be  applied  to  personal 

said  that  this  rule,  that  a  gift  by  will  to  A.  estates. 

after  the  death  of  B  is  a  gift  to  B.  for  life  by  *  See  Doughty  v.  Still  well,  1  Bradf.  300; 

implication,  is  to  be  con&ed  to  estates  of  in-  White  «.  Green,  1  Ind.  £q  45. 
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the  death  of  A.,  is  oomplete ;  and  that  unless  the  legatee  of  the  future 
interest  is  the  sole  person  entitled  in  the  character  of  next  of  kin, 
residuary  legatee,  or  executor  at  the  date  of  the  will,  to  the  interme- 
diate interest,  not  specifically  disposed  of,  A.  will  not  take  a  life  in- 
terest by  implication. 

Tendency  to  Gases  decided  m  the  interval  between  Doe  v.  Summer- 

imply  life  set  and  Balph  v,  Garrick,  during  which  there  was  an  in- 
TOncTiiai*'^  clination  to  construe  generally  a  bequest  of  personalty  at 
D«qu«8te,  the  death  of  A.  to  give  to  A.  a  prior  life  interest  by  im- 

Ralph^tf.  ^  plication,  must  be  carefully  examined  before  they  are 
C^^rrick.  accepted  as  authorities  upon  the  question,  what  kind  of 

context  will  furnish  sufficient  special  grounds  for  raising  the 
[*512]  implication  in  cases  where  the  legatee  of  the  future  *  interest 

is  not  the  sole  person  entitled  as  above  mentioned.  The  im- 
plication was  raised  in  one  instance  where  there  was  an  express  gift 
to  the  same  legatee  determinable  during  her  life.  Thus,  in  Bird  v. 
Hunsdon  (o),  where  a  testator  directed,  after  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  the  residue  of  his  money  to  be  put  into  government  security, 
and  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  bring  up  and  educate  M.,  adding,  ''  the 
said  M.  to  have  the  interest  so  long  as  she  continues  single  and  no 
child  i  and  when  it  shall  please  Grod  to  call  her,  that  money  shall  come 
to  my  brother's  and  sister's  children,  all  share  alike."  M.  married 
and  had  a  child ;  nevertheless,  she  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  in- 
come during  the  remainder  of  her  life.  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.K.,  observed, 
that  the  testator  contemplated  three  periods :  **  First,  he  gives  the 
interest  for  maintenance,  that  is,  during  minority;  and,  again,  for 
maintenance  after  minority,  while  she  lives  single  and  has  no  child. 
To  the  third  period,  the  interval  between  her  marriage  and  her  death, 
there  are  no  words  expressly  applicable ;  but  the  interest  being  first 
given  to  a  favored  object,  and  the  capital  not  given  over  till  the  death 
of  that  person,  the  Court  is  driven  to  the  necessity  of  saying,  either 
that  there  is  intestacy  during  the  remainder  of  her  life,  or  that  she  is 
to  take  during  her  whole  life.  The  latter  seems  the  more  reasonable 
alternative." 

This  case  bears  some  resemblance  to  those  cited  in  the  next  section, 
where  a  gift  to  A.  during  minority  has  been  enlarged  to  an  absolute 
fee  in  A.  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  by  virtue  of  a  gift  over  in  case 
of  his  death  under  that  age. 

m.  —  Implication  on  Death  combined  with  acme  contingency,  and 
under  other  varietiea  of  Context.  —  Hitherto  the  doctrine  of  implica- 


<o)  2  Sw  342,  tee  also  Black  well  9.  Bull,  1  Kee  176,  ante,  p.  502  Cockv  Cock,  21  W.  R. 
807,  is  but  shortly  reported ,  Davies  v  Hopkins,  2  Beav.  276,  may  perhaps  be  referred  to 
another  ground,  post,  Ch.  XXII  Re  Betty  Smith's  TrosU,  L.  R  ,  1  Eq.  79.  and  perhaps  Be 
Blake's  Trust,  I..  R.,  3  Eq  799,  are  not  properly  caaea  of  implication,  but  of  expreas  gifts 
opon  apparent  (not  real)  contingencies. 
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tion  has  been  viewed  chiefly  in  its  application  to  the   implication 
simple  case  of  devise  or  bequest  on  the  decease  of  some   5iJ[°on*f^^ 
person  or  persons ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  principle   combined 
may  come  under  consideration  in  a  somewhat  more  com-  JJJia^^nV. 
plex  form,  as  where  the  event  upon  which  the  express 
devise  is  to  take  effect,  is  the  death  of  a  person,  combined  with  some 
other  contingency.    For  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  devise  to  B.  in  the 
event  of  A.  dying  under  age ;  in  which  case,  as  there  is  no 
devise  to  A.  in  the  *  alternative  event  of  his  attaining  his  [•SIS] 
majority,  the  question  arises,  whether  he  can  take  the  fee  (p) 
by  implication  in  such  event.    If  B.  were  the  testator's  heir  apparent 
or  presumptive,  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  arriving  at  the  affir- 
mative conclusion ;  the  case  then  being  evidently  analogous  to  that 
of  a  devise  to  the  heir,  to  take  effect  in  possession  on  A.'s  decease, 
which,  we  have  seen,  raises  an  estate  for  life  in  A.    By  parity  of 
reason,  it  would  seem  that  a  devise  to  a  stranger,  in  the  event  of  A. 
dying  under  age,  supplies  no  more  valid  ground  for  holding  A.  to  take 
an  estate  in  fee  by  implication,  than  is  afforded  for  the  implication  of 
an  estate  for  life  to  a  person  on  whose  decease  the  lands  are  devised 
to  a  stranger:  for  a  testator  may  intend  the  fee  to  descend  to  the  heir 
on  the  alternative  contingency  of  A.  attaining  his  majority.    And, 
perhaps,  the  authorities  rightly  considered  do  not  militate  against  this 
hypothesis.    A  question  of  this  nature  arose  on  a  bequest  of  lease- 
holds, and,  though  an  absolute  interest  was  held,  in  that  instance,  to 
arise  by  implication  to  a  person  who  was  not  the  testator's  next  of 
kin,  yet  the  construction  was  founded  on  reasoning  partly  derived 
from  the  context. 

Thus,  in  Groodright  d.   Hoskins  v.  Hoskins  (q),  a  testator  be- 
queathed unto  his  son  Bichard  certain  leasehold  premises  called  S., 
to  hold  the  same  unto  his  said  son  Bichard  until  his   ^..       . 
(B'.s)  son  Thomas  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one   from  limita- 
years,  and  no  longer ;  but  in  case  his  said  son  Thomas   fhe"oVect  * 
should  die  in  his  minority,^  then  the  testator  gave  the   died  under 
said  leasehold  premises  unto  John  and  Bichard,  sons  of   ^^«°*y-<>°«- 
the  said  Bichard,  or  either  of  them,  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  as  aforesaid ;  and  he  desired  that  his  premises  at  S.  might  be 
quitted  and  delivered  up  as  aforesaid  by  his  said  son  Bichard ;  and 
the  testator,  in  a  certain  event,  revoked,  but  otherwise  confirmed,  the 
said  bequest  of  S.  and  the  other  legacies  given  to  his  son  Bichard's 
family.    Thomas  attained  twenty-oue,  and  was  held  to  be  entitled : 
Lord  EUenborough  relying  much  upon  the  direction  that  the  prem- 
ises should  be  quitted  and  delivered  up  as  aforesaid  by  the  testator's 

(p)  On  this  point  vide  Porefoy  «.  Rogers,  8  Sannd.  8S8,  and  other  cases  discussed  Gh. 

xxxni.  s.  i. 

(q)  9  £ast,  SOS. 

1  See  4  Kent,  641;  Cassell  «.  Oooke,  8  Serg.  &  B.  390. 
VOL.  I.  85 
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son  Richard,  that  is,  when  Bichard's  son  Thomas  came  of  age,  to 
Thomas;  <*for  to  whom  else'^  (said  his  Lordship)  <' could  Bichaid 
deliver  up  the  possession  in  that  event  ?  '^ 

But  might  not  these  words  (which  merely  imported  by  whom  the 
premises  were  to  be  delivered  up)  have  been  satisfied  by  their  de- 
livery up  to  any  person  entitled  under  or  dehors  the  will  ? 
[*514]  ♦  Unless  Thomas  were  to  become  entitled  at  twenty-one,  the 
limitation  over,  in  case  he  died  under  that  age,  was  certainly 
Remmrk  upon     ^^^7  absurd,  and  the  case  may  be  considered  as  some- 
Goodright «.      what  analogous  in  principle  to  those  in  which  a  devise 
^  "**  has  been  enlarged  to  a  fee  by  such  a  devise  over  (r). 

This  case  was  much  relied  on  in  Davis  v.  Davis  (a),  in  support  of 
the  argument  for  raising  an  implied  gift  to  the  testator's  daughter, 

from  the  following  words :  —  "It  is  my  wish  that  my 
brother  S.  be  my  executor,  to  arrange,  dispose  of,  and 
settle  all  my  affairs ;  and  I  appoint  him  guardian  to  my  daughter.'^ 
Sir  J.  Leach,  liL  B.,  decided  in  favor  of  the  implication.  He  said, 
that  it  was  plain  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  his 
brother  should  take  a  beneficial  interest,  but  that  he  should  only  ar- 
range and  settle  his  affairs ;  and,  from  his  appointment  as  guardian 
to  the  daughter,  it  was  to  be  implied  that  the  arrangement  and  settle- 
ment was  to  be  for  her  benefit ;  but  Lord  Brougham  reversed  this 
decree,  conceiving  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  language  or  provi- 
sions of  the  will  from  which  a  bequest  to  the  daughter  could  be 
safely  and  reasonably  implied.  He  observed,  that  Newland  v.  Shep- 
hard  (t)  and  Goodright  v,  Hoskins  (the  former  of  which  had  been 
often  questioned  (u),  and  the  latter  had  been  rested  by  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  on  special  grounds),  fell  far  short  of  this. 

The  analogy  suggested  above  is  closer  where  there  is  in  the  first 
place  an  estate  devised  to  be  enlarged.  Thus  in  Gropton  v.  Davies  (x), 
Absolute  gift  where  a  testator  devised  three  houses  to  tnistees  upon 
at  twen^-one  trust,  as  to  the  first,  for  his  daughter  A.,  her  heirs  and 
limiutioir™  assigus ;  as  to  the  second,  for  his  daughter  B.,  her  heirs 
until  twentjr-  and  assigns ;  and,  as  to  the  third,  tb  apply  the  rents  for 
ore/under  the  advancement  and  benefit  of  his  granddaughter  G. 
that  age.  until  she  attained  twenty-one,  but^  in  case  she  should  die 

under  that  age,  then  he  devised  the  same  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  heirs 


t 


(r)  VideCh.  XXXm.  8. 1. 

(«)  1 R-  &  My.  6«.  .  .        .^       . .,        . 

(0  8  P.  W.  194.  In  this  case  (which  is  often  cited)  a  testator  nve  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  apply  the  income  lor  the  maintenance  of  his 
grandchildren  during  minority,  but  went  no  further.  Lord  Macclesfield  :  **  The  intention  is 
most  plain,  that  the  grandchildren  should  haye  the  surplus,  both  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  after  their  age  of  twenty-one."  In  Atkinson  v.  Paice,  1  B.  B.  C.  91,  a  bequest  in 
trust  for  R.  L.  until  ne  should  come  of  age.  was  held  to  be  an  absolute  gift  to  R.  L. ;  and  m 
Peat  ».  Powell,  Amb.  887, 1  Ed.  479,  a  devise  and  bequest  in  nearly  tlie  same  words  received 
the  same  construction.    See  further  Gh.  XXXIII.  s.  1.  ad  fin. ;  Tunaler  «.  Roch,  8  Drew.  720. 

(ti)  3  Atk.  316.  '*  I  say  nothing  as  to  whether  it  was  rightly  dedded/*  per  Wood,  T.-C., 
2  J.  &  H.  128. 

(«)  L.  B.,  4  C.  P.  159. 
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as  tenants  in  common:  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  he  devised  to  X.,  Y.,  and  Z.  C.  *  attained  twenty-  [*515] 
one,  and  the  Court  of  G.  P.,  without  saying  that  the  devise 
alone  would  hare  raised  a  fee  by  implication,  thought  that,  looking  to 
it  and  to  the  other  provisions  together,  the  intention  was  clear  to 
give  0.  the  whole  interest  in  the  third  house,  to  go  over  to  A.  and  B. 
only  in  an  event  which  had  not  happened.  If  this  were  not  so,  the 
strange  consequence  would  follow  that  if  G.  died  under  twenty-one 
the  house  would  go  over  to  A.  and  B.,  whereas  if  she  attained  twenty- 
one  it  would  go  over  to  the  residuary  legatees,  who  were  other  per- 
sons. Such  an  intent  the  Gourt  thought  could  not  be  presumed  from 
the  structure  and  language  of  the  will. 

In  Tomkins  v.  Tomkins  (y)  there  was  nothing  but  a  bare  devise 
"  to  his  brother  in  trust  for  his  eldest  son  B.  till  he  should  attain 
twenty-one,  and,  if  he  should  die  before  twenty-one,  then  a  devise 
over;"  yet  it  was  held  that  on  attaining  twenty-one  B.  took  the 
whole  by  implication.  So,  in  Gardiner  v.  Stevens  («),  where  lease- 
holds were  bequeathed  ''in  trust  for  A.  and  B.  till  B.  is  twenty-five 
years  old,  and  in  case  they,  A.  and  B.,  should  die  before  B.  attains 
twenty-five,"  then  over,  it  was  held  by  Wood,  V.-G.,  that,  on  B. 
attaining  twenty-five,  A.  and  B.  became  absolutely  entitled  in  equal 
moieties.  And  in  Wilks  v.  Williams  (a)  the  same  judge  treated  it  as 
clear  that  upon  a  devise  or  bequest  of  real  or  personal  estate,  upon 
trust  for  the  child  or  children  of  any  person  until  they  attain  twenty- 
one,  followed  by  a  gift  over  to  a  third  person  in  case  the  children  do 
not  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  the  children,  if  they  live  to  attain 
twenty-one,  taJke  absolutely.  The  case  itself  went  somewhat  further. 
The  testatrix  desired  her  trustees  to  invest  the  residue,  and  gave 
the  interest  to  A.  and  B.  equally,  and  at  their  decease  the  dividends 
were  ''  to  be  continued  to  their  children  till  they  come  to  the  age  of 
twenty-one."  There  was  no  gift  over,  but  the  testatrix  added,  "I 
constitute  and  appoint  G.  and  D.  trustees  for  the  said  A  and  B.  and 
their  children."  The  children  were  held  to  take  absolutely  on  attain- 
ing twenty-one ;  for  the  trust  during  minority  was  cx)mplete  without 
the  last  clause,  which  therefore  must  be  looked  upon  as  indicating 
that,  after  the  children  attained  twenty-one,  the  trust  for  their  benefit 
was  still  to  continue. 

But,  of  course,  the  children  will  not  take  an  absolute  interest  by 
implication  if  in  the  same  event  there  is  an  express  gift  to 
*  them  of  a  less  interest  (b).    And  it  has  been  held  that  the  [*516] 
event  upon  which  the  gift  over  is  to  take  effect  must  exactly 
correspond  with  that  upon  which  the  limited  trust  is  to  cease.    If  the 

(«)  As  cited  by  Lord  Mansfield,  1  Burr.  284. 
(«)  30  L.  J.  Gh.  199. 

(a)  a  J.  &  H.  125. 

(b)  Savage  «.  Tjers,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  866. 
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When  this  gift  over  depends  on  a  further  collateral  event,  as  on 
img^iication  death  under  twenty-one  and  unmarried,  the  impUcation 
does  not  arise  (c).  And  where  (d)  the  trust  during 
minority  was  for  the  minor  arid  his  mother,  with  a  gift  over  to  her  if 
he  died  under  twenty-one,  Sir  R.  Kindersiey,  V.-C.,  held  that  there 
was  not  enough  to  show  that  the  minor,  if  he  attained  twenty-one, 
was  to  be  benefited  exclusively  of  his  mother. 

ZV.  —  As  to  impljring  Trust  from  Deviae  of  Legal  Estate.  — Where 

a  testator  gives  several  distinct  subjects  of  disposition  to  trustees, 
No  implication  ^^^  *^®"  proceeds  to  dispose  of  the  equitable  or  benefi* 
that  tquitabU     cial  interest  in  terms  applicable  to  one  of  those  subjects 

ixten'iive^with  ^^^7'  *^®'®  ^  ^^  neccssary  implication  that  he  intended 
/e^a/ disposi-  the  legal  and  equitable  disposition  to  be  co-extensive, 
^^°'  though  it  may  be  highly  probable  that  he  did  so,  and 

more  especially  when  the  omitted  subject  is  convenient  (though  not 
essential)  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  other. 

As  in  Stubbs  v.  Sargon  (a),  where  a  testatrix  devised  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs  her  copyhold  dwelling-house  (wherein  she  principally 
resided),  garden  and  ground,  together  vnth  the  furniture  and  effects 
therein,  and  the  coach  house  and  stable  thereto  belonging,  and  also 
the  ten  cottages,  and  two  new  cottages  built  by  her,  with  their  appur- 
tenances, at  L.,  upon  trust,  that  the  trustees  and  the  survivors,  &c.y 
and  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  the  survivor,  should  pay  the  rents  of  the 
said  hereditaments  to  her  niece  S.  S.,  the  wife  of  O.  S.,  or  permit  and 
suffer  her  to  use  and  occupy  the  said  hereditaments  during  her  life,  to 
the  intent  that  the  same  hereditaments,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  might  be  for  her  separate  use ;  and  after  her  decease 
to  G.  S.  for  his  life ;  and  after  his  decease,  upon  trust,  that  the  trus- 
tees and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  or  assigns 
of  such  survivor,  should  be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  said 
hereditaments,  in  trust  for  such  of  the  testatrix's  nephews  and 
nieces,  or  grand-nephews  and  grand-nieces,  as  S.  S.  should  appoint ; 
and  in  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  that  the  said  trustees  and 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns  of 
[*517]  such  *  survivor,  should  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  heredita- 
ments and  premises  (/)  ;  and  the  testatrix  directed  that  the 
produce  of  such  sale  should  constitute  part  of  her  residuary  personal 
estate.     The  will  contained  a  general  residuary  clause  (^).    Lord 


Fitzhenry  «.  Bonner,  2  Drew.  86. 


(c)  Id. 

{(^  Fit: 

(e)  2  Kee.  256,  8  My,  St  Cr.  507;  comfwre  this  case  with  Ackera  «.  Phippe,  9  Bll.  481,  3 
CI.  &  Fin.  665. 

(/)  The  addition  of  the  word  "  premises/'  in  this  instance,  afforded  ground  for  extending 
the  ultimate  trast,  oniess  restricted  by  the  preceding  trtists  to  the  farniturs;  but  as  the  pro- 
ceeds under  tliis  trust  were  to  form  part  of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  the  point  was 
immaterial. 

ig)  This  fact  is  to  be  assumed,  but  is  not  stated  in  the  report. 
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Langdale^  M.  E.,  held,  that  the  furniture  and  effects  did  not  pass  to 
S.  S.,  but  belonged  to  the  residuary  legatees,  the  testatrix  having,  in 
the  statement  of  the  trusts,  employed  words  only  applicable  to  the 
real  estate ;  and  Lord  Cottenham,  on  appeal,  was  of  the  same  opinion, 
observing,  that  it  was  probable  the  testatrix  intended  that  the  furni- 
ture and  effects  should  accompany  the  copyholds,  but  she  had  omitted 
to  declare  such  to  be  her  intention. 

So,  in  Jackson  v.  Noble  (A),  where  a  testator  gave  certain  freehold, 
eopyholdy  and  leasehold  estates  (particularly  describing  them),  and 
1,000Z.  stock,  to  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis-  omianion  to 
trators,  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  last-mentioned  freehold  dispose  of 
and  leasehold  estates,  and  stock,  unto  the  trustees,  their  ^tern?not 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  trust  for  cured  by 
his  daughter  A.  for  life,  for  her  separate  use ;  and  after  ""'^  '^  ^^^' 
her  decease,  upon  trust,  to  convey  and  assign  the  several  last-mentioned 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates  and  1,000Z.  stock  unto  the  heirs,  execu* 
tors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of  A.     And  the  testator  empowered 
his  daughter  to  grant  leases  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  so 
given  to  her.     Lord  Langdale  held,  that  as  the  testator  had  omitted 
all  mention  of  the  copyhold  estates  after  the  devise  to  the  trustees, 
he  could  not  consider  them  as  comprised  in  the  trust.^ 

V.  —  Implication  from  Toweim  of  Selection  and  Distrlbntion.  ^ 

Implied  gifts  may  be  and  often  are  created  by  powers  of  selection  or 
distribution  in  favor  of  a  defined  class  of  objects ;  for, 
where  property  is  given  or  appointed  under  a  general   ^^mrlowere^ 
power  (i)  to  a  person  for  life,  and  after  his  or  her  de-  of  selection 
cease  to  such  children,  relations,  or  other  defined  objects   Son.^*'*"^"' 
as  he  or  she  shall  appoint,  or  among  them  in  such  shares 
as  the  donee  shall  appoint,  and  there  is  no  express  gift  over  to  these 
objects  in  default  of  appointment,  such  a  gift  will  be  implied ;  the  pre- 
sumption being,  that  the  testator  could  not  have  intended  the 
objects  of  the  power  to  ♦  be  disappointed  of  his  bounty,  by  the  [*518] 
neglect  of  the  donee  to  exercise  such  power  in  their  favor  {h). 
A  leading  authority  for  this  construction  is  the  case  of  Brown  v. 


II 


r&)  2  Kee.  590. 

to  White  V.  Wilson,  1  Drew.  298. 

{k)  The  early  cases  of  Crossling  v.  GnMsUitft  2  Cox,  396,  and  Duke  of  Marlborough  «. 
Godolphin,  2  Ves.  61,  which  are  opposed  to  this  construction,  would  probably  be  decided 
differently  at  the  present  day;  see  Sugd.  Pow.  8th  ed.  592. 


1  A  gift  by  implication  must  be  founded 
npon  some  expression  in  the  will  from  which 
an  intention  can  be  inferred.  Silence  alone 
is  not  a  safe  ground  to  proceed  upon  by  way 
of  inferring  an  intenaed  gift.  Kickerson 
V.  Bowlv,  8  Met.  424.  See  uaTera  «.  Dewes, 
8  P  Wms.  40;  Dicks  «.  Lambert,  4  Yes.  725, 
732.  When,  for  example,  a  bequest  of  f>er« 
Bonal  property  is  made  to  the  testator's  wife, 


the  part  undisposed  of  will  go  to  her  and  the 
next  of  kin,  according  to  the  Statute  of  Dis- 
tributions. Briggs  «.  Hosford,  22  Pick.  288; 
Ex  parte  Kempton,  23  Pick.  163;  Nickerson 
«.  Bowly,  supra.  See  also  to  the  same  effect 
Waugfa  «.  Riley,  68  Ind.  482;  Dale  v.  Bart- 
ley,  S  Ind.  lOi ;  Lmdsay  r.  Lindsay,  47  Ind. 
283;  Rusing  v.  Rusing,  25  Ind.  63;  Amv 
strong  V.  Berreman,  13  Ind.  422. 
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Higgs  (/)y  where  the  bequest  was,  "  to  such  children  of  my  nephew  S., 
as  my  nephew  I.  shall  think  most  deserving,  and  that  will  make  the 
best  use  of  it,  or  to  the  children  of  my  nephew  W.,  if  any  such  there 
are,  or  shall  be/'  I.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  Sir  B.  P. 
Arden,  M.  K,  and  subsequently  Lord  Eldon,  after  great  consideration, 
held  the  chUdren  to  be  entitled  under  the  implied  trust:  and  this 
decision  was  affirmed  in  D.  P. 

And  the  implication,  it  seems,  is  not  repelled  by  the  circumstance 
that  the  testator  has  expressly  given  the  property  to  the  persons  who 
Implied  irift  ^®  objects  of  the  power,  in  the  event  of  the  donee  dying 
in  one  not  before  him  (m) ;  which  event,  it  is  to  be  observed,  would 
S^rew^gift^  have  prevented  the  power  from  arising;  so  that  the  ex- 
in  another  press  gift  and  the  implied  one  are  alternative  and  not 
even .  inconsistent. 

An  express  gift  over  in  default  of  appointment,  in  favor  of  either 

.  the  objects  of  the  power  or  any  other  person,  of  course 

precluded  by     precludes  all  implication  (n).    But  a  gift  over  in  default 

express  gift       ^f  objects  of  the  power  strengthens  the  implication  in 

in  same  event.     .-    .    •.  .  .  ^  ^  ^ 

their  favor  (o). 
And  there  is,  it  seems,  no  necessary  inference  that  the  testar 
[*519]  tor  *  intends  that  a  qualification,  applied  by  him  exclusively 
to  the  objects  of  the  power,  should  be  extended  to  the  objects 
of  the  gift  expressly  limited  in  default  of  appointment  to  a  class  of 
objects  identical  in  other  respects  with  that  of  the  power.  Thus, 
where  (p)  the  devise  was  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  such  child 
and  children  of  A.  and  him  surviving,  who  should  be  educated  as  a 
member  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  such  parts  and  proportions,  &c^ 
as  A  should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the  first 
son  of  A.  who  should  be  educated  as  aforesaid  and  the  heirs  of  the 

(0  4  Yes.  708,  5  Yes.  496,  8  Yes.  561 ;  see  also  Harding  v.  Glyn,  1  Atk.  4S9;  Cruwvs  «. 
Colman,  9  Yes.  319;  Forbes  t*.  Ball,  3  Mer.  437;  Witts  «.  Boddineton,  3  B.  C.  C.  95;  Walsh 
«.  Wallinger,  2  R.  &  My.  78;  Grieveson  «.  Kiraopp,  2  Kee-  653;  Jones  «.  Torin,  6  Siin.  255; 
(as  to  which  see  ante,  p.  483,  n.  {x))  ;  Martin  v.  Swannell,  2  Beav.  249;  Fenwtck  r.  Green* 
well,  10  id.  412;  Fordvce  v.  Bridges,  10  Beav.  90,  2  Phil.  497;  Burrough  v.  Philooz,  6  Mv. 
&  Cr.  73;  Falkner  v.'Lord  Wvntord,  15  L.  J.  Ch.  8,  9  Jur.  1006;  Penny  v.  Turner,  16  Sim. 
868,  2  Phil.  493;  Alloway  v.  Alio  war,  4  D.  &  War.  380;  Salusbury  v.  Denton,  8  K.  &  J. 
535;  Joel  «.  Mills,  id.  4^4  ;  Reid  v,  Reid,  25  Beav.  469,  Izod  r.  Isod,  32  Beav.  242;  Re 
Caplin's  will,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  527.  As  to  the  sufficiency  of  precatory  words  to  create  a  power 
from  which  a  ^ift  may  thus  be  implied,  see  Bernard'  r.  Minshull,  Johns  292.  No  girt  can 
be  implied  where  the  donee  has  a  discretion  whether  he  will  appoint  anything  or  not,  Ka 
Eddowes,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  395.    Compare  Brook  v.  Brook,  3  Sm.  &  Uif.  280. 

(m)  Kennedy  o.  Kingston,  2  J.  &  W.  431. 

\n)  Pattison  v,  Pattiwn,  19  Beav.  638;  Roddy  «.  Fitzgerald,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  823;  Goldring  r. 
Tnwood.  3  Gif.  139.  In  Re  Jefferys'  Trusto,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.  136;  Malins,  Y.-C.,  is  reported  as 
having  laid  down  a  different  rule'of  constmction  in  such  cases,  viz.,  that  the  words  */  in  de> 
fault  of  such  appointment"  must  be  read  as  *Mn  default  of  children,"  notwithstanding  that 
there  is  an  express  gift  over;  but  the  decision  of  the  Vioe-Ohancellor,  if  correctly  reported, 
and  intended  to  be  of  general  application,  is  overruled  by  the  decision  of  the  Gouit  of  Appeal 
in  Richardson  r.  Harrison,  16  Q.  B.  D.  85;  see  the  observations  of  Lord  Esher,  M.  K.,  at 
p.  103,  where  the  passage  in  the  text  is  cited  by  his  lordship,  as  rightly  laying  down  the  law 
on  this  point.  It  nas  been  held  that  an  express  gift  over  in  default  of  appointment,  thongh 
void  for  remoteness,  will  exclude  the  implication,  Miley  v.  Cape,  W.  K.  1880,  p.  161. 

(o)  Butler  v.  Gray,  L.  R^  6  Ch.  30. 

Xp)  Smith  V.  Deatli,  6  Mad.  371. 
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body  of  such  son,  with  divers  remainders  over :  it  was  contended  that 
as  the  power  of  appointment  was  restricted  to  "  surviving  "  children, 
the  gift  over  was  to  be  coustnied  with  a  like  limitation ;  but  Sir  J. 
Leach,  M.  R,,  held,  that  such  a  construction  would  be  contrary  to  the 
force  of  the  expressions  used,  and  was  not  warranted  by  necessary  or 
rational  inference. 

A  gift  arising  bj/  implication  from  a  power  of  selection  or  distri- 
bution, however,  applies  to  the  persons  who  are  objects  of  the  power, 
and  to  them  only ;  and  consequently,  if  the  appointment   objects  of 
is  to  be  testamentary,  the  gift  takes  effect  in  favor  of  power  and 
the  objects  living  at  the  decease  of  the  donee,  to  the  ex-  |Si«/be  **  ^ 
elusion  of  any  who  may  have  died  in  his  lifetime,  and   identical, 
who  of  course  could  not  have  been  made  objects  of  an  appointment 
by  will  {q).     Consequently  if  all  the  objects  die  in  the  donee's  life- 
time, no  gift  at  all  can  be  implied.     So,  although  the  power  be  to 
appoint  by  deed  or  will,  yet  if  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  io- 
strument  creating  it  the  objects  of  it  are  required  to  be  living  at  a 
deferred  period,  the  implied  gift  in  default  will  also  be  to 
those  persons  only  (r).    *  Where  the  power  is  to  appoint  in  [*620] 
favor  of  some  one  person  to  be  selected  out  of  a  class,  if  any 
gift  could  be  implied  in  default  of  appointment,  it  ought  to  be  to  one 
person  only  of  the  class ;  but  as  no  gift  can  be  implied  to  one  more  than 
another,  it  seems  that  none  of  the  class  can  take  by  implication  (s). 

And  it  should  seem,  that  a  gift  arising  by  implication  from  a  power 
of  selection  or  distribution  in  favor  of  relations^  will  apply  exclusively 
to  the  relations  living  at  the  death  of  the  donee,  even  though  they 
be  not  the  donee's  own  relations,  and  though  the  power  is  not  in  terms 
confined  to  an  appointment  by  will  {t). 

If  the  subject  of  the  implied  gift  resulting  from  such  a  power  be 

iq)  Walsh  «.  Wallinger,  2  R.  &  My.  78:  see  also  Kennedy  «.  Kingston,  2  J.  &  W.  431; 
Freeland  v.  Pearson,  L.  R..  3  Eq.  658.  In  Falkner  v,  Wynford,  15  L.  J.  Cb.  8,  9,  Jur.  1006, 
the  power  was  to  appoint  by  dttd  or  will,  and,  consequently,  the  fg^H  byimplication  was  not 
restricted  to  the  objects  living  at  the  decease  of  the  donee.  See  also  Wilson  v.  Duguid,  24 
Ch.  D.  244.  An  express  gift  in  default  of  appointment  applies  to  the  same  class  of  per- 
sons as  a  simple  gift  unconnected  with  any  power,  Pattison  v.  Patttson,  19  Beav.  638;  Rich- 
ards V.  Daviee,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  69,  861.  And  it  is  said  that  a  gift  to  a  class  in  such  shares  aa 
A  shall  hy  will  appoint  is  to  be  distinguished  from  a  mere  power  for  A.  to  give  among  the 
class,  and  is  for  this  purpose  equivalent  to  an  express  gift  in  default,  Lambert  r.  Thwaites, 
L.  R..  2  Eq.  151;  but  in  Woodcock  v.  Renneck,  1  Phil.  72,  4  Beav.  190,  it  was  held  by  Lords 
Lyndhurst  and  Langdale  that  the  question  who  were  entitled  under  such  a  gift  depended 
upon  the  oonatmction  of  the  whole  clause,  including  the  words  importinir  power.  Tuat  the 
objects  of  the  power  are  to  take  after  the  death  of  the  donee,  tenant  for  life,  does  not  neces- 
sarily confine  his  power  to     will,  Re  Jackson's  Will,  13  Ch.  D.  189. 

(r)  Halfhead  o.  Shepherd,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  248,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1162;  Re  White's  Trusts,  Johns. 
656;  Re  Phene's  Trusts  L.  R.,  5  Eq.  346;  Winn  o.  Fen  wick,  11  Beav.  438;  Stolworthy  v. 
Snncroft,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  708, 10  Jur.  N.  S.  762.  But  it  has  been  doubted  whether  the  point  of 
construction  in  the  last  two  cases  was  rightly  decided.  See  Lambert  v.  Thwaites,  L.  K.  2  Eq. 
159,  160;  Re  Yeale's  Trusts,  4  Ch.  D.  68. 

(«)  Sugd.  Pow.  8th  ed.  593. 

(0  Att.-Gen.  v,  Doyley,  4  Vin.  Abr.  Ch.  Us.  C.  pi.  16,  p.  485;  and  see  the  observations  of 
Chitty,  J.,  on  this  case,  24  Ch.  D.  251.  See  also  Harding  v.  Glyn,  1  Atk.  469,  cited  5  Yes.  501. 
The  case  of  Pope  v.  Whitcombe,  at  reporUdj  3  Mer.  689,  is  contra,  in  regard  to  a' power  of 
distribution;  but,  as  corrected  from  R.  L.,  Sogd.  Pow.  8th  ed.  pp.  663,  953,  is  an  authority 
on  the  same  side.    And  see  Finch  v.  HoUingsworth,  21  Beav.  112. 
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real  estate  of  inheritance,  the  implication  confers  an  estate  in  fee, 
if  the  power  authorizes  the  limitation  of  estates  in  fee  (w). 

Although  a  power  of  selection  or  distribution  is  usoallj  preceded 
by  the  reservation  of  a  life  interest  to  the  donee,  yet  such  a  gift,  where 
life  interest  Omitted,  will  not  be  implied.  Thus,  it  was  decided,  that 
not  implied  where  a  testatrix,  after  bequeathing  her  property  to  her 
power  of  dis-  mother,  requested  her  to  leave  500L  to  each  of  her  (the 
tnbution.  testatrix's)  sister  A.'s  children  (and  some  legacies  to 

other  persons),  and  the  remainder  to  her  sister  B.,  '' to  dispose  of 
among  her  children  as  she  may  think  proper,"  B.  herself  took  no 
interest  (x). 

VX  —  Implication  of  Estates  Tail.  —  It  remains  to  consider  the 
implication  of  estates  tail.  According  to  the  doctrine  which  has  been 
the  subject  of  discussion  in  the  second  section,  it  is  not  to  be  doubted. 
Implication  of  ^^^  if  lands  were  devised  to  the  testator's  heir  apparent 
estates  tail.  or  heir  presumptive  in  fee  in  case  A.  should  die  without 
issue  (if  these  words  import  a  general  failure  of  issue  (y)),  this  would 
make  A.  tenant  in  tail,  with  reversion  in  fee  to  the  testator's 
[•521]  heir,  —  the  *  event  described  being  precisely  that  which 
would  involve  the  extinction  of  an  estate  tail ;  and  it  being 
impossible  to  suppose  that  the  testator  could  intend  to  make  a  devise 
to  take  effect  at  a  future  period,  to  the  very  person  who  would  in  the 
absence  of  disposition  take  the  property  by  act  of  law,  without  in- 
tending that  it  should  in  the  mean  time  devolve  to  some  other  per- 
son.    The  reports,  however,  do  not  present  exactly  such  a  case. 

It  has  been  long  settled  that  under  the  old  law  a  devise  to  a  person 
and  his  heirs,  or  to  a  person  indefinitely,  with  a  limitation  over  in 

case  he  die  without  issue,  conferred  an  estate  tail,  on  the 
Spreas  esSte  ground,  in  the  former  case,  that  the  testator  explained 
for  life  can  be  himself  to  have  used  the  word  "heirs"  in  the  qualified 
estatetiniy''  and  restricted  sense  of  heirs  of  the  body  (i?),  and  in  the 
implication.  latter  casc  on  the  ground  that,  by  postponing  the  ulterior 
devise  until  the  failure  of  the  issue  of  the  prior  devisee,  he  afforded 
an  irresistable  inference  that  he  intended  that  the  estate  to  be  taken 
by  the  prior  devisee  under  the  indefinite  devise  should  be  of  such  a 
measure  and  duration  as  to  fill  up  the  chasm  in  the  disposition,  and 
prevent  the  failure  of  the  ulterior  devise,  which,  as  an  executory 

(tt)  Bradley  9.  Cartwrifcht,  L.  R.,  2  G.  P.  5tl.  And  see  Carterton  v.  Sutherland,  9  Ves. 
446;  CroziertJ.  Crozier,  3  D.  &  War.  383;  Whitelaw  9.  Whitelaw,  L.  R.  Ir.  5  Ch.  190. 

(x)  Blakeney  r.  BIakenev.6  Sim.  62;  but  see  Haddleston  «.  Gouldsbary,  10  Bear.  647; 
Ramsden  v.  Haseard,  3  B.  C.  C.  236. 

{y)  Under  the  old  law  before  the  Wills  Act,  1  Vict.  c.  26,  words  referring  to  death  without 
issue  were  generally  held  to  import  an  indefinite  failure  of  iMue.  What  force  of  context  wia 
requisite  to  explain  them  to  be  used  in  any  other  than  this  their  ordinary  sense  was  a  subject 
of  much  intricacy  from  the  accumulation  of  authorities.  See  post,  Chap.  XLI.  See  further 
as  to  implication  of  estates  tail  before  1838,  the  4th  Edition  of  this  Work,  Vol.  I.  pp.  663, 

et  seq. 
(s)  For  other  cases  where  "  heirs  "  has  been  so  explained,  see  Ch.  XL,  s.  Hi. 
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devise  to  take  effect  on  a  general  failure  of  issue,  would,  of  course,  be 
void  for  remoteness  (a).^ 

No  implication  of  an  estate  tail  can  arise  from  words  importing  a 
failure  of  issue,  in  a  will  made  or  republished  since  the  year  1837, 
unless  an  intention  to  use  the  phrase  as  denoting  an   Effect  of  stat. 
indefinite  failure  of  issue  be  very  distinctly  marked,  as   i  Vict.  c.  26, 
the  Stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  29,  provides  that  such  words   pll^tion  ojT" 
shall  be  held  to  mean  a  failure  of  issue  in  the  lifetime   ^^ate*  tail, 
or  at  the  death  of  the  person  referred  to,  unless  a  contrary  intention 
shall  appear  by  the  will,  by  reason  of  such  person  having  a  prior 
estate  tail,  or  of  a  preceding  gift  being,  without  any  implica- 
tion arising  from  such  words,  a  *  limitation  of  an  estate  tail   [*522] 
to  such  person  or  issue,  or  otherwise ;  and  it  is  also  provided, 
that  the  act  shall  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  words  import,  if  no 
issue  described  in  the  preceding  gift  shall  be  born,  or  if  there  shall 
be  no  issue  who  shall  live  to  attain  the  age  or  otherwise  answer  the 
description  required  for  obtaining  a  vested  estate  by  a  preceding  gift 
to  such  issue  (b). 

Under  this  clause,  coupled  with  the  preceding  section,  which  makes 
a  devise  confer  an  estate  in  fee  without  words  of  inheritance,  it  will 
generally  happen,  in  cases  in  which,  according  to  the  old 
law,  the  prior  devisee  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail,  by   wh*ere  pr?or 
the  effect  of  words  devising  over  the  property  on  the   devise  i»  in  fee 
failure  of  his  issue,  that  he  will,  under  the  new  rule  of   **'^'°  *  °*^ 
construction,  take  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  subject  to  an  executory 
devise  in  the  event  of  his  dying  without  leaving  issue  at  his  death ; 
and  this,  no  doubt,  was  the  effect  contemplated  and  designed  by  the 
legislature. 

A  different  and  less  desirable  result,  however,  will  occur  where  the 
prior  devise,  being  expressly  for  life,  will  not  be  enlarged  by  the 
statute  to  a  fee  simple ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
words  importing  a  failure  of  issue  will  nevertheless  be   SpressfyJor 
restricted.    Thus,  if,  by  a  will  since  1837,  real  estate  be   >>^e- 

(a)  Per  Parker,  L,  C,  Blackbom  v,  Edgeley,  1  P.  W.  606 :  Langley  r.  Baldwin,  1  P.  W. 
769  ;  Stanley  r.  Lennard,  1  Ed.  87;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Sutton,  1  P.  W.  754,  i  B.  V.  C.  75;  Daintry 
V.  Daintry.  6  T.  R.  307;  Doe  d.  Bean  v,  Haliey,  8  T.  B.  6;  Machell  ».  Weeding,  8  Sim.  4; 
Parr  v.  Swindels,  4  Ruse.  283;  Key  v.  Key,  4  D.  M.  &  O.,  73;  Stanhoase  v.  Gaskell,  17  Jur. 
157 ;  Andrew  v.  Andrew,  1  Ch.  D.  411 ;  Re  Bird  and  Bernard's  Contract,  W.  N.  1889,  p.  139, 
69  L.  T.  166.  And  it  makes  no  difiFerence  where  the  person  whose  general  failure  of  issue  is 
referred  to,  is  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  see  Good  right  r.  Goodndge,  Willes,  369, 7  Mod. 
458;  Daintrv  v.  Daintry,  6  T.  R.  307.  See  Doe  d  Cape  v.  Walker,  2  M.  &  Gr.  113.  But 
an  estate  tail  was  not  implied  from  words  referring  to  isnue  living  nt  the  death  of  the  prior 
devisee,  see  Lethieullier  v.  Tracy.  3  Atk.  77.  And  no  implication  could  generally  arise  unless 
the  person  in  default  of  whose  issue  the  property  was  given  over  took  an  estate,  see  Scrape  9. 
Rhodes,  Com.  Rep.  542;  Gardiner  v.  Sheldon.  Vaugh.  259;  1  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  197,  pi.  6,  1 
Freem.  11.    But  see  Tenny  v.  Agar,  12  East.  252 ;  Romilly  v,  James,  6  Taunt.  263. 

(0)  See  this  section  of  the  statute  further  observed  upon,  post,  Ci.  XL.  s.  iii.  3  and  Ch. 
XLI.  s.  i. 

• 

1  4  Kent,  276  et  seq.;  Fisk  u.  Keene.  86  ingale  r.  Burrill,  16  Pick.  104;  Hansell  v. 
Maine,  849;  Hoxton  v.  Archer.  3  Gill  &  J.  Hubbell,  24  Penn.  St.  244*:  Thomaaon  o. 
199}  Parker  v.  Parker,  5  Met.  134;  Night-    Andersons,  4  Leigh,  118. 
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devised  to  A.  for  life,  and  in  case  he  should  die  without  issue,  to  B., 
A.  will  take  an  estate  for  life  only,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to 
B.,  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  A.'s  dying  without  leaving  issue  at 
his  decease.  Whether  in  such  case  the  issue,  if  any,  living  at  the 
decease  of  A.  would  take  the  fee  by  implication,  remains  to  be  de- 
cided :  such  a  construction  would  certainly  be  convenient,  as  avoiding 
AatoimpiyiDg  *^®  palpable  absurdity  of  making  the  estate  of  the 
an  estate  in  ulterior  devisee  depend  on  the  contingency  of  there  not 
the  iMue.  being  issue,  and  yet,  in  the  alternative  event,  giving  the 

property  neither  to  A.  himself,  nor  to  such  issue,  but  leaving  it  to 
devolve  to  the  heir-at-law  or  residuary  devisee  (as  the  case  may  be) 
of  the  testator.  There  is,  however,  no  authority  for  implying  an 
estate  in  the  issue  living  at  the  death  (c),  and  the  contrary  concla- 
sion  is  supported  by  Monypenny  v.  Dering  (d),  where  it  was  argued 
that  a  devise  over  in  default  of  issue  of  A.,  a  tenant  for  life,  to  some 
only  of  whose  issue  an  estate  was  expressly  given,  showed  that  the 
intention  must  have  been  that  not  some  only  but  all  the  issue  should 
take  j  but  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C,  said,  that,  admitting  such  to  be  the 
intention,  it  furnished  no  sufficient  ground  for  supplying 
[*523]  estates  *  by  purchase  to  the  omitted  issue.  He  had  asked  for 
but  did  not  get  any  authority  for  such  a  proposition. 

If,  in  a  will  which  is  subject  to  the  present  law,  property  real  or 
personal  is  given  in  the  event  of  the  death  without  issue  of  a  person 
Effect  where  ^  whom  no  preceding  interest  is  given,  the  effect  is 
there  is  no  simply  to  Create  a  contingent  gift  to  take  effect  on  this 
prior  g   .  event,  leaving  the  property  in  the  alternative  event  un- 

disposed of ;  for,  in  such  cases  there  is,  of  course,  the  same  difficulty 
in  raising  an  implied  gift  to  the  issue  living  at  the  death,  as  where 
the  gift  in  question  is  preceded  by  a  life  interest  in  the  person  whose 
failure  of  issue  is  made  the  contingency  on  which  such  gift  is  to  take 
effect. 

If  however  the  devisee  on  the  contingency  of  the  failure  of  issue 
of  another  were  the  heir  apparent  or  the  heir  presumptive  of  the 
testator,  an  argument  would  arise  for  implying  a  fee  simple  in  the 
parent  or  ancestor  of  the  issue,  in  order  to  avoid  the  supposition  (so 
stultifying  to  a  testator)  that  he  intends  to  give  to  a  person  at  a 
future  time  that  which  will  intermediately  devolve  to  him  by  act  of 
law,  without  providing  for  its  destination  in  the  mean  time. 

The  chief  advantages  attending  the  present  mode  of  construing 
words  importing  a  failure  of  issue  are,  1st,  that  it  brings  all  execu* 
Advanta^s  tory  limitations  depending  on  such  a  contingency  within 
and  disadvan-  the  limit  prescribed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities 
new  enact-  (supposing,  of  course,  that  the  person  referred  to  is 
ment.  existing  at  or  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  neces- 

(c)  Vide  ante,  p.  521,  note  (a).  {d)  7  Hare,  588. 
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sarilj  comes  in  esse  within  twenty-one  years  af terwards);  which  limita- 
tions otherwise  were,  we  have  seen,  void  for  remoteness ;  and  this  was 
the  inevitable  result  wheoever  there  was  not  sufficient  ground  for  im- 
plying an  estate  tail  in  the  first  taker;  in  other  words,  when  the 
person  whose  issue  was  referred  tQ  took  no  estate  under  the  will,  and 
neither  he  nor  the  express  devisee  was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator ; 
and,  2dly,  that  by  excluding  the  implication  of  an  estate  tail  in  the 
person  whose  issue  is  so  referred  to,  where  he  takes  an  estate  under 
the  will,  or  where  he  or  the  express  devisee  happens  to  be  the  heir-at- 
law  of  the  testator,  the  new  construction  has  the  effect  of  exempting 
the  interest  of  the  ulterior  devisee  from  its  liability  to  be  defeated  or 
destroyed  by  the  act  of  the  prior  devisee ;  the  result  being,  that  in- 
stead of  the  ulterior  devisee  having  (as  formerly)  a  remainder  in  fee 
expectant  on  an  estate  tail  in  such  prior  devisee  (which  of  course  the 
latter  might  have  barred  by  a  disentailing  assurance),  he  takes 
by  executory  devise  engrafted  on  *  a  preceding  fee  simple,  to  [*524] 
arise  on  the  event  of  the  first  devisee  dying  without  leaving 
issue  at  his  death,  the  estate  of  such  prior  devisee  being  absolute  in 
the  alternative  event. 

Against  these  advantages  must  be  set  the  inconvenience  which  is 
consequent  on  the  rejection  of  the  implication  of  an  estate  tail  in  the 
first  taker,  where  he  takes  an  estate,  expressly  restricted  to  life,  and 
therefore  not  capable  of  being  enlarged  by  the  recent  act  to  a  fee 
simple ;  in  which  case,  the  existence  of  issue  at  his  death  produces  a 
vacancy  in  the  disposition. 

Vn.  — Implioatlon  of  Gifts  to  Children.  — As  no  implied  estate  to 
the  issue  arises  (as  we  have  seen)  from  a  limitation  over  in  case  of 
the  prior  devisee  or  legatee  dying  without  leaving  issue  at  his  decease, 
it  should  seem  that  there  is  the  same  absence  of  authorized  ground 
for  implying  a  gift  to  children  from  a  similar  limitation  over  in  de- 
fault of  these  objects. 

Accordingly,  in  several  cases  (e)  it  has  been  considered  that  a 
bequest  to  a  person,  and  if  he  shall  die  without  having  children,  or 


(e)  Weakly  d.  Knight  o.  Rugg,  7  T.  R.  322;  Doe  d.  Barnfield  v.  Wetton,  2  B.  &  P.  324; 
Addison  v.  Busk,  14  Beav.  459,  2  D.  M.  &  G.  810;  Dowiing  v.  Dowling,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  612. 
In  Weakly  d.  Knight  v.  Rugg,  leasehold  property  was  bequeathed  to  A.,  and  in  case  she 
died  without  having  children,  then  over;  and  it  was  held,  that  A.,  on  the  birth  of  a  child, 
was  absolutely  entitled,  the  only  question  discussed  being,  whether  the  words  meant  "  with  - 
out  having  a  child  born,**  or  *'  without  leaving  a  child  living  at  the  death/'  In  Doe  r.  Wet- 
ton,  the  devise  was  to  A.,  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever:  but  if  she  should  die  leaving  no 
child,  lawful  issue  of  her  body,  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  then  over.  Here  the  only 
contested  point  was,  whether  the  first  taker  had  an  estate  tail,  or  an  estate  in  fee  defeasibfe 
on  her  dying  without  issue  living  at  her  decease;  and  the  Court  decided  in  favor  of  the  latter 
construction.  Lord  Eldon,  G. «!.,  observed,  *'  if  she  had  any  children  living  at  the  time  oif 
her  death,  the  estate  being  given  to  her  in  fee,  she  would  have  abundant  power  to  provide 
both  for  children  and  grandchildren.  Nothing^  however,  is  given  to  them  by  this  will:  they 
are  merely  named  in  the  detcription  of  the  contingency  on  which  the  ettate  u  to  go  over  " 
See  also  Aoram  9.  Ward,  6  Hare,  165. 
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As  to  implying  without  leaving  children  (which  means  without  having 
|ifU  in  chfl-  j^g^  ^  child  born,  or  without  leaving  a  child  living  at  his 
devise  over  in  decease  (/)),  then  over,  does  not  raise  an  implied  gift  in 
them^*  ^^         *^®  children ;  but  the  parent  takes  an  absolute  interest, 

defeasible  on  his  dying  without  having  had,  or  without 
leaving,  a  child,  as  the  case  may  be.    The  rejection  of  the  implication 
in  such  a  case  is  not  (as  already  pointed  out)  productive  of  any  ab- 
surdity ;  for  it  supposes  the  testator,  by  making  the  interest  of  the 
legatee  indefeasible  on  his  having  or  leaving  a  child,  to  intend  that 
if  there  are  children,  he  shall  have  the  means  of  providing  for  them. 
And  even  where  the  language  of  the  will  necessarily  con- 
[*526]   fines  ♦  the  interest  of  the  parent  to  his  life,  the  children  will 
not  generally  be  held  to  take  by  implication :  it  is  extremely 
probable  that  the  testator  intended  a  benefit  to  them; 
prulr'giftto       ^^^  ®^  voluit  uon  dixit  {g).    But  it  seems  that  in  such  a 
tiie  parent  is      case  the  Court  will  lay  hold  of  slight  circumstances  to 
express  y  or      ^^^q  ^  gjf|j  j^  ^^q  children,  and  thereby  avoid  imputing 
to  the  testator  so  extraordinary  an  intention  as  that  the 
devisee  or  legatee  over  is  to  become  entitled  if  the  first  taker  have  no 
child,  but  that  the  property  is  not  to  go  to  the  child,  if  there  be  one, 
or  its  parent 

Thus,  where  (h)  a  testator  having  by  his  will  bequeathed  1,000^  to 
his  niece  A.  by  a  codicil,  reciting  that  she  had  married  indiscreetly, 
and  that  he  intended  to  withdraw  the  legacy  out  of  her  power  to  dis- 
pose of  it,  and  out  of  the  power  of  her  husband  so  to  do,  did  therefore 
direct  his  executors  to  secure  his  said  niece  the  interest  of  the  said 
1,000/.  independently  of  her  husband,  by  placing  out  that  sum  in  trust 
for  his  niece,  she  to  enjoy  the  interest  or  dividends  during  her  life, 
and  at  her  decease,  without  child  or  children,  the  principal  and  interest 
to  be  divided  among  such  of  her  sisters  as  should  be  then  living.  Sir 
T.  Pluraer,  V.-C,  was  of  opinion  that  by  the  combined  effect  of  the 
will  and  codicil,  he  was  justified  in  saying  that  the  children  took  the 
legacy  by  necessary  implication. 

Here,  the  implication  was  evidently  aided  by  the  testator's  prefatory 
expressions  in  the  codicil,  which  showed  that  he  did  not 

Ex  parte        intend  to  deprive  his  niece  of  the  legacy  bequeathed  by 

Bogers.  jj^^  ^j]]^  |3^^J  merely  to  qualify  it  in  a  manner  suited  to 


(/)  See  Ch.  XXX.  s.  xiii. 

(g)  Ranela^h  v.  Ranelafi^h,  12  Beav.  200;  Green  v.  Ward,  1  Russ.  S63 ;  Sparks  r  Rectal,  24 
Beav.  218;  Webster  v.  Parr,  26  id.  237:  Neighbour  v.  Thurlow,  28  Id.  33.  Wetherell  v. 
Wetherell,  4  Giff.  51,  as  ultimately  disposed  of,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  338,  is  not  contra.  See  also 
Cooper  V,  Pitcher,  4  Hare,  485;  Ad'dison  v.  Busk,  14  Beav.  459;  Lee  o.  Busk.  2  D.  H.  &  G. 
810,  where  the  prior  gifts  were  indefinite,  but  the  j^ift  over  being  in  case  the  prior  legatee 
died  before  the  testator  leaving  no  child,  the  result  involved  was  the  same  as  if  the  prior  gift 
had  been  for  life,  t.  e.,  the  existence  of  issue  who  would  intercept  the  gift  over  without  anj 
direct  or  indirect  benefit  to  themselves. 

(h)  Ex  parte  Rogers,  2  Mad.  449.  Some  of  the  positions  advanced  in  the  jndgment  in 
this  case  must  be  received  with  an  implied  qnalificati<  n. 
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her  altered  condition ;  and,  as  the  V.-C.  remarked,  the  children  were 
also  the  personal  representatives  of  the  niece. 

Again,  in  Kinsella  v.  Gaffrej  {%),  where  a  testator  gave  BOL  a  year 
each  to  L.  and  T.  for  their  lives,  and  on  the  death  of  Ex  parte 
either  leaving  issue  (construed  children)  his  annuity  to   £j^in*^*" 
go  to  such  issue ;  but  if  L.  or  T.  should  die  leaving  no   Ireland ; 
issue  at  his  death,  his  annuity  was  to  go  to  the  survivor  for  his  life, 
and  if  both  should  die  leaving  no  issue,  or  leaving  such,  and 
sttch  issue  should  die  under  *  twenty-one,  both  annuities  were  [*526] 
to  sink  into  the  residue.  T.  died  unmarried,  and  afterwards  L. 
died,  leaving  children.     It  was  held  by  C.  Smith,  M.  B.  Ir.,  that  L.'s 
children  were  entitled  by  implication  to  T.'s  annuity.    "  Why,"  he 
asked,  '^  was  the  event  of  their  attaining  twenty-one  introduced  if 
they  were  intended  to  take  nothing  prior  to  their  attaining  twenty- 
one  ?  " 

He  relied  much  on  Ex  parte  Rogers,  which,  however,  has  been 
gravely  doubted  (A;),  and  the  authority  of  which  must  be   ^ut  qaes- 
applied  with  extreme  caution.    In  cases  of  implication,   tioned  in 
said  Turner,  L.  J.,  the  Court  has  gone  far  enough,  and     °^  ° 
it  is  doubtful  whether  it  would  go  as  far  as  it  formerly  did  in  that 
direction  (Z).  . 

In  a  case  where  there  was  a  gift  to  ''  the  children  of  A.  who  shall 
be  living  at  my  death,  or  who  shall  have  died  in  my  lifetime  leaving 
issue,  share  and  share  alike,"  it  was  argued  that  there  was  a  gift  by 
implication  to  the  issue  of  a  child  who  died  before  the  testator;  but 
this,  of  course,  was  held  by  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  K.,  to  be  inadmissible  (m). 

(i)  11  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  154. 

{k)  By  Lord  Cranworth  in  Lee  v.  Busk,  2  D.  M.  &  G.  812;  by  Lord  Romilly,  Neiirhboiir  •. 
Thurlow,  28  Bear.  33.  »    ^  /.       r 

O)  Dowlins  «.  Dowlioff,  L.  R..  1  Ch.  616.    See  Be  Rawlins*  Trusts,  46  Ch.  D.  299. 
(m)  Re  Coleman  and  «iarrom,  4  Ch.  D.  165. 
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I. — Resoltliig  Tmtt  to  the  Heir.  —  If  a  will  fails  to  make  an 
effectual  and  complete  disposition  of  the  whole  of  the  testator's  real 
Effect  when  ^^^  personal  estate^  of  course  the  undisposed-of  interest^ 
will  leaves  whether  legal  or  equitable,  devolves  to  the  person  or  per- 
partialiv  un-  SOUS  ou  whom  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  disposition, 
disposed  of.  ^^^  j^j^^f^  species  of  property.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
.that  where  real  estate  is  devised  in  fee,  upon  trust  for  a  person  incap- 
Trust  resulta  *^^®  ^^  taking,  or  who  is  not  sufficiently  defined,  or  who 
to  the  heir,  dies  In  the  testator's  lifetime,  or  who  disclaims  the  estate, 
^  ^^'  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  estate  so  devised  results  to 

the  heir-atrlaw  (a). 

On  the  same  principle,  where  lands  are  devised  upon  trust  for  par- 
ticular purposes,  as  for  payment  of  debts,  or  with  a  direction  to  pay 
the  rents  to  A.  for  life,  and  no  further  trust  is  declared,  all  the  unex- 
hausted beneficial  interest  results  to  the  heir,  as  real  estate  undisposed 
of  (by 

(a)  Hartop*8  case,  1  Leon.  953,  Cro.  Kl.  243 ;  and  other  cases  infra.  As  to  tmsts  for  unde- 
fined ohjects,  see  also  ante,  pp.  854  et  seq.  In  the  case  of  the  legal  estate  so  circumstanced, 
the  lands  descend  to  the  beircnarged  with  the  trust. 

(6)  Culpepper  v.  Aston,  2  Ch.  Ca.  115,  223;  Roper  o.  Ratcliffe,  0  Mod.  171,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ah. 
508.  In  both  the  above  propositions,  however,  it  is  assumed  that  the  subject  of  disposition  is 
the  testator's  general  or  residuary  mal  estnte,  or  that  the  will  does  not  contain  a  residuarr 
devise,  the  effect  of  which  to  pass  the  nndisposed-of  interest  in  particular  lands  is  considered 
inCh.  XX. 


1  If  real  estate  be  devised  upon  tmst  to  sell 
for  a  particular  purpose,  and  that  purpose 
either  wholly  fails,  or  does  not  exhaust  the 
proceeds,  the  part  that  remains  unapplied, 
whether  the  estate  has  been  actually  sold  or 
not,  will  result  to  the  testator's  heir,  and  not 
to  his  next  of  kin.    Starkey  «.  Brooks,  1  P. 


Wms.  890;  Randall  «.  Booker,  Prec.  Cb. 
162;  Stonenouse  v,  Eyelyn,  8  P.  Wms.  262  { 
Robinson  «.  Taylor,  2  Bro.  C  C.  589  i  Cmse 
V.  Barley,  8  P.  Wms.  20;  Watson  v.  Hayes, 
5  My.  &  Cr.  125;  Davenport  v.  Coltman,  12 
Sim.  610;  Burnett  v.  Foster,  7  Beav.  540; 
Marriott  v«  Turner,  20  Beav.  557;  Ex  parte 
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This  doctrine  is  bo  well  settled,  that  if  the  character  of  trustee  be 
plainly  and  unequivocally  af&xed  to  the  devisee,  no  question 
can  at  this  day  be  raised  respecting  its  application :  but  the  *  dif-  [*528] 
ficulty  in  these  cases  generally  is  to  determine  whether  it  is 
intended  that  the  interest  in  the  land,  ultra  the  purpose  to  which  it  is 
devoted,  shall  belong  to  the  devisees  in  a  fiduciary  char-  Question 
acter,  or  for  their  own  benefit.^  whether  d©- 

The  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of  cases  was,   beneflciAilj, 
in  King  v.  Denison  (c),  thus  stated  by  Lord  Eldon :  —  *'''»^^- 

(c)  1  V.  &  B.  872. 

Prhig,  4  Y.  &  Coll.  007 ;  Eyre  v,  Manden,  2  vise  or  bequest  is  upon  certain  trusts  that  are 

Keen,  664;  Wright  v.  Wright,  16  Yes.  188;  too  vague  to  be  executed.    Fowler  v.  Garlilce, 

Hooper  v,  Goodwin,  18  Yes.  156;  Spink  r.  1  R.  &  My.  232;  Morice  v.  Durham,  9  Yes. 

Lewis,  8  Bro.  C.  C.  366;  Chitty  v.  Parlcer,  4  899;  t.  c.  10  Yes.  522;  Stubbs  v.  Sargon,  2 

Bro.  C.  C.  411;  Hawler  v.  James,  7  Paige,  Keen,  255;   t.  c.  3  Mylne  &  0.  607;   Leslie 

213;  t.  e.  6  Paige,  318;   Wood  o.  Cone,  7  «.  Devonshire,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  187;  Yezey  «. 

Paige,  471 ;  Wright  v.  Methodist  £p.  Church,  Jamson,  1  Sim.   &  S    60 ;  Williams  v.  Ker- 

1  Huff.  203;  B<Mrert  9.  Hertell,  4  Hill,  492:  shaw,  5  CI.  &  Fin.  Ill;  Lewin,  Trusts  (5th 


Jl     nmU,     «VW,     UVH^lb     v.     AA%?I  !.«■■,  -■     «aus,     -wm.  vu«»n,    v     v..    »*<     «.  au.     A«A«     M^%ifWltMy      A  I  USUI     ^VIU 

Crmig  V.  Beattv.  11  S.  C.  376,  380;  EsUte  of  Eng.  ed.),  110;  Ellis  v.  Selby,  7  Sim.  352;   t. 

Tilghman,  6  Whart.  44:  SnowhiU  v.  Snow-  e.  1  Mylne  &  C.  286,   James  v.  Allen,  3 

hill,  1  Green,  Ch.  30;  Hewitt  9.  Wright,  1  Meriv.  17;  Sturtevant  v.  Jaques,  14  Allen, 

Brown,  C.  C.  (Perkins)  86,  90;  Robinson  v,  526.    Or  where  the  gift  is  upon  trusts  to  be 

Taylor,  2  Brown,  C.  (/.(Perkins)  689,  596;  thereafter  declared,  and  no  declaration  is  ever 

Wneldale  9.  Partridge,  6  Yes.  (Sumner)  397;  made.     Emblyn  o.  Freeman,  Pr.  Ch.  541; 

Chambers  v.  Brailsford,  18  Yes.  (Sumner)  London  v.  Garway,  2  Yern.  571 ;  Collins  v. 

868.  Wakemau,  2  Yes.  Jr.  683;  Fitch  v,  Weber.  6 

And  the  whole  or  surplus  will  result  in  this  Hare,  145 ;  Lewin,  Trusts  (6th  Eng.  ed.),  119; 
manner,  though  the  proceeds  of  the  realty  be  Brookman  9.  Hales,  2  Yes.  &  B.  45;  Sidney 
blended  with  the  personal  esUte  in  the  for-  9.  Shelley,  19  Yes.  352 ;  Taylor  v.  Haggarth, 
mation  of  one  common  fund.  Ackroyd  v.  14  Sim.  8;  Flint  9.  Warren,  16  Sim.  124; 
Smithson,  1  Bro.  C  C.  603;  Jessopp  v.  Wat-  Sturtevant  9.  Jaques.  14  Allen,  526.  Or  upon 
son,  1  My.  &  K.  665;  Salt  r.  Chattaway.  3  trusts  that  are  void  for  unlawfulness.  Carrick 
Beav.  576.  And  even  an  express  declaration  9,  Errington,  2  P.  Wms.  361 ;  Arnold  v.  Chap- 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  shall  be  con-  man,  1  Yes.  Sen.  108;  Tre^nwell  9.  Svden- 
sidered  as  part  of  the  testator's  ptrnmal  ham,  3  Dow,  194;  Jones  o.  Mitchell.  1  Sim.  & 
titaU  will  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  S.  290;  Gibbs  9,  Rumsev,  2  Yes.  «  B.  294; 
rule.  Collins  v.  Wakeman,  2  Yes.  Jr.  683;  Page  p.  Leapingwell,  18  Yes.  463;  Pilkingtou 
Lewin,  Trusts  (6th  Eng.  ed.),  121.  In  a  late  9.  Bougbey,  12  Sim.  114;  Lewin,  Trusts  (5th 
case,  where  the  testator  even  said.  '*  Nothing  Eng.  ed.),  120;  Kussell  «.  Jackson,  10  Hare, 
shall  result  to  the  heir-at-law,'*  it  was  held  204;  Cook 9.  Stationers*  (3o.,  3My.  &  K.  262; 
that  nevertheless  a  bequest  to  the  next  of  kin  Stevens  9.  Elv,  1  Dev.  Eq.  493;  Dashiel  v. 
was  not  implied,  but  that  the  heir-at-law  must  Att.-Gen.,  6  Uarr.  &  J.  1;  Leonard  v.  People, 
take  in  spite  of  the  intention  to  the  contrary.  5  Ired.  Eq.  137.*  Or  upon  trusts  that  fail  by 
Lewin,  'rrnsU  (5th  Eng.  ed.),  122;  Fitch  v.  lapse,  &c.  Ackrovd  v.  Smithson,  1  Bro.  6, 
Weber,  6  Hare,  146.  C.  503;  Spink  v.  Lewis,  3  Bro.  C.  C  355 ;  Wil- 

1  A  trust  results  by  operation  of  law  where  Hams  9.  (joade,  10  Yes.  500;  Digbv  9.  Legard, 

the  intention  not  to  benefit  the  devisee  or  leg-  cited  Cruse  v.  Barley,  3  P.  Wms.' 22,  note  by 

atee  is  expressed  upon  the  instrument  itself;  C!ox;  Hutcheson  9.  Hammond,  3  Bro.  C.  (5. 

as  if  the  devise  or  bequest  be  to  a  person  128;   Davenport  9.  Coltman,  12  Sim.  610; 

^  upon  trust,**  and  no  trust  is  declared.    Lord  Muckleston  9  Brown,  6  Yes.  63 ;  Hawley  9. 

Eldon  in  Dawson  9.  Clarke,  18  Yes.  254;  James,  6  Paige,  318.    For  in  these  and  the 

Southouse  9.  Bate,  2  Yes.  &  B.  896;  Morice  like  cases,  the  trustees  can  have  no  pretence 

9.  Durham,  10  Yes.  637:  Woollett  9.  Harris,  for  claiming  the  beneficial  ownership,  when, 

6  Madd.  462;  Prmtt  9.  Sladden,  14  Yes.  198 ;  bv  the  express  language  of  the  instrument. 

Dunnage  9.  White,  I  Jac.  &  W.  588;  Goodere  tne  whole  property  has  been  impressed  with 

9.  Lloyd,  3  Sim.  538;  Penfold  9.  Bouch.  4  a  trust.   Lewin,  lYusts  (6th  Eng.  ed.),  120. 
Hare.  271;  Gloucester  9.  Wood,  8  Hare,  131;        Although   the  introduction  of  the  words 

9.  c.  1  H.  L.  Cas-  272;  Longley  9.  Longlev.  '*  upon  trust  '*  may  be  strong  evidence  of  the 

L.  R.,  13  Eq.  137 ;  Att-Gen.  9.  Windsor,  24  intention  not  to  confer  on  the  devisee  a  bene- 

Beay.  679 ;  s.  e.  8  H.  L.  (^as.  869.     Or  where  ficial  interest  (see  Hill  9.  London,  1  Atk.  620; 

the  bequest  is  to  a  person  named  ai  executor  Woollett  9.  Harris,  6  Madd.  452;  Sturtevant 

**  to  enable  him  to  cany  into  effect  the  trusts  9.  Jaaues,  14  Allen,  626),  yet  that  construction 

of  the  will,**  and  no  trust  is  declared.    Barrs  may  be  negatived  by  the  context,  or  by  the 

9.  Fewket,  2  Hem.  &  M.  60.  Or  where  the  de>  general  scope  of  the  instrument    Dawson  9. 
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''If  I  give  to  A.  and  his  heir  all  my  real  estate,  charged  with  my 
Lord  Eidon*8  debts,  that  is  a  devise  for  a  particular  purpose,  but  not 
o?th™*^'  for  that  purpose  only ;  if  the  devise  is  upon  trust  to  pay 

principle.  my  debts,  that  is  a  devise  for  a  particular  purpose,  and 

nothing  more.  And  the  effect  of  these  two  modes  admits  just  this 
difference :  the  former  is  a  devise  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  the  devisee  the  beneficial  interest,  subject  to  a  par- 
ticular purpose ;  the  latter  is  a  devise  for  a  particular  purpose,  with 
no  intention  to  give  him  any  beneficial  interest.  Where,  therefore, 
the  whole  legal  estate  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  trusts  ex- 
pressed, and  those  trusts  do  not,  in  their  execution,  exhaust  the  whole, 
so  much  of  the  beneficial  interest  as  is  not  exhausted  belongs  to  the 
heir.  But  where  the  whole  legal  interest  is  given  for  a  particular 
purpose,  with  an  intention  to  give  to  the  devisee  the  beneficial  in- 
terest, if  the  whole  is  not  exhausted  by  that  particular  purpose,  the 
surplus  goes  to  the  devisee,  as  it  is  intended  to  be  given  to  him.'^ 

In  illustration  of  this  subject,  it  is  proposed  to  state  a  few  of  the 
leading  cases,  showing,  first,  where  a  trust  has  been  held  to  result ; 
and,  secondly,  where  not. 

In  Wych  v.  Packington  (<£),  a  testator,  after  appointing  his  wife  S. 
sole  executrix  of  his  will,  devised  to  his  said  dear  wife,  his  executrix, 
Cjjgeg  of  a  rent  charge  of  2001.  per  annum,  out  of  certain  lands, 

resulting  upon  trust  that  she,  her  executors,  &c.,  should  be  sup- 

plied with  moneys  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  for  the 
discharging  his  debts,  legacies,  and  payments ;  to  which  end  he  gave 
and  bequeathed  to  her  a  lease  for  thirteen  years  of  the  said  rent- 
charge,  to  commence  six  months  after  his  decease.  And  the  testator 
devised  to  his  wife  certain  lands  for  life,  in  augmentation  of  her  join- 
ture ;  and  the  residue  of  his  lands  to  his  daughter  (who  was  heir-at-law) 
in  tail.  The  personal  estate  being  found  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debts 
and  legacies,  it  was  not  necessary  to  resort  to  this  fund.  The  House 
of  Lords,  affirming  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  held  that  the 
rent-charge  resulted  to  the  heir. 

(d)  3  B,  P.  C.  Toml.  44.    See  also  Bam  v.  Fewkes,  2  H.  &  M.  60. 


Clarke,  16  Ves.  409 ;  f.  c.  IS  Yes.  247,  257; 
CSonin^bam  v.  Mellish,  Pr.  Ch.  31:  Cook  v. 
Hntchinson,  1  Keen,  42:  Haghes  v.  Evans,  13 
Sim.  496;  Dillave  v.  Greenough,  45  N.  T. 
438.  And  in  like  manner,  the  devisee  may 
be  designated  as  '*  trustee; "  bat  the  expres- 
sion may  be  explained  awav;  as,  for  instance, 
if  the  term  be  used  with  reference  to  one  only 
of  two  funds,  the  devisee  may  still  establish 
hw  title  to  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  other. 
Batteiev  v.  Windie,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  31 ,  Pratt  v. 
Sladdefi,  14  Yes.  193 ;  Brigham  v.  Stewart,  13 
Minn.  106;  Pratt  v.  Beaupre,  13  Minn  187 ^ 
Dillaye  r.  Greenough,  45  K.  Y.  438.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  may  be  a  total  absence  of 
the  word  •*  trust,"  or  *' trustee,"  throughout 
the  whole  will|  and  yet  the  court  may  collect 


an  intention  that  the  devisee  or  le^;atee  should 
be  a  trustee,  as  where  there  is  a  direction  that 
the  devisee  or  legatee  shall  be  allowed  aU 
his  costs  and  expenses,  niiich  would  be  with- 
out meaning  if  be  took  beneflciallv.  Lewin, 
Trusts  (5th  Eng.  ed.),  120;  Saltmarsh  v. 
Barrett,  29  Beav.  474 ;  t  c.  8  De  G.  F.  & 
J.  279. 

When  property  has  been  devised  to  a  trus- 
tee for  a  specific  purpose  only,  and  the  trust 
has  failed  by  reason  of  the  ^tinction  of  the 
cestui  oue  trutt^  as  a  corporation,  the  trustee 
holds  the  property,  after  such  failure,  not  for 
his  own  benent,  but  for  the  devisor^s  heirs  at 
law,  as  a  resulting  trust,  and  is  answerable  to 
them  for  it.  Metcalf,  J.,  ra  Eaiterbrooka  v- 
Tillinghast,  5  Gray»  17,  21. 
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*  Soy  in  a  ease  which  arose  of  the  will  of  Serjeant  May-  [*529] 
nard  (0),  who  devised  his  lands  to  three  persons,  to  the  use  of 
them  and  their  heirs,  npon  the  trosts  after  mentioned  ;  and  then  di- 
rected the  tmstees,  upon  the  death  of  the  countess,  his  wife,  to  con- 
rej  the  estate  to  certain  persons  for  life,  but  without  disposing  of  the 
remainder  in  fee.  It  was  contended  that  the  devise,  being  to  them 
and  their  heirs,  upon  the  trusts  after  mentioned,  imported  that  they 
should  be  trustees  only  for  those  purposes ;  and  when  those  estates 
were  spent,  the  land  was  to  remain  to  them  to  their  own  use.  But 
the  L.  C.  held,  that  the  remainder  in  fee  resulted  to  the  heir,  advert- 
ing to  the  circumstance  that  the  devise  was  to  three  persons,  and  one 
of  them  no  relation  to  the  testator. 

And  in  Watson  v.  Hayes  (/),  the  testator  devised  all  his  real  es- 
tates to  trustees,  **  in  trust  to  and  for  the  purposes  hereinafter  men- 
tioned^''  he  then  desired  his  estates  to  be  sold,  and  out  of  the  produce 
an  annuity  for  life  and  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  to  his  natural 
daughter,  and  also  an  annuity  of  400^.  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and  the 
residue  of  the  income  to  be  applied  for  the  maintenance  of  his  children 
till  they  attained  twenty-one,  **  when  it  is  my  will  that  they  shall  re- 
spectively receive  the  principal,  or  one-fifth  part  of  such  sum  as  may 
remain,  after  first  reserving  a  sufiicient  capital,  the  interest  arising 
from  which  shall  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  above  annuity  of  4001,  to  my 
said  wife  and  my  legacy  to  my  natural  child.''  The  testator  left  five 
legitimate  children.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  gift  of  the  moneys 
to  be  set  apart  to  produce  the  annuity  of  400/.,  but  that  those  moneys 
resulted  to  the  heir-at-law  as  part  of  the  real  estate  undisposed  of. 

It  is  clear  that  where  lands  are  devised  upon  trust  for  sale,  the  re- 
sulting trust  in  favor  of  the  heir  is  not  repelled  by  a  mere  bequest  to 
him  of  a  sum  of  money  payable  out  of  the  proceeds. 

Thus  (g)f  where  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his  executors  and  their 
heirs,  in  trust,  to  be  sold  by  them,  and  the  survivor  of  Legwr  to  fh« 
them,  for  the  best  price,  and  with  the  money  to  pay  his   heir  does  not 
debts,  legacies,  and  funeral,  and  among  the  legacies  were   •*^*'^*  ^^' 
two  to  his  co-heirs :  it  was  contended,  on  the  authority  of  North  v, 
Crompton  (A),  that,  there  being  legacies  to  the  heirs,  and  none 
to  the  *  executors,  the  latter  must  take  for  their  own  benefit ;  [♦630] 
but  Lord  Cowper,  C,  held,  that  the  trust  resulted  to  the  co- 
heirs, adverting  to  the  direction  to  the  executors  to  sell  for  the  best 
price,  which  need  not  have  been  inserted  if  they  were  intended  to  be 
owners  (i) ;  and  also  the  devising  the  estate  to  the  survivor  which,  he 

(e)  HobATt  V,  OMmtMi  of  Suffolk,  2  Vera.  644,  1  Bq.  Ab.  971,  pi.  7;  see  also  Gollis  •. 
Bobtut,  1  Dt  O.  &  S.  131 ;  Wilb  «.  Wins,  I  D.  k  War.  489}  Bird  «.  Harrii,  L.  B.,  9  Eq 

if)  5  My.  k  Cr.  125. 

( ff)  Starkey  «  Brookt,  IP  W.  890 ,  tee  Brndall  v.  Bookcy,  2  Ven.  425. 

(k)  1  Ch.  Ca.  196i  see  also  Halliday  «.  Hudson,  8  Ves.  210. 

(i)  Why  not,  as  then  was  a  trust  for  creditors,  which  might  hare  absorbed  all  ? 
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observed,  was  a  farther  argument  of  its  being  rather  a  trust  than  aa 
ownership. 

Indeed,  where  the  property  is  devised  in  trust  to  be  sold,  the  point 
Besnlting  is  SO  dear  against  the  trustees,  that  a  claim  by  them  is 

devbedtobe  Seldom  advanced;  but  the  contest  in  such  oases  gener- 
■old.  ally  lies  between  the  heir-at-law  and  the  residuary  lega- 

tee, or  next  of  kin,  whose  respective  claims  are  discussed  in  the  next 
chapter. 

So,  where  (k)  a  testator  devised  his  manors,  advowsons,  &c.,  to 
trustees  in  trusl^  to  pay  his  son  1,000^.  a  year  for  his  life,  and  the  rest 
of  the  profits  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  to  be  settled  to  certain  uses ;  Lord 
Hardwicke  held,  that  the  right  of  presentation  arising  from  the  ad- 
vowsons during  the  son's  life  was  a  fruit  undisposed  of,  and  devolved 
to  the  heir ;  no  other  profits  being  given  than  such  as  might  be  ac- 
cumulated ;  though,  he  said,  if  the  testator  had  devised  all  the  snr- 
As  to  chattel  plus  rents  and  profits,  it  would  have  carried  the  right  of 
^uSgt^     presentation  (0. 

the  heir.  And  here  it  might  be  observed,  that  where  the  portion  of 

Cases  in  real  estate  left  undisposed  of  is  a  chattel  interest,  it  de- 

held  to  lake***  volves  upon  the  heir  as  personalty,  and  is  transmissible  to 
beneficiallj.       his  personal  representative  (m). 

We  now  proceed  to  the  cases  in  which  a  trust  has  been 

[*631]  held  *  not  to  result,  there  being  an  apparent  intention  to  give 

the  devisee  as  well  the  beneficial  interest  as  the  legal  estate. 

In  Hill  V.  Bishop  of  London  (n)  a  testator  devised  his  perpetual 
advowson  of  B.,  in  the  county  of  H.,  to  his  honored  mother-in-law 

G.  S.,  willing  and  desiring  her  to  sell  and  dispose  thereof 
recUon^toHeli  ^  Certain  colleges.  Upon  the  refusal  of  one,  the  offer 
to  certain  per-  was  to  be  made  to  another,  in  a  prescribed  order.  Item, 
'^°"'  he  gave  to  his  said  mother-in-law  his  freehold  lands  in 

the  parish  of  O.,  and  to  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  It  was  held, 
that  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  advowson  included  in  the  first  de- 
vise did  not  result  to  the  heir.    '^  The  general  rule,"  said  Lord  Hard- 

(k)  Sherrard  v.  Lord  Harboroajrh,  Amb  166  i  see  also  Kellett  v.  Kellett,  3  Dow,  848.  I 

(0  With  this  dictum  agrees  Earl  of  Albemarle  r.  Rogers,  2  Ves.  Jr.  477, 7  B.  P  C  Toml.  628, 
where  a  testator  devised  all  his  manors,  messuaf^es,  lands,  and  hereditaments  to  A.  for  eleven 
vears  from  his  death ;  and  from  the  end,  expiration,  or  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term, 
and  in  the  mean  time  subject  thereto,  to  B  and  his  issne  m  strict  settlement.  The  term  was 
declared  to  be  bequeathed  to  A.,  upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
premises,  and  thereout  to  pav  certain  charges  therein  mentioned,  paj/inp  tht  averplm  of  mtek 
moneys  to  the  tettator't  dauakter  E.  During  the  eleven  years  an  avoidance  occurred  in  an 
advowson  forming  part  of  tne  property,  and  the  next  presentation  was  claimed  by  B.,  as  the 
devisee  of  the  estates  subject  to  the  term,  the  trusts  of  which.  It  was  raid,  did  not  comprise  an 
interest  of  this  description ;  and  also  by  £.,  either  as  the  cestui  que  tmrt  of  the  residuary 
rents,  issues,  and  profits,  during  the  term,  or  as  heir-at-law;  and  it  was  held  to  belong  to  her 
in  the  former  character,  the  entire  beneficial  interest  during  the  term,  not  absorbed  by  the 
charges,  being  given  to  tier.  See  also  Johnstone  v,  Baber,  6  D.  H  &  G.  439 ,  but  see  Martin  «. 
Martin,  12  Sim.  679.  ^  ^  ^ 

(m)  Levet  v.  Needham,  8  Vem.  138;  see  also  Wych  v  Packington,  3  B.  P.  C  Toml.  44, 
stated  ante,  p.  628;  HewiU  v.  Wright,  1  B.  C.  C.  90^  Sewell  v.  Denny,  10  Beav.  815;  Barley 
«.  Evelyn,  16  Sim.  290;  Whitehead  v.  Bennett,  18  Jar.  140. 

(n)  1  Atk.  618. 
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wicke,  ^'  thaty  where  lands  are  devised  for  a  particular  purpose^  what 
remains  after  that  purpose  is  satisfied  results,  admits  of  several  ex- 
ceptions. If  J.  S.  devise  lands  to  H.,  to  sell  them  to  B.  for  the 
particular  advantage  of  B.,  that  advantage  is  the  only  purpose  to  be 
served,  according  to  the  intent  of  the  testator,  and  to  be  satisfied  by 
the  mere  act  of  selling,  let  the  money  go  where  it  will ;  yet  there  is 
no  precedent  for  a  resulting  trust  in  such  a  case.  Nor  is  there  any 
warrant,  from  the  words  or  intent  of  the  testator,  to  say  that  this 
devise  severs  the  beneficial  interest :  it  is  only  an  injunction  on  the 
devisee  to  enjoy  the  thing  devised  in  a  particular  manner.  If  A. 
devises  land  to  J.  S.,  to  sell  for  the  best  price  to  B.,  or  to  lease  for 
three  years  at  such  a  fine,  there  is  no  resulting  trust"  There  were 
in  this  case,  he  observed,  two  objects  of  the  testator's  benevolence, 
G.  S.  and  the  colleges. 

He  also  adverted  to  the  circumstance  that  the  word  «,   ,  „        „ 
trust  was  not  made  use  of;  but  this,  though  not  imma-  not  necessary 
terial,  is  by  no  means  conclusive ;  for  a  trust  may  be  >n  creating 
created  without  that  word,  if  such  an  intention  can  be 
collected  from  the  whole  will  (o). 

Lord  Hardwicke's  statement  of  the  general  rule  may  seem  to  clash 
with  Lord  Eldon's,  before  cited.    He  appears  to  have  confounded 
the  distinction,  so  clearly  marked  by  Lord  Eldon,  between  a  devise 
for  (p),  and  a  devise  subject  tOy  a  particular  purpose ;  but,  as  the  case 
before  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  to  belong  to  the  latter  class, 
it  is  in  accordance  with  that  distinction.    The  frame  *  of  the  [*532] 
devise  and  the  context  (for  it  was  immediately  followed  by  a 
devise,  clearly  beneficial,  to  the  same  person)  certainly  Di^jj^^jji 
favored  the  construction  adopted.    The  case  suggested  between  a 
by  his  Lordship,  of  a  devise  to  A.  to  sell  for  the  best  ^^^^%\q 
price  to  B.,  perhaps,  is  more  open  to  doubt.    He  ad-  a  particular 
mitted,  however,  that^  under  a  devise  of  lands  to  be  sold  P"'^**' 
for  payments  of  debts,  there  was  a  clear  resulting  trust. 

The  resulting  trust  for  the  heir  in  lands  devised  for  a  Effect  of 
particular  purpose  is  excluded,  where  the  devise  contains   fmporttiTg* 
expressions  importing  an  intention  to  confer  on  the  de-  benefit  to  the 
visee  a  benefit.  ^*^"**- 

Thus  {q),  where  a  testator,  having  given  5Z.  to  his  brother  (who 
was  his  heir),  made  and  constituted  his  dearly-beloved  wife  his  sole 
executrix  and  heiress  of  all  his  lands  and  real  and  personal  estate,  to 

(o)  HallidaT  «.  Hudson,  3  Yes.  210;  and  see  King  v.  Denison,  1  Yes.  &  B.  273;  SaltmarBh 
V.  Barrett,  29  Beav.  474,  3  D.  F.  &  J.  279  (on  the  word  ** charged**);  Barrs  r.  Fewkes,  2  H. 
&  M.  GO  ( "  to  enable  " ) ;  Bird  v.  Harris,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  204  ( *'  in  consideration  ")•  And  a  trust 
will  not  be  created  by  tne  word  "trust,"  if  an  intention  not  to  do  so  appears  by  the  whole 
will,  Hushes  v.  Evans  and  Williams  v.  Roberts,  both  stated  poet,  pp.  633,  635;  Clarke  v. 
Hilton,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  810. 

(d)  See  Abrams  o.  Winshup,  8  Ross.  350,  where  the  word  ''for"  was  read  ai  "charged 
with." 

(2)  Rogers  •.  Rogers,  8  P.  W.  193,  Cas.  t.  Talb.  p.  580. 
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eell  and  dispose  thereof  at  pleasQie,  and  to  pay  his  debts  and  lega- 
cies, Lord  King  held,  she  was  not,  after  payment  of  debts,  a  trustee 
for  the  heir.  He  said  that  the  devise  that  the  wife  should  be  sole 
heiress  of  the  real  estate,  did,  in  every  respect,  place  her  in  the  stead 
Of  expreasiont  ^^  ^®  heir,  and  not  as  a  trustee  for  him ;  that  it  was 
or  kiiidDMs.  plainer  by  reason  of  the  language  of  tendernees,  hit 
"dearly-beloved  wife,"  which  must  have  intended  something  bene- 
ficial to  her,  and  not  what  would  be  a  trouble  only ;  and  what  made 
it  still  stronger  was  that  the  heir  had  a  legacy. 

That  neither  of  these  two  circumstances  alone  is  sufficient,  is  quite 
clear.  The  former  occurred  in  Wych  v.  Packington  (r),  where  the  ex- 
pression was  "  my  dear  wife,"  and  yet  the  trust  was  held  to  result ; 
and  the  latter,  in  Randall  v.  Bookey  (t),  where  a  legacy  to  the  heir 
was  decided  not  to  rebut  the  inference  of  a  resulting  trust 

Where  the  devisee  is  merely  described  by  the  relationship,  as  "my 
cousin,"  "  my  brother,"  unaccompanied  by  any  particular  expression 
Of  describinff    ^^  kindness,  the  argument  is  still  less  strong,  the  dee* 
devisee  by        ignation  being  merely  part  of   his  description ;  though 
relationship.      certainly,  in  Coningham  v.  Mellish  (t),  the  fact  of  the 
evisee  being  described  as  "  my  cousin,"  and  that  of  his  being  as 
nearly  related  to  the  testator  as  the  heir,  seem  to  have  formed  the 
grounds  of  the  determination.    In  the  cases  of  that  period,  however, 
the  doctrine  of  resulting  trusts  was  not  so  invariably  and 
[*533]    *  steadily  maintained  as  it  is  now ;  and  many  positions  to  be 
found  in  them  are  inconsistent  with  the  rules    at    present 
established.     Such  a  description  of  the  devisee   is   certainly  a  cir- 
cumstance to  be  attended  to,  and  was  so  referred  to  by  Lord  Eldon, 
in  reference  to  Coningham  v.  Mellish  (u)  ;  but  that  it  would  now  be 
allowed  the  weight  which  was  given  it  in  that  case,  is  not  probable.* 

Where  the  gift  to  the  devisee  was  in  the  first  instance  expressly 
upon  trust,  and  the  trust  afterwards  declared  did  not  absorb  the 

whole  property,  yet,  on  the  whole,  the  testator  having 
thoiIJhl^oTd  described  the  devisee  as  his  most  dutiful  and  respectful 
"trust*' oaed.  nephew,  and  having  expressly  declared  that  the  heir 
should  take  nothing  except  a  provision  made  for  him  by  the  will, 
it  was  held  that  the  devisee  took  beneficially  subject  to  the  trust 
declared  («).• 

(r)  Stated  supra,  p.  B2S.  ,        „     ^         ,^        ^^  ^^   ,^, 

(s)  2  Vern.  4&,  I  Eq.  Ab  2T2,  pi.  4;  and  see  Haghefl  v.  Bvana,  U  Sikn.  604. 
(0  Pre.  Ch.  81,  1  Eq.  Ab.  273,  pi.  8,  2  Vera.  247.  ^    ,  „  ^     «  «     ^       • 

(tt)  See  King  v.  Denison,  1  V.  &  B.  274.    See  also  per  Wood,  V..C.,  Bam  «.  Fewkas,  2 
U.  &  M.  67. 
(x)  Hughes  V.  Etmis,  18  Sim.  496. 

1  But  ff  from  the  iriiole  tenor  of  the  will  tha        >  See  Oibbs  v.  Rmmey,  S  Vet.  &  B.  S94; 

intention  appean  to  be  that  the  donee  shall  Cawood  «.  Tbf>rapson,  1  Smale  &  6.  409; 

not  take  the  beneficial  interest,  all  such  cir-  Lomax  v,  Riplej,  2  Smale  &  G^  4S;  Sabtoo 

cumfttances  wiU   be   unavaiiliig.     King  «.  v.  Telfait,  8  JMv*  l&q.  256. 
Mitchell,  8  Peters,  849;  King  «.  Denison,  1 
Yes.  &  B.  275. 
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In  Sogers  «.  Bogen,  the  purpose  expressed,  namely,  tho  p^ment 
of  debts  and  legacies,  was  not  beneficial  to  the  dev- 
isee; and,  therefore  unless  she  had  taken  the  surplus,   express^  par- 
she  would  have  derived  no  benefit  from  the  devise.    It  P^  «' *!»« 
has  been  truly  said  that  '^  where  the  purpose  expressed  is   beneficial  or 
something  in  favor  of  the  party  to  whom  the  bequest  is  J^^j^* 
made,  the  presumption  is  rather  stronger  that  the  benefit 
specified  is  the  only  benefit  which  he  is  intended  to  derive  from  the 
bequest/'  (y). 

In  Dawson  v.  Clarke  («),  a  testator  gave  to  his  friends  A.  and  B. 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  to  hold  to  them,  their  heirs, 
*  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  in  the  [*534] 
first  place  to  pay,  and  charged  and  chargeable  with  all  his 
just  debts  and  funeral  expenses  and  the  legacies  thereinafter  be* 
queathed*  The  testator,  after  bequeathing  several  legacies,  appointed 
A,  and  B.  executors.  Lord  Bldon,  —  "  The  question  is,  whether,  upon 
the  whole  will,  this  is  to  be  taken  as  a  devise  and  bequest  to  these 
executors  with  reference  to  their  office,  upon  a  trust  to  pay ;  or  as 
giving  them  the  absolute  property  subject  only  to  a  charge  j  and  I 
think  the  latter  was  the  intention.'^  ^ 

Of  this  case  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.  (a),  has  observed  that  Lord 
Eldon  gave  effect  to  the  words  "  charged  and  chargeable,"   ^^  ^^ 
(which  he  had  placed  in  opposition  to  the  words  ^'  upon  dale's  remark 
trust "),  on  some  ground  which  does  not  appear  in  the   curkeT*^"  '* 
report.    It  might  be  that  he  considered  the  last  words  in 
the  will  as  explanatory  of  the  first 

(9)  Per  Sir  W.  Qraat,  ia  Walton  «.  Walton,  U  Yes.  323. 

(!)  15  Yes.  409,  18  Yes.  247.  This  case  was  decided  at  the  Rolls,  in  reference  ezclasively 
to  the  personal  estate.  See  also  Clnrke  v.  Hilton,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  810.  Executors  by  their  mere 
appointment  were  formerly  entitled  at  law  to  the  residue  of  personalty  not  expressly  disposed 
Of ;  and  equity  followed  the  law  unless  the  next  of  kin  could  show  from  the  will  an  intention 
tliat  the  executors  should  be  trustees.  This  burden  of  proof  was  shifted  by  1  Will.  4,  c.  40; 
Juler  «.  Juler,  29  Beav.  34;  Travers  v,  Travers,  L.  R^  14  Eq.  275;  and  the  question  now 
seldom  arises ;  but  it  aro^e  m  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  2  H.  &  M.  237,  and  was  there  decided  in 
favor  of  the  executor.      Whether  executors  claiming,  not  merely  virtute  officii,  but  by  ex- 

Sress  gift,  were  entitled  for  their' own  benetit,  was  before  the  act  treated  as  a  separate  question 
epending  on  the  general  principles  discussed  in  the  text,  Mapp  v.  Elcock,  2  Phil.  793,  3  H. 
It'  Ca.  4^:  Re  HenshaWi  34  L.  J  Cb.  98 ;  and  (notwithstanding  Jjore  o.  Gaze,  8  Bear. 
472)  it  has  been  decided  that  this  question  is  not  affected  bv  the  act,  Williams  v.  Arkle,  L.  R., 
7  H.  L.  606.  See  also  Saltmarsh  v,  Barrett,  29  Beav  47^,  3  D.  P  &  J.  279.  Of  course  the 
act  is  inapplicable  to  a  gift  to  one  of  Heveral  executors,  Clarke  v.  Hilton,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  810. 
By  sect.  2  the  act  is  not  to  applv  as  between  the  executor  and  the  Crown,  where  there  is  no 
next  of  km,  Cradoek  «,  Owen,  i  Sm.  &  Gif.  241 ;  Powell  v.  Merrett,  1  id.  389;  Read  v.  Sted- 
man,  26  Beav.  496;  Dacre  «.  Patrickson,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  182;  Re  Knowles,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  626. 
See  also  Re  Bacon*s  Will,  Camp  r.  Coe,  31  Ch.  D.  460,  where  under  special  circumstances, 
Kay,  J.,  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  rebnt  the  presumption  against  the  execu- 
tors arising  from  blanks  in  the  will,  see  ante,  p.  412.  n.  (c).  where  part  of  a  testator's  prop- 
erty 18  given  to  the  executor  in  trust,  the  Crown  will  be  entitled  to  undisposed  of  residue.  Re 
Hudson's  Trusts,  W.  N.  1883,  p.  66. 
(a)  1  Kee.  324. 

1  Suking  9.  Denison,  1  Yes.  &  B.  260;  o.  Sa11ivan,L.  R.,  8  Eq.STS;  Clarke  v.  Hilton, 

Southouse  «  Bate.  2  Yes.  &  B.  396 ;  Mullen  L.  R.,  2  £q.  810;  Downer  •.  Ohiirch,44  N.  T. 

V.  Bowman,  1  Coll  v.  Ch.  197;  Wood  «.  Cox,  647. 
1  Keen,  817;  t.  c.  ^  Mylne  &  C.  643 ;  Irvine 
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The  general  doctrine  was  much  discussed  in  King  u  Denison  (b), 
where  a  testatrix  devised  her  real  estate  to  her  cousin  Maiy  A.,  wife 

A  deviBd  sob-  ^^  ^*  -^f  ^'^^  ^  ^^^  cousin  Arabella  J.,  and  their  heirs 
ject  to  certAin    and  assigns  forever,  subject,  nevertheless,  to,  and  charge- 

able  with,  the  payment  of  the  annuities  thereinafter 
mentioned ;  and  she  bequeathed  her  personal  estate  to  three  other 
persons,  subject  to,  and  chargeable  with,  her  debts  and  legacies ;  and 
gave  such  three  persons  equal  legacies.  Lord  Eldon  held,  that  the 
devisees  of  the  real  estate  were  not  trustees,  after  paying  the  annui- 
ties, for  the  heir-at-law ;  he  thought  the  intention  was  (according  to 
the  distinction  stated  by  him,  already  quoted),  that  they  should  not 
take  merely  for  the  purpose  of  paying  those  annuities,  but  bene- 
ficially, subject  to  them.  The  Court  of  K.  B.  had  made  a  similar  de- 
cision upon  the  same  will  (c). 

It  happened  in  this  case  that  one  of  the  devisees  was  a  married 
woman,  and  the  other  an  infant  of  fifteen:  persons,  therefore,  ill 
Circomstanoe  sdapted  to  be  trustees.  But,  though  Lord  Eldon  admit- 
^  devisees  ted  these  were  circumstances  to  be  attended  to  (d),  yet, 
ried  woman"  he  observed,  that,  if  they  were  trustees  upon  the  whole 
and  an  infant ;  context,  he  could  not  say  that  they  were  not  so  on  that 
— «nd  not  tes-  ground ;  and  upon  the  singularity  that  the  testatrix  had 
tator's  nearest    given  to  these  cousins  in  preference  to  nearer  relations,  a 

sister  and  aunt,  he  said  the  answer  was,  she  had  made 
the  disposition. 

Another  circumstance  in  the  case  was,  that  the  testatrix  had  used 
the  same  expression,  '^  subject  and  chargeable,"  in  the  be- 
[*535]  quest  *  of  the  personal  estate  to  her  executors,  of  which  it  was 
contended  they  were  trustees,  in  consequence  of  having  equal 
legacies  given  them ;  but  Lord  Eldon  observed,  that,  admitting  this 
construction  as  to  the  personalty,  which  he  thought  doubtful  upon 
the  cases,  it  did  not  follow  that  the  same  words,  in  different  parts  of 
Of  their  beimr  *^®  ^^^'  applied  to  a  different  subject,  were  to  receive 
trustee)}  of  the  the  same  construction.  It  was  only  the  same  as  if  she 
personal  estate.  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^  executors  should  not  take  the  person- 
alty beneficially,  but  had  made  no  such  declaration  as  to  the  real 
estate  (e). 

Lastly,  in  Williams  v.  Robert  (/),  where  a  testator  gave  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  her  executors,  and  administrators, 
upon  trust  to  pay  to  his  daughter  an  annuity  during  the  life  of  his 
wife,  and  upon  further  trust  that  she,  the  said  executrix,  at  the  time 
of  her  decease,  should  cause  her  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 


(h)  1  V.  &B.  281. 

re)  Smith  d.  Denison  o.  King,  16  East,  2S8;  see  also  Wood  «.  Cox,  8  Mj.  k  Cr.  6S4,  anta^ 
p.  889;  Brijnn  «.  Penny,  3  Mac.  &  6.  546. 
((f)  See  Bunkhom  o.  Feast,  3  Yes.  27. 
it)  But  see  Countess  of  Bristol  v.  Hnngerford,  2  Vein.  645. 
(/)  4  Jur.  N.  S.  18,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  IH. 
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to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  certain  persons,  should  they  survive  his 
wifey  certain  legacies,  which  did  not  exhaust  the  beneficial  interest ; 
it  was  held,  notwithstanding  the  express  words  of  trust,  that  the  un- 
disposed-of  interest  belonged  to  the  testator's  wife  and  executrix, 
'^  the  will  being  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  she  was  not  to  have 
a  beneficial  interest  in  the  property." 

It  should  be  noticed  that  an  exception  to  the  doctrine  of  resulting 
trusts  exists  in  regard  to  gifts  to  charity ;  ^  the  rule  being,  that,  where 
lands,  or  the  rents  of  lands,  are  given  to  charitable  pur- 
poses, which  at  the  time  exhaust,  or  are  represented  to   trust  \^Uji£? 
exhaust,  the  whole  rents,  and  those  rents  increase  in  ^^?.^ 
amount,  the  excess  arising  from  such  augmentation  shall 
be  appropriated  to  charity,  and  not  go,  by  way  of  resulting  trust,  to 
the  heir-at-law  (^).    It  has  been  observed  by  Lord  Hardwicke  (h)  and 
Lord  Eldon  (t),  that,  at  the  time  this  doctrine  was  established,  the 
right  of  the  heir-at-law  under  a  resulting  trust  was  not  sufficiently 
understood,  or  it  never  could  have  been  adopted.    Both  these  great 
Judges,  however,  acknowledged  it  to  be  a  principle  not  now 
to  be  shaken.    But,  if  a  man  give  an  estate  to  trustees,  *  and  [*536] 
take  notice  that  the  payments  are  less  than  the  amount  of  the 
rents,  no  case  has  gone  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  cestui  que  trust,  even 
in  the  case  of  a  charity,  is  entitled  to  the  surplus.    There  would  either 
be  a  resulting  trust,  or  it  would  belong  to  the  person  who  takes  the 
estate  (j). 

It  may  be  here  observed  that  where  property,  vested  in  a  trustee 
for  the  testator,  is  devised  to  other  trustees  for  purposes  which  do  not 
appear,  or  which  are  void,  or  fail,  so  that  the  heir,  if  there  be  one, 

(g)  Thetford  School  case.  8  Co.  130:  Duke*ft  Ch.  Uses,  71  {  Sutton  CoIefieM  case.  10  Rep. 
31;  Duke,  68;  Att.-Geo.  v.  Jobuson,  Amb.  190;  Att.-GeQ.  v.  Sparks,  Amb.  201  i  Att.-Gen. 
V.  Haberdauhers*  Company.  4  B  C.  C.  103;  t.  e.  nom.  Att.>6en  v.  Tonna,  2  Yes.  Jr.  1;  see 
also  Birihup  of  Hereford  v.  Adams,  7  Ves.  324;  Re  Joitio,  id.  340,  Att.-Gren.  v,  Wansay,  15 
id.  231;  Att.-Gen.  v.  Drapers'  Company,  4  Bear.  67;  Att.-Gen. «.  Wax  Chandlers'  Company, 
I/.  R.,  6  it.  Ldm  1* 

(A)  Amb.  190. 

h)  2  J.  &  W.  307. 

O)  Lord  £Idon,  in  Att.-6en.  v.  Mayor  of  Bristol,  2  J.  &  W.  307;  and  Att.-6en  9.  Skin- 
ners' Company,  2  Russ.  443.  See  also  Mayor  of  Beverley  v.  Att.-Gen.,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  310.  But 
as  charitable  'dispositions  of  lands  bv  will  were  prohibited  by  the  statnte  of  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,and 
are  now  prohibi'ed  by  the  statute  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42  (ante,  p.  179),  unless  in  favor  of  certain 
objects,  this  question  rarely  occurs. 

1  Charities  are  so  highly  favored  by  the  Eng^  the    augmentation   of   the  benefits   of   the 

lish  law,  that  they  nave  generally  received  charity.     Id    f  1178.    See  also  Jackson  v. 

a  more  equitable  construction  than  gifts  to  Phillips,  14  Allen,  539,  589:  Moore  o.  Moore, 

individuals.    2  Story,  Eq.  §  1165.    The  court  4    Dana.   354,366;    Att.-Gen.  v.  Wilson,  3 

of  Chancery  has   been   astute  to  find  out  Mvlne  &  K.  862 ,  Att.-Gen.  v.  Ironmongers* 

runds  to  sustain  them.    Id.  §  1172,  1179.  Co.,  2  Mylne  &  K.  576;  t.  c.  2  Beav.  313; 

lands  are  given  to  a  corporation  for  any  Att.-Gen.  v.  Draper's  Co.,  2  Beav.  508:  Att.- 

charitable  uses  which  the  donor  contemplates  Gren.  v.  Coopers'  Co.,  3  Beav.  29;  Att.-Gen.  v. 

to  last  forever,  the  heir  never  can  have  the  Tonna,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkin'sed.)  103  etseq. 

land  back  again.    Id.  §  1177.    And  when  the  and  notes.     But  the  distinction  heretofore 

increased  revenues  of  a  charity  extend  beyond  pointed  out  between  the  cy-prtt  doctrine  of 

the  original  objects,  they  are  not  a  resulting  equity  and  that  of  the  siern-manual  should  be 

trust  for  the  heirs  at  law,  but  are  to  be  ap-  remembered  in  determining  upon  the  dis- 

plied  to  similar  charitable  purposes,  and  to  position  of  the  charitable  gift. 
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would  be  let  in,  then  in  oaae  of  there  being  no  heir,  the  trustees  under 
the  will  can  claim  a  conveyance  from  and  enjoy  the  property  bene- 
ficially as  against  the  prior  trustees  {k). 

Q. -^  ▲ooalenitton  of  Ramalnden.  (1.)  After  partictUar  E$taie9 
void  ab  initio,  —  Another  question  which  has  been  agitated  between 
Destination  ^^  heir  and  devisee  is,  whether  if ,  in  a  series  of  oon- 
ofputicoiar  secutive  limitations,  a  particular  estate  be  void  in  its 
^  thei/mft-  creation  from  being  limited  to  a  person  incapable  by  law 
^"*  or  refusing  to  take,  the  remainders  immediately  expec- 

tant on  such  estate  are  accelerated,  or  the  interest  in  question  de* 
scends  to  the  testator's  heir-at-law  as  real  estate  undisposed  of. 

The  early  authorities  are  clearly  in  favor  of  the  acceleration.  Thus, 
it  is  laid  down  in  Perkins  (Z),  that,  '^  if  a  man,  seised  of  land  devisa- 

Uiteriorertate  ^^®  ^^  ^®®'  devised  it  to  a  monk  for  life,  the  remainder  to 
held  to  be  a  stranger  in  fee,  and  the  devisor  dies,  the  monk  being 
•cceierat«d.  alive,  in  this  case  the  remainder  shall  take  eftect  pres- 
ently.'^  But  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  K.,  put  this  case  on  the  ground  that  the 
monk  was  actually  dead  in  the  eye  of  the  law  (m).  So  if  land  be 
devised  to  an  attesting  witness  with  remainder  over,  the  remainder 
takes  effect  at  once  (ti). 

So  it  was  held  by  Gawdy,  J.,  in  Fuller  v.  Fuller  (p)  (though  the 
case  did  not  raise  the  point),  that  if  the  devisee  of  an  estate  tail  re* 
fuse,  the  devisee  in  remainder  shall  take  immediately.  And  the  same 
point,  in  regard  to  a  devisee  for  life,  was  maintained  arguendo  in 

Cranmer's  case  (p).^ 
[*637]      *  The  principle  of  these  cases  undoubtedly  applies  to  the 

case  of  a  devise  of  a  life  estate  being  revoked  by  the  testator: 
and  this  has  been  so  decided  (q). 
^nbynvwi'  '^^^  doctrine  evidently  proceeds  upon  the  supposition 
tionof  pre-  ^lat,  though  the  ulterior  devise  is  in  terms  not  to  take 
VI0U8  M  a  e.  g£fg^^  in  possession  until  the  decease  of  the  prior  devisee, 
if  tenant  for  life,  or  his  decease  without  issue,  if  tenant  in  tail,  yet 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  to  be  read  as  a  limitation  of  a  remainder, 
to  take  effect  in  every  event  which  removes  the  prior  estate  out  of  the 
way.    Such  a  principle  is  familiar  in  its  application  to  the  case  of  an 

ih)  Onslow  o.  Wallis,  1  Mae.  &  G.  606. 
/)  567.    See  also  ss.  567,  569;  and  Shepp.  Toachst.  435,  451. 
m)  2  My.  &  K.  779. 
n)  Jul!  V.  Jacobs,  3  Ch.  D.  703. 
o)  Cro.  El.  423.    So  where  the  devisee  in  tail  died,  tbongfa  h«  left  ksne,  Hvttoa  v.  8imp> 
son,  2  Vera.  723;  bat  see  now  1  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  82. 
(p)  Dy.  310  a. 
Ig)  Uimson  v.  Lainson,  18  Bear.  1, 5  D.  M.  &  0. 754. 

1  If  the  derisee  of  propertj  for  life  decUnea  session  of  tha  pf<jfwrtj  dnriaff  the  life  of  tlia 

to  accept  it,  it  vests  in  possession  in  those  to  flrat  devisee.    Yeaton  «.  Roberts,  28  N.  H. 

whom  It  was  limited  in  remainder;  and  the  459;  Adams  v  Gillespie.  9  Jonee,  £q.  944; 

heirs  of  the  devisor  have  no  right  to  the  poa-  Maeknet «.  Hackmt,  9  CL  £.  Gntm,  977. 
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estate  for  life  being  detenained  by  forfeiture ;  and  it  seems  not  to  be 
(as  oommonly  supposed)  contradicted  by  Carrick  v.  Errington  (r), 
where  a  man  settled  the  equitable  fee  simple  of  lands  to  the  use  of 
T.  E.  (a  papist)  for  life ;  remainder  to  trustees  during  T.  E.'s  life,  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders  ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  W.  E.  The  limitations  in  favor  of  the 
papist  were,  in  the  then  state  of  the  law  (s),  void ;  and  it  was  held, 
that  the  remainders  were  not  accelerated^  on  the  special  ground,  that 
9uch  a  eanstruetion  would  have  defeased  the  limitations  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  T.  E.  This  special  ground  seems  to  resolve  itself  into 
the  common  rule,  that  a  contingent  remainder  in  an  equitable  estate 
does  not  fail  by  the  determination  of  the  previous  estate,  and  it  then 
necessarily  followed,  that  the  intermediate  equitable  interest  during 
the  life  of  T.  E.,  being  undisposed  of,  resulted,  according  to  another 
common  rule,  to  the  grantor.  It  was  also  argued  that  W.  E.  ought 
to  be  let  in  until  there  was  issue  of  T.  E.,  and  then  that  such  issue 
would  be  entitled :  but  Lord  King  said  the  Court  would  not  <'  take 
upon  itself  so  to  direct  and  displace  estates."  ^'  There  is  no  case,'' 
said  Sir  J.  Bomilly,  M.  B.,  in  Sidney  v.  Wilmer  (^),  ^^  in  which 
the  estate  of  a  remainderman  has  been  accelerated  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  him  a  right  to  rent  accrued  before  his  estate  took 
effect  "(it). 

*  In  some  cases,  those  for  instance  of  a  void  limitation  in  [*538] 
tail,  the  result  of  deciding  against  acceleration  would  be  to 
make  the  subsequent  limitations  void,  as  being,  in  that 
view,  executory  devises  to  take  effect  on  an  event  too  acceierat^ 
remote,  namely,  the  indefinite  failure  of  issue  of  the  in-  "**y  ^  ^^ 
tended  devisee  in  taiL    Any  effect  which  might  be  at- 
tributed to  this  consideration  must  of  course  be  extended  to  all  oases 
alike,  as  a  test  of  the  general  principle,  and  not  applied  as  a  circum- 
stance which  ought  to  influence  the  determination  of  the  particular 
case  where  the  remainder  would  otherwise  be  void  {x)* 

(2.)  As  to  Personalty.  —  Whether  the  same  principles  are  applicable 
to  quasi-remainders  of  personalty   appears  to   be  undecided.     Sir 

(r)  2  P.  W.  861,  5  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  891.  IMt  not  stated  in  P.  W.  that  the  settlement  wai 
an  equitable  one,  and  consequently  the  case  reads  as  if  it  were  a  direct  authority  thai 
removal  of  the  prior  estate  broa^ht  the  estate  in  remainder  of  the  trustees  to  preserve  into 
possession;  but  see  Lord  Hardwicke's  statement  of  the  case  in  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  1  Atik. 
ft97,  and  the  statement  of  the  case  in  Brown,  and  in  6  Bae«  Abr.  Gwil.  12S.  An  express  pro- 
vision that  in  a  certain  event  the  estate  for  life  shall  cease  (u  (ffAs  devutf.  were  aetualljf  dead, 
clearly  points  to  acceleration.  Craven  v.  Brady,  L.  &.,  4  £q.  909^  4  Ch.  896. 

(m)  But  now  ftee  stat.  18  Geo.  3,  c  60. 

(0  26  Beav.  266.  See  farther  as  to  this  case  and  as  to  the  destination  of  interim  rents, 
post,  Ch.  XX.  s.  i. 

(«)  See  also  Wade-Gery  v.  Handley,  1  Ch.  D.  668,  8  id.  874;  Chambers  o.  Brailsford,  18 
Ves.  876  ad  fin.;  Andrew  •.  Andrew,  1  Ch.  D.  414;  Re  Townsend's  Estate.  Tuwnaend  v, 
Townsend,  84  Ch.  D.  867.  But  shifting  clauses  nsoally  provide  expressly  or  by  implication 
for  the  destination  of  the  rents  in  the  meantime,  Tnrton  •.  Lamoarde,  1  D.  F.  &  J.  616; 
D'Evncoart  v.  Gref^>Ty,  84  Beav.  86. 

(x)  See  ante,  p.  241.  And  see  Re  Colson's  Tmsts,  Kfty,  136,  where  the  enjoyment  of  an  ac- 
cumulation funa  was  accelerated,  the  devisees  in  tail  <^  the  estate  for  whose  benefit  it  was 
created  having  barred  the  entail. 
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Whether  same    J.  Bomillj  Baid  not  as  a  general  rule ;  ihoagh  in  the  case 
penonA^^^     before  him  he  held   that  there  were  special  circurn* 

stances  strong  enough  to  create  an  exception  (y).  In 
Lainson  v.  Lainson  (z)^  where  a  remainder  in  freeholds  was  held  to  be 
accelerated  by  the  revocation  of  the  life  estate,  the  remainder  in  lease- 
holds bequeathed  on  corresponding  trusts  was  held  by  the  same  Judge 
to  be  also  accelerated.  And  a  similar  decision  was  made  by  Sir 
B.  Malins,  Y.-C,  in  Jull  v.  Jacobs  (a).  It  is  difficult  to  state  any  but 
a  technical  distinction  on  this  head  between  real  and  personal  estate. 
But  if  a  void  prior  gift  is  made  defeasible,  and  the  subsequent  gift  is 
limited  to  take  effect,  in  a  particular  event,  and  the  very  opposite  or 
alternative  of  that  event  actually  happens,  the  subsequent  gift  fails 
altogether,  though  the  prior  gift,  being  void,  is  out  of  the  way  (b). 

Tregonwell  v.  (3.)  After  2}ru8t8  which  fail,  —  The  doctrine  of  acceler- 
8y<&nhuii.  ation  underwent  much  discussion  in  Tregonwell  v.  Sy- 
denham (c),  where  a  testator  devised  certain  estates  at  S., 
[*639]  subject  to  some  terms  of  *  years,  to  the  use  of  his  son  A.  for 
life ;  remainder  to  trustees,  during  his  life  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders ;  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  A.  in 
tail  male ;  remainder  to  the  eldest  daughter  of  A.  in  tail  general ; 
with  the  like  remainder  to  his  second  and  other  daughters,  and  divers 
remainders  over.  The  testator  then  devised  estates  at  D.,  subject  to 
certain  terms  of  years,  to  A.  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  the  second  and  other  sons  of  the  tes- 
tator in  tail  male ;  and,  in  default  of  his  male  issue,  as  to  that  part  of 
those  estates  called  C,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  brother 
B.  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  and, 
after  several  other  remainders,  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  J.  for  life; 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  the 
testator's  right  heirs.   And  as  to  all  other  his  estates  in  D.,  to  retain  the 

same  for  sixty  years,  and  receive  the  rents  and  grant 
eifect  afltr  leascs  until  the  trustees  should  have  received  17,500/., 
raising  of  a  which  they  should  apply  to  the  uses  following :  viz.  when 
for  certain  they  should  have  received  2,500/.,  to  lay  out  the  same, 
acceieJat^^'by  ^^*^  *^®  interest,  in  some  real  estate  in  certain  parishes, 
faiiare  of  the  and  settle  the  estate  so  purchased  on  such  person  for  life 
purpoees.  ^  ^^  virtue  of  his  said  will,  should  then  be  in  possession 

of  his  estate  at  S.,  or  in  case,  by  suffering  a  common  recovery,  that 
estate  should  be  in  other  hands,  then  on  such  person  as  would,  in  case 

(y)  EavestafTv.  Aontin,  19  Beav.  591. 

\z)  23  L.  J.  Ch.  170.  Compare  David  v.  Rees,  1 R.  &  Mr.  687,  where  ttock  was  benoeathed 
in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life:  by  codicil  an  annuity  to  A.  was  iabstituted 
for  his  life  estate,  and  B.'s  interest  was  held  not  accelerated. 

(a)  8  Ch.  D.  703.    See  aim  Re  Clark,  Clark  •.  Randall,  31  Ch.  D.  73. 

[6)  Lomas  v.  Wright,  2  My.  &  K.  769. 

[e)  8  Dow.  194. 
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no  recovery  had  been  suffered,  have  been  in  possession  of  the  same ; 
and  so,  from  time  to  time,  as  soon  as  the  farther  sum  of  2,500^.  should 
be  raised,  until  the  whole  17,500Z.  should  be  so  raised,  should  lay  out 
the  same  in  lands  as  thereinbefore  directed,  to  be  settled  on  the  several 
persons  as  should  be,  or  should  have  been,  in  case  no  such  common 
recovery  had  been  suffered  at  each  of  the  said  times,  in  possession  of 
his  S.  estate,  with  such  remainder  on  each  of  the  said  settlements  as 
might  continue  the  said  estates  in  the  blood  and  name  of  the  St. 
Barbes ;  and,  after  the  said  17,500/.  should  be  so  raised,  then  to  raise 
the  further  sum  of  2,500/.,  to  be  laid  out  in  some  real  estates  in  some 
or  one  of  the  parishes  of  D.,  E.,  &c.,  and  to  settle  the  said  estate  so 
purchased  on  such  person  for  life  as,  by  virtue  of  that  his  will,  should 
then  be  in  possession  of  the  estate  of  D. ;  or,  in  case  of  suffering  a 
common  recovery  or  otherwise,  his  said  estate  should  be  in  other 
hands,  then  on  such  person  as  would,  in  case  no  recovery  had  been 
suffered,  have  been  in  possession  of  the  same  by  virtue  of  his  will, 
with  such  remainder  as  might  continue  the  same  in  the  name 
and  blood  of  the  Sydenhams.  And  after  the  *  said  two  sums,  [*640] 
amounting  to  20,000/.  and  expenses,  should  be  raised  for  the 
said  uses,  or  determination  of  the  said  term  of  sixty  years,  then  to  the 
use  of  the  testator's  brother  B.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  and,  after  such  other  remainder  as  he 
had  limited  with  respect  to  the  first  part  of  his  D.  estate,  remainder 
to  J.  the  elder  plaintiff,  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons 
in  tail  male,  with  the  ultimate  remainder  in  fee  to  the  testator's  right 
heirs.  The  testator  died,  leaving  A.  his  only  son,  and  two  daughters. 
A.  died  in  1799,  leaving  his  grandson  T.,  the  only  son  of  one  of  his 
daughters,  his  heir-at-law.  A.,  B.  and  several  of  the  intermediate 
devisees  (d),  having  died  without  issue  male,  the  plaintiff  J.  the  el- 
der, became  entitled  to  an  estate  for  life  in  possession  in  the  property 
at  0.,  and  plaintiff  J.,  the  youuger  (his  eldest  son),  to  an  estate  in 
remainder  therein.  T.  was  tenant  in  tail  of  the  S.  estate :  and,  as  to 
the  second  part  of  the  D.  estate,  the  trusts  of  the  term  had  not  been 
executed.  On  a  bill  filed  by  J.  and  J.  the  younger  to  have  the  trusts 
of  the  term  declared  void  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity,  and  that  the  res- 
idue should  be  assigned  for  their  benefit,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  de- 
clared the  trusts  to  be  void,  and  the  term  to  attend  the  inheritance. 
But  the  House  of  Lords,  on  appeal,  reversed  the  decree  ;  ^^^^  ^^^ 
declaring,  first,  that  the  trusts  of  the  term  were  not  void  raising  ceruln 
in  their  creation,  but  became  so  in  event,  the  trusts  for  void*purwMes 
raising  the  money  being  valid ;  but  that  of  settling  the  held  to  belong 
lands  to  uses  being  void  as  too  remote,  in  consequence  of  ***  *  ®  **'" 
its  happening  that  the  person  then  in  possession,  and  to  whom,  there- 
fore, an  estate  for  life  was  to  be  limited  with  remainder  to  his  issue, 

{d)  It  is  stated  in  the  report  that  they  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  but  this  appears  to  be 
a  mistake. 
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was  one  who  was  not  in  existence  at  the  testator's  death  (s).  Sec- 
ondly (and  this  is  the  point  material  to  the  present  discussion),  thai 
the  trusts  of  the  term  resulted  for  the  benefit  of  the  heu>at-law  of  the 
testator  (/). 

The  argument  of  Lord  Bedesdale  and  Lord  Eldon,  upon  which  this 
I>art  of  their  decision  turned,  was,  that  the  land,  not  being  giren  over 
until  "  from  and  after  "  the  raising  of  the  money,  the  intermediate 
interest  was  eyidently  not  included  in  the  devise,  and,  therefore,  went 
to  the  heir.  The  interest  given  to  the  devise  was  exclusive  of,  and 
with  a  deduction  of,  that  sum.  ''The  testator,  then,''  ob* 
[*541]  served  Lord  Eldon,  '<  has  said  that  the  *  devisees  shall  not 
take  it  The  policy  of  the  law  will  not  permit  the  uses  for 
which  the  testator  intended  it  to  take  effect ;  and  in  such  a  case,  in 
the  absence  of  any  expression  of  intention  on  the  part  of  a  testator 
with  respect  to  a  purpose  which  the  law  will  allow,  the  doctrine  of 
law  is,  that  he  shall  take  the  interest  who  takes  independently  of  all 
intention,  and  on  whom  the  law  casts  it.  On  these  grounds,  I  agree 
that  the  money  must  be  raised  and  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir» 
and  not  of  the  devisees  (^)." 

It  is  evident  that  the  two  points  decided  in  D.  P.  had  no  neoessaiy 
connection ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  deciding  the  heir  to  be  enti^ 

Remark  on  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  consequencc  of  holding  the  trusts  of  the 
Tr^onweil «.  term  to  be  void  in  event  only,  and  not  in  their  creation ; 
Sydenham.  ^^^  Jjovdi  Eldon  expressly  laid  it  down,  that,  if  the  trusts 
had  been  to  raise  20,000Z.  for  charities  (in  which  case  they  would 
have  been  clearly  void  ab  initio),  and  after  the  sum  had  been  raised, 
then  to  the  devisees,  as  the  intention  would  not  have  been  in  their 
favor,  the  heir  would  have  been  let  in  (A). 

(4)  Devisee  eubject  to  Trusts  which  fail.  — *  It  is  clear,  however, 
that  where  a  term  of  years  is  created  for  particular  purposes,  and  the 
Term  for  ^^^^  subject  thereto  is  devised  over,  the  term,  after  the 

reare,  trust  purposes  of  its  Creation  are  satisfied,  or  immediately,  if 
OT  nftTriSn^'  those  purposes  do  not  arise,  attends  the  inheritance  for 
attends  in-  the  benefit  of  the  devisee.  And  such  was  the  decision  in 
thlbOTeatof  Davidson  v.  Foley  (i),  although  the  nature  of  the  trust 
devisee.  ^j^^  ^q  expressions  of  the  testator  afforded  an  argument 

in  favor  of  a  contrary  oonstruction.  The  testator  devised  lands  to 
trustees,  their  executors,  &c.,  for  ninety-nine  years,  upon  the  trusts 

(e)  On  (bis  point,  ride  ante,  p.  239,  n.  (/). 

(/)  Lord  St.  Leonards  in  Law  of  Prop.  p.  86S,  sajs,  '*I  prefer  the  decision  of  the 
Ezcheqaer.** 

(Sf)  And  with  this  doctrine  the  cases  on  the  statute  restraining  tccunnlation  of  iscooM 
(ante,  p.  280)  seem  to  afpve. 

(k)  But  in  the  case  put  not  onlj  the  gift  of  the  20,000/.,  bnt  also  the  term  vonld  have  htm 
void  ab  initio  (ante,  p.  186),  and  'the  reversioner,  and  not  the  heir,  would  then  have  become 
entitled  in  post^efwion.    See  Williams  «.  Goodtitle,  5  M.  &  By.  757,  poet,  D.  648. 

(t)  2  B.  C.  C.  203.    See  Lord  Eldon's  judgment  in  Sidney  «.  Shelley,  19  Vee.  864 
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after  mentioned,  and,  after  the  expiration  or  other  determination 
thereof,  and  enbject  thereto,  to  A.,  testator's  son,  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male.  Another  term  was  created,  in 
the  same  manner,  of  property  similarly  given  to  B.,  another  son,  and 
his  sons  in  tail  male.  The  trusts  of  the  respective  terms  were  for  the 
trustees,  in  their  discretion,  to  pay  testator's  two  sons  an  annual 
allowance,  not  exceeding  a  given  sum,  but  so  as  that  they  should 
have  no  *  estate  or  interest  in  the  rents  of  the  property  for  [*542] 
their  lives^  other  than  the  trustees,  in  their  discretion,  should 
think  proper ;  and  then  to  pay  off  a  certain  mortgage ;  and  then  to 
I»iy  certain  debts  of  his  sons,  but  so  that  the  testator's  sons'  creditors 
should  have  no  lien  upon  the  land ;  and,  after  the  decease  of  his  sons, 
and  the  payment  of  the  mortgage-money  and  debts  before  mentioned, 
and  the  costs,  the  terms  were  to  attend  the  inheritance.  Lord  Thur* 
low  was  of  opinion,  that,  as  the  purposes  for  which  the  terms  were 
created  were  exhausted,  the  terms  attended  the  inheritance  for  the 
beneiit  of  the  tenants  for  life.  It  had  been  ingeniously  argued,  he 
•aid,  that  these  were  trusts  extending  beyond  the  lives  of  the  sons, 
and  that,  if  those  trusts  were  sufficient,  the  sons  were  to  have  no  in 
terest  for  their  lives.  But  the  nature  of  a  resulting  trust  was,  that  it 
was  such'^as  had  escaped  the  attention  of  the  testator,  and  that  here 
the  intention  of  raising  a  trust  beyond  the  payment  of  debts  was 
totally  unexpressed.    No  trust  could  be  raised  upon  the  terms  used. 

Lord  ThurloVs  reasoning  evidently  assumes  that  the  devises,  sub- 
ject to  the  term,  comprised  all  the  interest  not  actually  absorbed  by 
the  trusts  of  such  term ;  and  this  may  serve  to  reconcile  some  expres- 
sions in  his  judgment,  which  might  otherwise  seem  to  warrant  a  con- 
clusion more  favorable  to  the  heir  than  to  the  devises. 

The  same  principle  was  applied  where  a  term  for  years  was  devised, 
upon  trusts  to  be  thereinafter  declared  (but  which  were  not  declared), 
with  devises  over  on  the  "  expiration  or  sooner  determina-  q^^  j^  ^j^^^^ 
tion"  of  the  term,  the  words  "subject  thereto,"  though  tenn  wa» 
not  actually  occurring  in  the  will,  being  by  force  of  the  So  triwt»*weM 
intention  appearing  upon  the  general  context,  supplied,   declared. 
As  in  Sidney  t;.  Shelley  (A;),  where  A.  devised  lands  to  trustees  and 
their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  them,  their  executors,  &c.,  for  ninety-nine 
years,  "upon  the  trusts  hereinafter  expressed  and  declared  concern- 
ing the  same,  and  from  and  after  the  expiration  or  other  sooner  de- 
termination of  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  years,^  he  gave  the  said 
lands  to  several  persons  for  life  and  in  tail ;  and  the  will  contained 
no  declaration  of  the  trusts  of  the  term :  it  was  strongly  contended 
that  the  trusts  resulted  to  the  heir,  chiefly  on  the  authority  of 
a  dictum  of  Lord  Hardwicke  {t),  in  a  case  wherein  a  term  of 

{k)  19  v«t.  sst. 

(0  In  Brown  v.  Jones,  1  Afk.  191    A  note  of  thie  dletma,  foond  among  Lerd  Norfhingloii't 
papers,  coincided. 
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[*543]  ninety-nine  years  having  been  created  by  *  settlement,  with- 
out any  declaration  of  trust,  he  is  made  to  say,  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  was  a  resulting  trust  for  the  settlor,  **  It  has  been 
determined  so  in  the  case  of  voluntary  settlements  and  wills ;  "  dis- 
tinguishing a  settlement  for  valuable  consideration.  But  Lord  Eldon, 
in  the  principal  case,  decided  that  the  testator,  having  created  a  term 
for  ninety-nine  years,  upon  trusts  to  be  afterwards  declared,  and,  at 
the  expiration  or  sooner  determination  of  that  term,  having  devised 
those  estates  in  such  a  manner  as  that  the  actual  enjoyment  of  them 
was  clearly  intended ;  the  termors  having  nothing  for  their  own  use, 
and  he  not  having  declared  any  trust,  the  result  was  exactly  the  same 
as  if  some  trust  had  been  declared,  which  it  became  unnecessary  to 
satisfy,  or  which  was  satisfied  after  his  death.  He  considered  that 
the  will  was  to  be  read  as  if  the  words  ''  subject  to  the  trusts  thereof  " 
were  in  it. 

Lord  Eldon  observed,  that,  if  the  limitation  had  been  simply  to  the 
Ab  to  terms  not  trustees,  without  reference  to  any  trusts,  however  mon- 
npon  trusu.  strous  the  supposition  with  reference  to  the  intention,  the 
subsequent  devisees  must  have  taken  subject  to  the  term. 

If  the  limitation  of  the  term  itself  is  void,  as  where 
accelerated  trusts  are  declared  in  favor  of  a  charity,  the  devisee 
•'^  vo?d**™       of  the  freehold  is,  of  course,  immediately  entitled  in 

possession  (m). 

(5.)  As  to  Appointments  under  Powers,  -^  The  doctrine  of  ac- 
celeration does  not  extend  to  estates  limited  under  powers  of  ap- 
pointment; where,  if  the  particular  estate  fails,  the  remainder 
continues  such,  and  the  estate,  during  the  life  of  the  intended  taker, 
Whether  go^  as  in  default  of  appointment  (n). 

under  devise 

to  A.  during  , 

mijiority  of  B.,  (6.)  Devises  during  Minority  where  the  Minor  dies,  — 
deteminlson  Sometimes  an  estate  is  made  to  determine  at  the 
B.'s decease  majority  of  a  minor;  and  it  happens  that  he  dies 
minonty.  under  age  2   whence  arises  the  question,  whether  the 

devisee    is  entitled    to  hold  the    estate    until    the  minor  would, 
if  living,  have  attained   the  prescribed  age  ;  or   whether 
[*644]  *the  devise  over  (for  it  has  generally,  though  not  neces- 
sarily, happened  that  there  is  such  a  devise)  is  accelerated. 
In  Carter  v.  Church  (o),  A.  devised  lands  to  his  daughter  in  fee, 

(w)  Williams  v,  Goodtitle,  5  M.  &  Ry.  767.  ^        ^       ,^^  ^^    .     .  . 

(n)  Per  Sagden,  C.  Crozier  v  Crozier,  3  D.  &  War.  366,  SM :  Sued.  Plow.  60S,  Sth  ed.  And 
distinguish  the  cases  there  cited.and  Reid  v.  Reid,  26  Beav.  469,  in  which  the  remainder  as  well 
as  the  particular  estate  fails.  In  Craven  r  Brad/,  L.  R.,  4  Bq.  209, 4  Ch.  296,  the  remainder 
was  esmrestljf  accelerated.    In  that  case,  4  Eq.  214,  Romillr,  M.  R.,  cites  as  applicable  to  the 


ahort  of  the  passage  dted  above  in  the  text. 
(0)  1  Ch.  Ga.  m 
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and  declared  that  his  executors  should  receive  the  profits  until  she 
attained  twenty-one^  towards  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies. 
The  daughter  died  when  five  years  old.  The  Lord  Keeper  was  of 
opinion  that  the  charging  the  profits  until  the  daughter  attained 
twenty-one,  amounted  to  a  term  until  she  would,  if  living,  have 
attained  that  age. 

So,  in  Goates  v.  Needham  (p),  where  A.  devised  lands  to  0.  and  D. 
and  their  heirs,  upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents  until  his  son  W.  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  pay  one-third  to  the  testator's 
wife  in  lieu  of  dower ;  and  out  of  the  other  two-thirds  to  raise  por- 
tions for  his  daughters ;  and  devised  all  to  W.,  when  twenty-one,  in 
tail ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  then  over.  W.  died  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one,  without  issue ;  the  widow  afterwards  died  before  W. 
would,  if  living,  have  attained  that  age ;  and  it  was  held,  according  to 
the  first  report  of  the  case  (q),  which  is  probably  the  correct  one  (r), 
that  the  wife's  administrator  was  entitled  during  the  term  for 
which  the  minority  would  have  lasted ;  but,  in  a  subsequent  case  on 
the  same  will  it  was  held  that  the  wife's  third  for  such  period  was  an 
interest  undisposed  of,  and  went  to  the  testator's  heir,  on  the  ground 
that  nothing  was  given  to  the  devisees  until  W.  attained  (or,  rather, 
would  have  attained)  his  majority,  and  died  without  issue. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Manfield  v.  Dugard  (a),  where  A.  devised 
lands  to  his  wife  until  B.,  his  eldest  son,  should  attain  twenty-one  ; 
and,  when  he  should  attain  that  age,  to  him  in  fee.  B.  died  at  the 
age  of  thirteen ;  whereupon  his  heir-at-law  claimed  the  rents  from 
his  death.  The  L.  G.  held,  that  the  heir  was  entitled,  for  that  the 
wife's  estate  determined  at  the  death  of  the  son,  whose  estate  in  fee, 
which  was  vested  at  the  testator's  death,  took  effect  in  possession  on 
that  event. 

One  of  the  reasons  assigned  for  this  adjudication  was,  that  the  land 
was  not  devised  to  the  wife  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  and 
*  this  agrees  with  Boraston's  case  (^),  where  a  testator  devised  [*646] 
lands  to  his  executors  until  such  time  as  his  grandson,  Hugh, 
should  accomplish  his  full  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  mean  pro- 
fits to  be  employed  by  his  executors  towards  the  performance  of  his 
will.  Hugh  died  at  the  age  of  nine  years ;  and  it  was  argued  by  Goke, 
that  the  term  of  the  executors  did  not  thereby  cease,  because  it  was 
to.  be  intended  that  the  testator  had  computed  that  the  profits  to  be 
taken  of  his  lands  by  his  executors,  during  the  minority  of  his  grand- 

(p)  2  Vem.  66,  Levet  v,  Needham,  id.  ISS,  which  states  the  decision  in  Coates^.  Needham, 
wrongly. 

(q)  2  Vem.  65. 

(r)  The  decree  is  given  in  Mr.  Raithby*8  edition  from  Beg.  Lib.,  bat  he  stntes  that  he  conid 
not  find  any  decree  in  Levet  v.  Needham,  the  most  singular  feature  in  which  case  is,  the 
holding  the  interest  of  the  wife  to  have  ceased  at  her  death.  If,  as  the  Court  assumed,  a  term 
was  absolutely  carved  out  of  the  inheritance,  clearly  words  of  limitation  were  not  necessary 
to  vest  it  in  tfie  wife  with  the  transmissible  quality  of  personal  estate. 

(j)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  195,  pi.  4. 

it)  3  Co.  19  a. 
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•on,  would  suffice  to  pay  his  debts  and  perform  his  will,  and  that  he 
did  not  intend  that  it  should  determine  by  the  death  of  his  grandson, 
for  then  his  debts  would  remain  unsatisfied  and  his  will  unperformed, 
which  was  granted  by  the  whole  court  («). 

This  argument  was  adopted  by  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  M.  B.,  in  Lomaz  v. 
Holmedon  (x),  in  which  he  distinguished  the  cases  where  such  an 
interest  was  created  for  a  particular  purpose,  as  for  a  fund  for  payment 
of  debts  (which  he  said  was  Boraston's  case),  from  the  cases  where 
no  such  intention  appeared :  in  these  latter  he  said  the  interest  would 
absolutely  determine  by  the  death  of  the  party  under  the  age  speci- 
fied in  the  will.  It  is  plain  that  here  the  existence  of  the  minority 
supplies  the  sole  occasion  and  motive  for  the  creation  of  the  estate 
in  question  (j/).  The  principle  of  these  authorities  is  clearly  unaf* 
fected  by  the  circumstance  of  the  specified  purpose  being  insufficient 
to  exhaust  the  whole  proceeds  of  the  term.  The  construction  is  that 
the  testator  has  made  his  own  computation,  so  that  the  estate  must 
endure  until  the  regular  expiration  of  the  term,  and  if  any  part  of 
the  beneficial  interest  is  undisposed  of,  it  must  result  to  the  heii^aU 

Postponement     1^^' 

during  mino-  Sometimes  it  happens  that  real  estate  is  deyised  to  a 
extended  to  minor  contingently  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  with  a 
deviteet  over,     devise  over  in  the  event  of  his  dying  under  that  age ;  in 

which  case,  though,  under  the  original  devise,  if  construed  to 
[*546]  be  contingent,  the  *  property  would  during  the  minority  have 

devolved  to  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  as  real  estate  un- 
disposed of ;  yet,  on  the  minor  dying  under  age,  the  devise  over,  not 
being  subject  to  the  postpouement  affecting  the  original  devise,  takes 
effect  in  possession  immediately  (z). 

(m)  3  Co.  21  ft. 

(x)  8  p.  W.  176.  See  also  Sweet  v.  Beal,  Lane,  56,  where  the  tenn  was  held  to  endure 
beyond  the  death  of  the  minor  ander  age,  for  the  termor's  own  benefit,  which  was  therefore 
the  **  particular  pnrpofte  '*  in  that  case. 

(y)  See  Castle  v.  Eate,  7  Beav.  396.  If  the  person  to  whom  the  intermediate  interest  is 
given  should  die  during  the  minority,  the  same  reasons  (t.  e.  '*the  existence  of  the  minority") 
will  give  the  interest  to  his  representatives  during  the  remainder  of  the  term:  See  Lftxton  «. 
Eedle,  19  Beav.  321.  Where  it  is  a  class  during  whose  minority  the  income  of  property  is 
I^Ten,  the  estate  will  continue  while  there  is  a  chance  of  any  persona  becoming  members  of 
the  class,  though  none  may  for  the  time  being  be  actually  in  existence,  e.  ff.,  during  the  life 
of  a  parent  whose  children's  minority  is  contemplated,  semb.  Conduit  •.  Soane,  4  Jar.  N. 
8.602. 

(e)  Chambers  v,  Brailsford,  28  Yes.  368. 
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Z.  —  Oeneral  Xlffeot  of  a  ConstmotlTe  Convenlon.  —  On  the  prin- 
ciple that  equity  considers  that  as  done  which  ought  to  have  been 
done,  it  is  well  established  that  "money  directed  to  be   „  . 

employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  land  directed  to  laid  out  in 
be  sold  and  turned  into  money,  are  to  be  considered  as   l*der«iMiand, 
that  species  of  property  into  which  they  are  directed  and  rice 
to  be  converted;^  and  this   in  whatever  manner  the 


versa. 


1  Haward  v.  Peavey,  138  111.  430;  Perkins 
V.  Couf^hlan,  148  Mass.  30  ^citing  Hammond 
V,  Putnam,  110  Mass.  232);  Underwood  v. 
Curtis,  127  N.  Y.  523  (citing  Everett  v. 
Everett,  29  N.  Y.  89;  Power  e.  Cassidv,  79 
N.  Y.  602);  Fraser  v.  United  Presbvterian 
Church,  124  N.  Y.  479  (ciUng  Hood  v.*  Hood, 
85  N.  Y.  561;  Lent  v.  Howard,  89  N.  Y.  169; 
CUft  V.  Moses,  116  N.  Y.  144);  firamhall  v. 
Ferris,  4  Kern.  41 ;  Bogert  v.  Hertell,  4  Hill, 
492;  Stag^«.  Jackson,  1  Comst  206;  Brothers 
V.  Cartwright,  2  Jones,  Eq.  118. 

In  general.  Courts  of  Equity  do  not  inter- 
fere to  change  the  quality  of  property  as 
the  testator  or  intestate  has  left  it,  unless 
there  is  some  clear  act  or  intention,  by  which 
he  has  unequivocally  fixed  upon  it  through- 
out a  definite  character,  either  as  money  or 
land.  It  is  said  that  there  is  no  equity  be- 
tween the  heir  and  the  next  of  kin  as  to  the 
right  of  property  in  such  cases.  To  establish 
a  conversion,  the  will  must  direct  it  absolute- 
ly, or  out  and  out,  for  all  purposes  (not  mere- 
ly those  of  the  devises),  irrespective  of  con- 
tingencies and  independent  ot  all  discretion. 
There  must  be  a  duty  to  convert.  Howell  v. 
Tom  kins,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  305;  Brearley  «. 
Brearley,  1  Stockt.  21;  Chamberlain  t.  Tay- 
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lor,  105  N.  Y.  185:  «.  c.  as  Chamberlain  v. 
Chamberlain,  48  N.  Y.  185;  White  v.  Howard, 
46  N.  Y.  162;  Wright  v.  Methodist  Ep. 
Church.  Hoff.  202;  Mills  v.  Harris,  104  N.  C. 
626;  Machemer*s  Estate,  140  Penn.  St.  544; 
Evans  v.  Ein^berrv,  2  Band,  120 ;  2  Kent, 
230,  note.  See  further  on  conversion,  North 
V.  Valk.  Dud.  Eq.  212;  Peter  v.  Beverly,  10 
Peter«,532;  Wood  v.  Cone,  7  Paige,  472;  Gott 
V.  Cook,  id.  622;  J.  c.  24  Wend.  660;  Van 
Vechten  v.  Van  Veghten,  8  Paige,  104; 
Amphlett  v.  Parke,  2.KU88.  &  M.  221 ;  Snow- 
hill  V.  Snowhill,  1  Green,  Ch.  30;  Craig  «. 
Leslie,  3  Wheat.  568,  577;  Stephenson  v. 
Jandle,  8  Hayw.  109;  Leadenham  v.  Nichol- 
son, 1  Har.  &  G.  267;  Marsh  v.  Wheeler,  2 
Edw.  156 :  Newby  r.  Skinner,  1  Dev.  &  B. 
Eq.  488;  Bonce  v,  Vandergrift,  8  Paige,  87; 
Rutherford  v.  Green,  2  Ired.  Eq.  122;  Iteading 
V.  Blackwell,  Bald.  C.  C.  166.  Hence  merely 
giving  authority,  power,  option  or  discretion 
to  sell  does  not  work  a  conversion  until  the 
authority  is  exercised.  In  re  LahifF,  86  Cal. 
151 ;  Haward  v.  Peavev,  128  III.  430;  Eonva- 
linka  v.  Geibel,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  443;  Keller  •. 
Osgsbury,  121  N.  Y.  362;  Scholle  v.  Scholle, 
113  N.  Y.  261  (citing  White  o  Howard,  46  N. 
Y.  162;  Hobson  «.  Hale,  95  N.  Y.  598); 
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direction  is  given :  whether  by  will,  by  way  of  contract,^  marriage 
articles,  settlement,  or  otherwise;  and  whetiier  the  money  be  actu- 
ally deposited,  or  only  covenanted  to  be  paid ;  whether  the  land  is 
actually  conveyed,  or  only  agreed  to  be  conveyed.  The  owner  of  the 
fund,  or  the  contracting  parties,  may  make  land  money,  or  money 
land ''  (a).^  It  follows,  therefore,  that  every  person  claiming  prop- 
erty under  a  will  or  settlement  directing  its  conversion,  must  tsJie  it 
in  the  character  which  such  instrument  has  impressed  upon  it;  and 
its  subsequent  devolution  and  disposition  will  be  governed  by  the 
rules  applicable  to  property  of  this  character.  This  doctrine 
[*548]  is  founded  in  justice  *  and  good  sense :  since  it  would  be  ob- 
viously unreasonable  that  the  condition  of  the  property,  as 
between  the  representatives  of  the  parties  beneficially  interested, 
should  depend  on  the  acts  of  persons  through  whom,  instrumentally, 
the  conversion  is  to  be  effected,  and  in  whom  no  such  discretion  is  ex« 
pressed  to  be  reposed.  The  principle  is,  besides,  too  well  supported 
by  numerous  authorities  (b),  to  be  called  in  question  at  this  day.' 

(a)  Vide  Sir  Thomas  Seweirs  jadgment  in  Fletcher  v.  Ashbumer,  1  B.  C.  0.  499,  whose 
statement  of  the  doctrine  in  these  terms  was  commended  for  its  accuracv  by  Lord  Alvanley, 
in  Wheldale  v.  Partridge,  5  Ves.  396.  As  to  conversion  by  contract,  vide  ante,  pp.  51 ,  123. 
None  on  voidable  contract,  as,  on  purchase  by  trustee  for  'sale,  Ingle  v.  Richards,  28  Bear. 
861. 

(b)  2  Keb.  841;  2  Vem.  55;  Pre.  Ch.  54S,  cited  2  Yem.  68;  1  Tern.  845:  2  Vem.  80;  1  Eq. 
Ab.  273,  pi.  5;  1  Eq.  Ab.  274,  pi.  6;  2  Vem.  101;  id.  295;  id.  506;  1  P.  W.  172;  Pre-  Ch. 
400;  1  Eq.  Ab.  175,  pL  5;  3  P.  W.  212;  Ca.  t.  Talb  80;  1  P.  W.  204;  id.  483;  1  B.  P.  C. 
Toml.  207;  3  id.  1;  M.  148;  2  Atk.  452;  3  Atk.  Ill;  8  id.  254;  1  B.  C.  C.  224;  7  B.  P.  C. 
Toml.  530;  1  B.  C.  C.  497;  id.  505;  2  Kee.  653. 

Chamberlain   9.   Taylor,   105   N.   T.    194;  changing  the  beneficial  destination,  the  char- 

Greenougb    v.  Small,  137   Penn.   St.    128;  acter  thus  impressed   upon  the  money  will 

Sheridan   o.    Sheridan,   136  Penn.  St.  14;  attach  to  it  until  it  reaches  one  who,  if  it  had 

Hunt's  Appeal,  105  Penn.  St.  128.  remained   real  estate,  would  Uke  it  bene- 

A  conversion   may  have  actually  taken  ticially,  that  ik,  to  his  own  use  absolutely,  or 

plice  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tesUtor,  sa  where  with  a  power  to  dispose  of  it  absolutely,  or 

ne  gives  land  which  he  has  already  sold  or  make  it  his  own  to  all  purposes;  and  it  will 

a<n%ed  to  sell.    In  this  case,  the  devisee  will  then  be  his  absolutely, 

be  entitled  to  the  pnrchase-money.    Wright  ^  Holland  v.  Cruft,  8  Gray.  162,  180.    The 

V.  Minshall,  72  111.  584.                 '  doctrine  of  conversion  by  a  direction  to  sell 

1  A  contract  to  sell  devised  estate,  not  per-  real  estate  must  be  taken  with  the  qnalifica* 
formed  by  the  testator,  is  deemod  to  work  a  tion  that  the  change  does  not  take  place  until 
conversion  of  the  land,  so  as  to  make  nothing  the  period  arrives  or  the  event  occurs  when 
but  the  bare  legal  title  pass  to  the  devi?*ee,  the  conversion  ought  to  be  made.  Hence, 
while  the  real  interest  passes  as  money  to  the  where  the- direction  is  to  sell  real  estate  after 
executor.  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  21  Ind.  124.  the  death  of  the  tesUtor*s  widow,  and  not  be- 
When  real  estate  devised  is  sold  under  or-  fore,  the  conversion  is  postponed  until  the 

der  of  court,  there  being  no  conversion  by  the  happening  of  that  event;  but  when  the  event 

will,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  treated  as  does  happen  conversion  occurs  whether  a  sale 

real  estate.     Chapin,  Petitioner,  148  Mrw.  is  made  or  not    Savage  v.  Bumham,  17  N. 

588  (citing  Holland  v.  Cruft,  8  Grav,  162;  T.  561,  569.    If  a  direction  to  sell  land,  how- 

Simonds  v.  Simonds,  112  Mass.  157).     See  erer,  is  absolute,  it  is  no  exception  to  the  role 

next  note.  that  land  directed  to  be  sold  and  turned  Into 

2  When  land  held  in  tmst  under  a  will  is  money  is  to  be  treated  as  money  from  the 
taken  for  public  use,  bv  right  of  eminent  death  of  the  testator,  for  all  the  purposes  of 
domain,  the  money  paid' for  it  stands  in  its  the  will,  that  the  time  of  sale  is  remote,  and 
place,  subject  to  the  same  trust  and  to  the  that  the  conversion  in  &ct  cai^ot  be  made 
same  ultimate  disposition.  Holland  v.  Cruft,  until  the  time  arrives.  McClure's  Appeal,  72 
8  Grsy,  162, 180;  Gibson  v.  Cooke,  1  Met.  75.  Penn.  St.  414,  and  many  cases  cited.  If  a 
In  Holland  o.  Adams,  8  Gray,  188,  it  was  testator  make  an  alternative  gift  of  property 
laid  down  as  the  result  of  the  authorities  that  to  his  son,  so  that  on  his  election  it  beoomes 
in  case  of  a  conversion  of  real  into  personal  the  doty  of  the  executor  to  invest  the  siun  set 
estate  to  stand  In  the  place  of  the  real  without  apart  in  land,  tba  conrersion  beoomes  com- 
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Thus,  money  directed  tx>  be  laid  out  ii^  land,  and  settled  on  A.  in 
fee,  is,  though  not  aotuallj  laid  out,  descendible  as  real  estate  to  the 
heir ;  is  subject  to  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  (e) ;  is  not   -^  -. 
liable  (otherwise  than  real  estate  is  liable)  to  simple  tiTe  of  tiie 
contract  debts  (d) ;  and  passes  under  a  devise  of  lands,   ^^^^^^''^ 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  (e) ;  and  will  not  pass  under  a  general 
bequest  purporting  to  include  personal  estate  only  (/). 

So,  in  the  case  of  real  estate,  whether  freehold  or  copyhold,  being 
directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  bequeathed  to  A.,  who,  after 
surviving  the  testator,  happens  to  die  before  the  sale,  the  property 
devolves  to  his  personal,  not  his  real,  representative,  with  all  the  inci- 
dental qualities  of  personal  estate  (g)  ;  but  not  so  as  to  let  in  simple 
contract  creditors  (h). 

The  doctrine,  of  course,  applies  where  the  ultimate  destination  of 
the  property  is  to  be  reached  by  several  gradations.    Thus,  land  di- 
rected to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  invested  in   Doable  con- 
land  will,  though  neither  conversion  has  been  actually   venion. 
effected,  be  regarded  as  real  estate  (I), 

*  n.— What  Words  will  work  a  CTonstmotlTe  Converalon.^-  [*549] 
In  order  to  work  a  constructive  conversion,  an  actual  sale  or 
purchase  either  immediately  or  in  future,  and  either  abso-  ^^  oonversion 
lutely  or  contingently  at  a  specified  time,  must  be  directed  unlen  a  sale 
expressly  or  impliedly.*   A  direction  that  real  estate  shall  ^*^***' 

(e)  Sweetapple  •.  Bindon,  S  Yen.  636 ;  Canningham  v.  Moody,  1  Yes.  174 ;  Dodeon  •. 
Hav,  3  B.  C.  C.  404. 

(d)  Lawrence  v.  Beverly,  2  Keb.  841:  now  see  Ch.  XT^YI.  s.  1. 

(e)  Lingen  ».  Sowray,  1  P.  W.  172;  Shorer  v,  Shorer,  10  Mod.  39;  Harvey  v.  Awton,  1  Atk. 
364;  Guidot  0.  Guidot,  3  id.  254;  Ra<ihleigh  e.  Master,  1  Yes.  Jr.  201,  3  B.  C.  C.  99;  Hick- 
man V.  Bacon,  4  B.  C  C.  333;  Green  v.  Stephens,  12  Yes.  419,  17  id.  64. 

(/)  Gillies  V.  Longlands.  4  De  G.  &  S.  372;  and  see  Richards  v.  Att.-Gen.  of  Jamaica,  13 
Jur.  197;  Re  Pedder's  Settlement,  5  D.  M.  &  O.  890;  Re  Skeggs,  2  D.  J.  &  S.  683. 

(a)  Elliott  V.  Fisher,  12  Sim.  605.  See,  as  to  a  devise  under  the  old  law  of  lands  contracted 
to  be  purchased  but  not  conveved  at  the  date  of  the  will,  Lord  Cowper's  judgment  in  Lingen 
V.  Sowray,  as  reported  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  176,  pi.  6.  Wheldale  v.  Partridge,  6  Yes.  388,  8  Ves. 
227;  Thornton  i;.  Hawlev,  10  Yes.  129;  Biddulph  9.  Biddulph,  12  Yes.  161 ;  Green  v.  Stephens, 
id.  419, 17  Yes.  64;  Kirlcman  v.  Miles,  13  Yes.  338;  Triquet  v.  Thornton,  id.  345;  Van  r. 
Barnett,  19  Yes.  102;  Ashby  v.  Palmer,  1  Mer.  296,  and  stated  post;  Stead  v.  Newdigate,  2 
Mer.  621.  The  dictum  contra  of  Lord  Loughborough,  Walker  v,  Denne,  2  Yes.  Jr.  170,  is 
completelv  overruled. 

(h)  See' post,  p.  690. 

(0  Sperling  v.  Toll,  1  Yes.  70;  Pearson  «.  Lane,  17  Yes.  101.  In  such  a  case,  where  part 
of  the  land  has  been  sold  and  the  money  not  yet  re-invested,  the  money  will  not  pass  under 
a  devise  of  all  the  teMator's  interest  in  the  land,  if  there  is  any  part  unsold  to  answer  the 
description.    Be  Pedder's  Settlement,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  890. 

ple'e  in  law  as  well  as  equity  on  the  purchase  66  N.  T.  468;  Post  v.  Hover,  83  K.  T.  693; 

of  the  land,  and  the  gift  is  to  be  treated  as  a  Bogart  v.  Hertell,  4  Hill,  492. 

devise  of  land.    Ross  v.  Drake,  87  Penn.  St.  ^  Conversion  may  take  place  by  neoeesary 

373.     A  conversion  Is  not  prevented  from  Implication,  or  by  reasonable  construction  of 

taking  place  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  language;  express  direction  is  not  necessary, 

legal  estate  has*  not  been  given  in  trust  to  the  Haward  v,  Peavey,  1 28  III.  430 ;  Wurt  v.  Page, 

person  in  whom  the  power  of  sale  is  vested,  or  19  N.  J.  Eq.  366;  Eraser  v.  United  Presbv- 

Dv  reason  of  the  fact  that  thers  was  no  devise  terian  Church,  124  N.  Y.  479;  Ford  9,  Foril, 

ol  the  lands  and  that  they  passed  by  descent  70  Wis.  19  (citing  Dodge  o.  Williams,  46  Wis. 

to  the  heirs  of  the  testator.    Fisher  •.  Banta,  97).    Bat  see  Kedy  «.  Grantham,  68  Penn. 
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not  be  Bold  bat  shall  be  considered  as  personal,  or  vice  Tersft,  is  in- 
sufficient (m),  since  the  law  does  not  allow  property  to  be  retained  in 
one  shape,  and  yet  to  devolve  as  if  it  were  in  another.  But  where  a 
sale  is  not  expressly  ezcluded,  a  direction  that  real  property  shall  be 
considered  as  personal  would  generally  be  deemed  to  amount  to  a 
trust  for  sale  (n).^ 

Where  a  trust  is  in  form  optional  to  invest  money,  either  in  the 
purchase  of  fee  simple  lands  or  leaseholds,  or  on  securities  bearing 

interest,  there  will  be  no  constructive  conversion  of  the 
words  giving     money  into  land,  unless  the  trusts  or  limitations  declared 

to  inve8UD?uts.  ^^  *^®  ^^^^  *^®  ®^^^  ^  ^®  applicable  only  to  fee  simple 
property,  and  can  be  properly  carried  into  effect  only  by 
the  purchase  of  such  property  (o);  *  where  the  trusts  are  applicable 
solely  to  personalty,  or  may  be  adapted  either  to  personalty  or  fee 
simple  lands,  the  money  will  be  deemed  unconverted. 

And  first  as  to  the  cases  where  money  has  been  held  to  be  con- 
verted.    In  Earlom  v.  Saunders  (p),  lands  were  devised  to  trustees 

c      wh  ^  *^®  ^^^  ^^  *^®  testator's  wife  for  life,  with  remainder 

money  has  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
craverted.         ^  ^^®  daughters  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  two  persons 

as  tenants  in  common  in  fee ;  and  money  was  bequeathed 
Saunders!.         ^  trustees  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands  or  any 
other  security  or  securities  as  they  should  think  proper  and 
convenient ;  and  the  testator  directed  that  the  lands  and  securities 
should  be  made  to  and  settled  on  the  trustees,  their  heirs,  and  assigns, 
in  trust  and  to  the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to 
such  uses  and  under  such  provisions,  conditions,  and  limitations  as 
his  lands  before  devised  were  limited ;  Lord  Hardwicke,  on  the  ground 
that  if  the  money  was  laid  out  on  securities  which  were  personal,  all 
the  limitations  might  not  take  place,  considered  the  money  to  be  con- 
structively converted. 
[*660]      ♦  In  Cowley  v.  Hartstonge  (q),  the  point  was  much  con- 
sidered.   The  trust  was  to  lay  out  moneys  "  either  in  the  pur- 

(fn)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Mangles,  5  M.  &  WeU.  120. 

(n)  Tait  v.  f^ithburv,  Ti.  R.,  1  Eq.  174;  Johnson  t».  Arnold,  1  Ves.  169. 

(o)  See  De  Beauvoir  r.  I)e  Beauroir,  3  H.  L.  C.  524.    See  also  post,  p.  M4. 

Ip)  Amb.  241;  see  also  Johnson  v.  Arnold,  1  Ves.  169;  Meure  v.  Meure,  2  Atk.  265. 

(q)  1  Dow.  361. 

St.  437.  Thos  when  a  will  confers  power  on  (citing  Hobson  v.  Hale.  95  N.  Y.  588;  Cham- 
executors  to  convert  real  estate  into  money,  berlain  ».  Taylor,  106  K.  Y.  185). 
and  it  ia  evident  that  the  tentator  content-  i  "I  request  my  executor  to  sell"  will 
plated  that  it  must  be  sold  for  the  purpose  of  work  conversion.  Green  v.  Johnson,  4  Bosh, 
carrying  the  will  into  efTect,and  no  other  way  164.  Further,  what  words  will  reouire  or 
appears  for  carrying  out  the  intent,  a  conver-  work  conversion  see  In  re  Bingham,  127  N.  Y. 
sion  will  be  considered  as  intended.  Fraser  296 ;  Miller  v.  Commonwealth,  1 11  Penn.  St. 
r.  United  Presbvterian  Church,  supra  (citing  821  (direction  to  sell,  donee  having  the  privi- 
Hood  17.  Hood.  ^5  N.  Y.  661;  Lent  r.  Howard,  lege  to  take  the  property  in  specie,  is  still  a 
89  N.  Y.  169;  Clift  «.  Moses,  116  N.  Y.  144).  convernion.  Jones  i^.  Caldwell,  90  Penn.  8l 
Necessitv  for  conversion  is  equivalent  to  a  42).  Bright*s  Appeal,  100  Penn.  St.  602. 
direction.    Ascbe  v.  Asche,  113  N.  Y.  232  *  Haward  v.  Peavey,  128  III.  480. 
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chase  of  lands  of  inheritance,  or  at  interest,  as  my  trustees  shall 
think  most  fit  and  proper,  and  then  apon  this  further  trust,  to  pay 
the  rents  of  the  said  lands  of  inheritance,  or  the  interest  ^  . 
of  the  money,  &c.,  to  H.  for  his  life,"  and  then  followed  Hmrtotonge. 
a  series  of  limitations  of  estates  for  life  and  in  tail  to  the 
sons  and  daughters  of  H.,  and  to  other  persons  in  strict  settlement. 
It  was  held  in  D.  P.  that  taking  the  whole  will  together,  the  testator 
contemplated  an  investment  in  land  at  some  time  or  other,  and  there 
was  therefore  a  constructive  conversion.    There  was  an  ultimate  limi- 
tation to  the  testator's  right  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  ;  but 
Lord  Bedesdale  said  the  meaning  of  that  was  merely  that  if  all  the 
previous  limitations  failed  before  the  death  of  H.,  there  was  no 
further  cause  for  investing  in  land,  and  the  personal  estate  might 
be  left  to  go  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin,  and  the  real  estate  to  the 
heir. 

In  Hereford  v,  Eavenhill  (r),  fee-simple  estates  were  devised  in 
strict  settlement,  and  money  was  bequeathed  upon  trust  with  consent 
to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  freehold,  leasehold,  or 
copyhold  messuages,  lands,  or  hereditaments,  which  were   n^l^nhiii/ 
to  be  conveyed,  settled,  or  assured  to  the  like  uses,  &c., 
as  the  hereditaments  thereinbefore  devised  stood  limited.    There 
was,  also,  a  power  to  invest  at  interest  till  a  purchase  could  be  made. 
Lord  Langdale,  M.  E.,  decided  that  this  was  a  trust  for  conversion, 
and  observed  that  the  case  before  him  differed  from  Walker  v.  Denue 
(presently  noticed),  in  that  the  leaseholds  to  be  purchased  in  that 
case  were  to  be  for  very  long  terms  of  years.    This  difiEerence  is  not 
very  apparent ;  but  the  limitations  in  the  several  cases  were  such  as 
easily  to  lead  to  different  conclusions. 

In  Cookson  v.  Beay  («),  the  testator  directed  a  sum  of  money  to  be 
invested  in  land  or  other  securities  for  his  son  John,  the  interest  of 
such  money  or  produce  of  such  lands  to  be  paid  to  him 
for  his  life,  and  if  he  married  with  consent,  and  made  a  b^j. 
proper  settlement  on  his  wife,  that  the  remainder  should 
go  to  such  child  or  children  as  he  might  have  lawfully  begotten,  and 
on  failure  of  these  to  the  testator's  son  Isaac  and  his  heirs  forever. 
Lord  Langdale,  without  deciding  the  point,  said  that,  upon  the 
authorities  of  Earlom  v.  Saunders  and  Cowley  r.  Hartstonge,  he  was 
inclined  to  consider  the  money  as  directed  to  be  laid  out 
*  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  that  the  direction  to  invest  on  [*551] 
some  other  securities  had  reference  only  to  the  time  which 
might  elapse  before  a  purchase  of  land  could  be  procured.    On  appeal 
to  the  House  of  Lords  (t).  Lord  Brougham  inclined  to  the  same 
opinion  by  reason  of  the  words  '' remainder"  and  ^' heirs"  in  the 
limitations  to  the  children  and  Isaac.    It  would  seem  that  ''heirs" 

r)  6  Bear.  51.  (j)  6  Bear.  2S. 


(r)  6  Bear.  51.  (j)  6Bei 

(0  Cookaon  v,  Cookflon,  12  CL  &  Fin.  121. 
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alone  would  not  have  supported  this  conclusion  («).    Howerer, 
suming  that  the  will  had  converted  the  money,  the  decision  was  that 
the  beneficiaries  had  reconverted  it. 

In  Simpson  r.  Ashworth  (x),  the  testator  gave  to  his  daughter  C. 
4000^  out  of  his  personal  estate,  and  directed  his  executors  to  pay  her 

the  interest  of  2000^  till  she  attained  tike  age  of  twenty- 
iL^wOTth!'        one  years.    He  also  directed  his  executors  or  the  sur^ 

yivor  of  them,  as  soon  as  convenient  after  his  decease,  to 
purchase  an  estate,  not  to  exceed  2000^,  for  her  use  and  her  lawful 
heirs,  the  daughter  to  come  into  possession,  with  the  accumulations, 
at  her  age  of  twenty-one  years.  If  the  land  was  not  bought  before 
she  attained  that  age,  she  was  to  receive  the  4000Z.,  and  to  give  secur* 
ity  for  2000Z.,  to  be  returned,  if  she  died  without  lawful  heirs,  to  the 
testator's  son  and  daughters  that  should  have  heirs,  share  and  share 
alike,  and  provided  the  land  be  purchased,  to  be  returned  in  the  same 
manner.  Lord  Langdale  held  that  the  2000Z.  was  intended  to  be  con- 
verted at  all  events,  and  that  the  daughter  took  an  estate  tail.  Ap- 
plied to  personal  estate  the  gift  over  on  the  death  of  the  daughter 
without  heirs  (i.  e.  heirs  of  her  body)  would  have  been  void  for 
remoteness ;  which  of  itself,  according  to  Earlom  v.  Saunders,  was 
strong  reason  for  deciding  in  favor  of  the  conversion. 
_,        .  Next,  with  respect  to  the  cases  in  which  it  was  held 

monev  has        that  there  was  no  conversion. 
oonvertBd.™'^         In  Curling  v.  May  (y),  the  trust  was  to  lay  out  money 

in  the  purchase  of  lands,  or  put  the  same  out  on  good 
^rliiigv.         securities,  upon  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  H.,  her 

heirs,  executors,  and  administrators.  The  money  never 
having  been  laid  out,  Lord  Talbot  decreed  the  administrator  of  H.  to 
be  entitled. 

In  Van  v.  Barnett  (z),  lands  were  devised  to  trustees 
Barnett.  ^  ^  ^^Id,  and  the  produce,  with  the  consent  of  certain 

persons,  was  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
[*552]    lands  or  in  government  *  securitieSf  and  the  latter  trust  was 
held  not  to  operate  as  a  reconversion,  the  trusts  declared  of 
the  fund  in  its  ultimate  state  not  being  such  as  to  show  that  a  re- 
investment in  land  at  some  time  or  other  was  intended  (a). 

In  Walker  v.  Denne  (6),  where  money  was  directed  to  be  laid  out 
in  (freehold)  lands,  or  long  terms  of  years,  in  trust  for  A.  for  life, 

and  afterwards  for  her  children  and  their  heirs,  but  if 
Drane.'  **         there  should  be  no  child  or  heirs  of  her  body  living  at 

her  death,  then  for  the  testator's  right  heirs.  Lord  Lough- 

(«)  AttweU  9.  Attwell,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  28;  Walker  v.  Denne,  2  Yee.  Jr.  170. 

(«)  6  Beav.  412. 

(tf)  Cited  8  Atk.  255. 

(«)  19  Yen.  102. 
.  (a)  See  aUo  Bifctn  v.  Andrews,  6  Sim.  424;  Rich  •.  Whitfield,  L.  B.,2  Eq.  588,  where 
however  the  point  was  nUher  awiumed  than  decided. 

(6)  2  Yea.  Jr.  170;  aee  also  Yan  «.  Barnett,  19  Yea.  102. 
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borough  held  that  it  was  not  oonyerted  into  realty  so  as  to  escheat  to 
the  Grown  on  failure  of  heirs,  there  being  an  option  in  the  trustees  to 
hare  it  laid  out  in  either  species  of  property.    Indeed  he  . 

doubted  whether,  even  if  there  had  been  no  such  option,   conrenfon  ia 
the  Crown  could  have  claimed.    But  his  doubt  appears  ^j^^^ 
to  have  referred  as  well  to  the  general  doctrine,  as  to  its 
effect  in  regard  to  escheat.    There  would  seem  to  be  considerable 
difficulty  in  supporting  the  claim  of  the  Crown  to  hare  the  money 
laid  out  in  such  a  case,  as  escheat  was  a  consequence  of  tenure,  and, 
therefore  (it  should  seem)  inapplicable  to  equitable  interests  of  every 
description  (c). 

Sometimes  there  is  no  express  trust  for  conversion,  but  the  ac- 
companying directions  are  such  as  to  lead  to  an  implication  that  con- 
version was  intended ;  as,  where  real  and  personal  estate 
was  devised  to  trustees  in  trust  to  "invest"  the  same  in   foTwS^eiSJL. 
the  funds  (d);  and,  again,  where  leaseholds  were  given 
upon  the  same  trusts  and  subject  to  the  same  powers  as  those  declared 
of  the  moneys  to  arise  by  sale  of  property  previously  given  in  trust 
for  sale  (0).    But  the  same  inference  is  not  necessarily  to  be  drawn 
from  a  trust  to  divide  into  several  shares,  even  though         . 
the  trustees  have  an  express  power  of  sale  (/):  or  though   Pearee. 
they  are  directed  to  '*  invest "  some  of  the  shares ;  as  in 
Cornick  v.  Pearce  (^),  where  a  testator  devised  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  receive  and  apply  the 
rents,  *  issues,  and  proceeds  for  the  benefit  of  his  two  daugh-  [*553] 
ters  until  the  youngest  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
and  then  to  divide  the  whole  of  his  estate  and  effects  into  two  equal 
moieties,  one  moiety  to  be  divided  between  his  two  daughters  equally, 
and  the  other  moiety  to  be  placed  out  by  the  trustees  on  government 
or  real  securities,  the  dividends  and  interest  to  be  paid  to  the  daugh- 
ters during  their  lives,  and  upon  the  death  of  the  daughters,  '<  upon 
trust  to  divide  the  moneys  and  effects  amongst  the  children  equally." 
If  either  of  the  daughters  should  die  leaving  a  husband  surviving,  the 
testator  directed  that  the  husband  should  enjoy  her  share  for  his  life, 
and  upon  his  decease  that  such  share  should  come  back  to  the  surviv- 
ing daughter,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.    It  was  held 
by  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C,  that  there  was  no  direction  which  required  a 
conversion,  except  as  to  the  moiety  to  be  settled ;  as  to  that  moiety 

(c)  See  3  My.  &  K.  494;  ante,  p.  68,  n.  (s).  The  law  of  escheat  is  now  extended  to  equit- 
able estates  and  interests ;  see  the  Intentates  Estates  Ant,  1884  (47  &  48  Vict.  371),  a.  4. 

(d)  Affleck  V.  JanMs,  17  Sim-  121;  Be  Oamett  Ornie  1^.  Har8;reave8*  Contract,  35  Ch.  D. 
695  (settlement).  Bat  no  trost  for  conversion  is  to  be  implied  from  a  discretionary  power  to 
invest.  Be  Holloway,  Holloway  v.  II()llowav,  W.  N.  1888,  p  206. 

(a)  Murton  «.  Mwkby,  18  Beav.  196.  The  qnestton  arone  upon  a  claim  by  tenant  for  life 
to  enjov  leaseholds,  in  specie.  See  also  Tait  o.  Lathbarr,  L.  K.,  1  Eq.  174,  ante,  p.  649:  and 
per  Lord  Campbell,  2  D.  F  &  J.  138. 

( f)  Greenway  9.  Qreenway,  29  L.  J.  Ch.  601,  605,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  128:  Lacas  9.  Bnndrath. 
28  Beav.  278. 

C^)  7  Hare,  477. 
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alone  was  anything  to  be  done  which  made  a  sale  necessary ;  and  the 
words  applied  only  to  a  moiety  after  a  division  had  been  made.  But 
in  Mower  t;.  Orr  (A),  where  a  testator,  after  stating  that  his  property 
consisted  of  copyholds,  leasehold  houses,  merchandize  in  Australia, 
cash  at  his  bankers  and  in  the  public  funds,  and  that  as  it  was  so 
scattered  about  and  not  realized  he  could  not  state  what  he  shonld  die 
worth,  divided  it  into  twenty  shares,  sixteen  of  which  he  disposed  of 
by  giving  a  certain  number  to  each  of  his  three  sons  absolutely,  and, 
as  to  the  remaining  four,  he  gave  two  to  his  daughter  absolutely 
and  two  to  be  invested  in  the  funds  for  the  use  of  her  children ;  and 
he  appointed  two  of  his  sons  executors,  requesting  them  to  get  his 
property  together  and  divide  it  according  to  his  intention.  It  was 
held  by  the  same  Judge  that  the  testator  must  be  understood  as 
directing  a  conversion  of  his  copyhold  estate  into  personalty.  The 
y.-G.  said  that  the  division  of  the  entire  property  into  a  number  of 
shares  and  the  directions  as  to  the  investment  and  disposition  of  some 
of  such  shares  precluded  the  supposition  that  he  intended  the  copy- 
holds to  remain  unsold.  In  Gornick  v.  Pearce  it  appeared  to  him  the 
purposes  of  the  will  would,  in  the  circumstances  of  that  case,  be 
effected  without  a  conversion  of  the  whole  estate :  there  was  a  direc- 
tion that  the  estate  should  be  enjoyed  in  specie  until  the  division, 
and  the  literal  construction  of  the  will  did  not  require  a  sale  of  the 
whole  estate  either  for  the  purpose  of  the  division  or  the  settlement 

of  a  moiety. 
[*654]      *  This  i^stinction  is  not  yery  tangible.    The  Y.-G.  did  not 

expressly  advert  to  the  testator's  request  ^'  to  get  his  property 
together,"  though  in  other  cases  much  reliance  has  justly  been  placed 
on  similar  directions,  coupled  with  an  express  power  of  sale,  as  indi- 
cating a  desire  to  form  the  whole  property  into  one  common  fund  by 
the  means  pointed  out,  viz.  by  sale  (t). 

Where  a  will  disposes  of  personalty  only,  the  fact  that  the  gift  is 
framed  with  limitations  appropriate  to  realty,  some  of  which  must 
Option  for  fail  of  effect  when  applied  to  personalty,  will  not  raise 
invesTin**  an  implied  trust  to  convert  into  realty.  A  testator  gave 
realty.  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  trustees  upon  trust 

in  their  option  to  invest  part  tiiereof  either  in  the  purchase  of  real 
estate  or  in  personal  securities,  and  directed  that  the  real  estate  so 
purchased  or  the  investments  should  be  held  subject  to  certain  limi- 
tations declared  by  the  will  which  were  applicable  only  to  real  estate; 
it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  {j)j  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
Gourt  of  Appeal,  that  there  was  no  implication  of  a  trust  for  conver- 
sion, so  as  to  control  the  option  of  the  trustees. 
A  provision  that,  until  land  be  purchased,  the  money  shall  be 

(A)  7  Hare,  475. 

(ft)  Barrel!  v.  Baiikerfleld,  11  Bear.  525;  Ke  Cooke's  Contract,  4  Ch.  D.  4M. 

O)  £▼«!»  ••  BaU,  47  L.  T.  165;  30  W.  B.  890. 
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placed  out  on  security  at  interest,  does  not  prevent  its  receiying  the 
impression  of  real  estate  instanter  {k),  this  being  a  mere   Di^^tion  for 
temporary  arrangement ;  unless  it  appears,  as  of  course   temporary 
it  may,  from  other  parts  of  the  instrumenti  that  the  ar-  ^^^^^ 
rangement  is  not,  in  fact,  intended  to  be  merely  tempo-  prevent  oon^ 
rary ;  for  instance,  if  by.  a  final  disposition  of  the  capital  ^^"^^^' 
fund,  in  certain  events,  as  money,  it  is  shown  that  the  conversion  is 
to  t^e  place  only  in  the  alternative  events  (/). 

A  trust  to  sell  within  a  specified  period  converts  the  property 
though  no  sale  be  made  within  the  period ;  the  specification  of  time 
being  directory  only  (m).    In  Tily  v.  Smith  (»),  the  tes-  Trust  to  sell 
tator  directed  that  his  wife  should  hold  one  of  his  houses   at  a  stated 
for  her  use  to  bring  up  his  children  £.  and  M.,  and  at  ^^^^ 
their  arriving  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  all  his  estates  real 
and  personal  to  be  sold  and  converted  into  money,  and  ^^j^  ^  smith, 
the  proceeds  to  be  divided  between  his  wife  and  as  many 
children  as  she  had  at  his  decease.    The  wife  and  M.  survived  the 
testator,  but  E.  died  in  his  lifetime  under  twenty-one,  and 
M.  afterwards  died  under  *  twenty-one,  so  that,  strictly  con-  [*565] 
strued,  the  time  for  conversion  never  arrived.    However,  the 
y.-C.  thought  that  the  words  ''at  their  arriving,'^  &c.,  meant  only 
''subject  thereto,"  or  "when  there  shall  be  no  child  alive  under 
twenty-one,"  and  that  in  the  event,  which  happened,  of  the  wife  or 
one  or  both  of  the  daughters  surviving  the  testator,  he  intended  that 
there  should  positively  and  absolutely  at  some  time,  and  not  condi- 
tionally or  contingently,  be  a  sale  of  the  real  estate.     That  time,  he 
thought,  arrived  at  or  before  the  widow's  death. 

Again,  it  is  not  generally  material  that  the  sale  or  purchase  is  to 
be  made  only  when  the  trustees  think  fit.    Thus,  in  Doughty  v. 
Bull  (o),  the  trust  was  to  sell  as  soon  as  the  trustees   Effect  of  sale 
should  see  necessary  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator's   or  purchase 
children,  and  to  apply  the  money  for  their  benefit  j  and  J^len  tnutees 
it  was  held  that  only  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  not  the   ^^^^^  ^^ 
question  whether  there  should  be  any  sale,  was  left  to   Houghty «. 
the  discretion  of  the  trustees.  " 

Where,  however,  a  trust  for  sale  of  land  is  expressly  discretionary 
as  regards  what  parts  of  the  testator's  estate  shall  be  sold,  no  implied 
trust  for  conversion  is  raised,  especially  if  expressions   Effect  of 
applicable  to  real  estate  appear  in  subsequent  provisions   cretionalr^**" 
of  the  wilL     So  where  (p)  a  testatrix  gave  all  her  real  tnut. 

h)  See  Edwards  v.  CoanteM  of  Warwick.  2  P.  W.  171. 
0  Wheldale  v.  Partridfce.  5  Ves.  388,  8  id  227. 

m)  Pearoe  v.  Garduer,  10  Hare,  287  ^  and  see  Cuff  v.  HalL  1  Jar.  N.  S.  079. 
[f»)  1  Coll  434. 

[o)  2  P.  W.  320.    See  also  Robinson  v.  Robinmn,  19  Bear.  494;  Biffss  v.  Peacock,  S9  Ch. 
D.  284:  Re  Raw,  Morris  v.  Griffiths,  26  Ch.  D.  601 ;  Re  Heathcote,  58  L.  T.  48. 
Cp)  Re  Hotcbkys,  Freke  v.  Calmady,  32  Ch.  D.  408. 
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and  personal  estate  to  trustees  **  upon  trust  at  their  discretion  to  sell 
such  parts  thereof  as  shall  not  consist  of  money  "  and  out  of  the  pro- 
duce to  pay  her  debts,  &c^  and  invest  the  residue  and  to  "  stand  pos- 
sessed of  such  real  and  personal  estate,  moneys  and  securities,  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  rents,  interests,  dividends,  and  annual  produce 
thereof  to  E.  T.  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  the  testatrix 
gave,  deuisedf  and  bequeathed  her  ^^said  real  and  personal  estate, 
&c.,"  unto  and  to  the  use  of  V.  C,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature  and  quality  thereof  respectively  : 
it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  the  direction  as  to  sale  was 
Eff«ct  where  ^<>^  &  trust  for  conversion,  but  merely  a  power  in  the 
"hjue  uf  be  ^OTia  of  a  trust  giving  the  trustees  a  discretion  whether 
made  upon        they  could  sell  or  not. 

fiequMt.  jf  jj^^  purchase  is  to  be  made  with  consent  or  appro- 

bation (q)  or  on  or  after  request  or  direction,  the  question  whether 
or  not  a  conversion  is  intended,  must  be  answered  from  a 
[*656]  consideration  *  of  the  whole  instrument,  and  especially  of  the 
trusts  to  which  the  property  is  subjected,  and  the  persons  by 
whom  the  request  is  to  be  made. 

Thus  in  Lechmere  v.  Earl  of  Carlisle  (r),  L.  covenanted  within  one 
year  to  lay  out  a  sum  of  money  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  with  the 
Lechmere  v.  Consent  of  trustees,  and  to  settle  them ;  and  it  was  held 
G«riiale.  that  the  money  thus  agreed  to  be  laid  out  should  be 

taken  as  land.  To  the  objection  that  the  trustees  must  previously 
give  their  consent,  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  M.  B.,  replied,  that  m  his  opinion 
they  were  not  to  do  the  iirst  act :  L.  ought  to  have  proposed  his  pur- 
chase and  settlement,  upon  which  the  trustees  were  to  signify  Uieir 
agreement  or  disagreement. 

Again,  in  Thornton  v.  Hawley  («),  Sir  W.  Grant  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  circumstance  that  a  sum  of  stock  was  to  be  sold  after  re- 
Thornton  v  quest,  and  the  produce  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land 
Hawiej,  at  the  request  and  with  the  consent  of  husband  and 

wife,  or  the  survivor,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  survi- 
vor, did  not  prevent  the  fund  being  immediately  impressed  with  the 
quality  of  real  estate,  because  to  such  property  alone  were  the  limi- 
tations applicable,  and  also  because  it  was  hardly  possible  to  suppose 
an  intention  to  give  an  option  to  any  person  who  should  be  an  execu- 
tor or  administrator  whether  it  should  be  money  or  land,  though  it 
might  be  intended  to  give  that  option  to  the  husband  and  wife.  From 
these  considerations  he  inferred  that  this  requisition  did  not  exclude 
the  authority  of  the  trustees  to  convert  the  property  at  their  own 

(q)  The  peraon  whoM  approbatimi  is  required  will  not  be  allowed  to  delay  the  lale  for 
his  own  advantage  and  to  another's  prejudice,  Lord  v.  Wightwick,  4  D.  M.  &  6.  803,  6 
H  Li  Ca  217 

(r)  3  P.  W.  211.    And  see  Wrightson  v.  Macaular,  4  Hare.  497. 

(«)  10  Yes.  129 ;  sef>  also  Triquet  9.  Thornton,  13  Ves.  345  ,  Johnson  v.  Arnold,  1  Tes. 
1A9.  But  see  Lord  Eldon's  judgment,  in  Van  v.  Bamett,  19  Yes.  102 i  where,  howeTtr,  tbs 
direction  was  alternative  to  invest  in  personal  seeohty  or  land. 
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discretion,  without  request ;  but  only  rendered  it  imperative  on  them 
to  act  on  the  request,  if  made«  If  the  M.  R.  was  right  in  this  con- 
struction of  the  deed,  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrived  respecting 
the  nature  of  the  property  was  inevitable. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Re  Taylor's  Settlement  (^),  houses  held  in 
fee  simple  had  been  vested  by  marrii^e  settlement  in  trustees  in 
trust,  upon  request  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  the  sur«  Re  Taylor's 
vivor,  to  sell  and  invest  the  produce  of  the  sale,  and  to  SetUement. 
pay  the  income  of  the  money,  or  of  the  houses  till  a  sale,  to  W.  for 
life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor,  to  convey  the  houses  unless  sold,  or  to  assign 
the  *  money,  to  the  issue  of  W.  and  his  wife.  The  houses  [*657] 
had  been  sold,  not  under  the  trust,  but  under  compulsory 
powers  in  an  act  of  parliament,  which  also  provided  that  the  pur- 
chase-money should  be  re-invested  in  land,  to  be  settled  to  the  same 
uses;  so  that  the  money  retained  the  character  which  the  houses 
possessed  under  the  settlement  (u).  Upon  the  question  what  that 
character  was,  Sir  O.  Turner,  Y.-C,  held  that  the  settlement  had  not 
worked  a  conversion  of  the  houses.  He  remarked  that,  in  Thornton 
V.  Hawley,  the  sale  was,  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  wife,  to 
be  made  at  the  request  of  the  executors  or  administrators  pf  the  sur- 
vivor ;  but,  in  the  case  before  him,  the  sale  was  to  be  made  only  on 
the  request  of  the  husband  and  wife  or  the  survivor ;  so  that  no  sale 
could  be  made  after  their  deaths ;  and  that  words  of  request  in  cases 
of  such  nature  must  be  construed  as  inserted  for  the  purpose  either 
of  enforcing  obligation  or  of  giving  discretion,  as  the  context  of  the 
instrument  might  require.  In  this  case,  the  general  intent  that  the 
houses  should  be  sold  at  some  time  or  other  was  evidently  wanting, 
the  last  proviso  in  the  settlement  directing  that  the  property,  if  sold, 
was  to  be  personal,  if  not  sold,  real. 

It  seems  that  the  converting  effect  of  a  trust  for  sale,  in  regard  to 
a  legatee  to  whom  the  proceeds  are  bequeathed,  is  not  prevented  by 
the  fact,  that  in  an  alternative  event,  the  testator  has 
devised  the  property  in  terms  adapted  to  its  original   eity  dire<Sed^ 
state;  as  he  may  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  ^     i^*^.^ 
the  contingency  happening  before  a  sale  could  be  ef-   in  7  certain 
fected ;  besides  which,  it  seems  to  have  been  considered*   J^^q^*"*®"*^^  ** 
that  the  property  might  be  real  estate  as  to  one  legatee, 
and  personalty  as  to  another,  to  whom  it  was  given  in  an  alternative 
event. 

Thus,  in  Ashby  v.  Palmer  (x),  where  a  testatrix  devised  and  be- 

(0  9  Hare,  696;  and  see  Davies  v  Goodhew,  6  Sim.  685  ;  Hoskiflton  «.  LefeTre,  26  Beav. 
167. 

{»)  As  to  this.  Tide  ante,  pp.  129,  130. 

(x)  MS. ;  also  reported  1  Mer .  296,  but  with  the  omiMion  of  the  rery  beqaest  on  which 
the  question  aroee,  and  to  the  particular  Ianguai;e  of  which  the  M.  R.  adverted,  see  also 
Tily  V.  Smith,  1  Coll.  434,  sup.;  Waid  «.  Aich*  15  Sim.  389;  and  sea  Lord  Bedflsdale*t  r»* 
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queathed  her  real  and  personal  estates  to  trustees,  upon  tmst^  as  soon 
as  convenient  after  her  decease,  to  sell,  and  with  the  money  thereby 
raised,  and  the  rents  until  the  sale,  to  pay  her  and  her  late  husband's 

debts,  and  with  the  surplus  to  educate  and  bring  up  her 
[*558]  daughter;    and  when   she    should    attain  twenty-one,  *or 

marry,  "to  pay  the  moneys  which  should  be  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustees,  by  virtue  of  the  will,  undisposed  of  for  the  uses 

aforesaid,^'  to  the  daughter.    And  the  testatrix  went  on 
to  be  sold,  and  to  direct,  that  if  the  daughter  died  under  twenty-one  or 
proceeds  given  unmarried^  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  and 
"'  stich  part  of  the  real  estate  (if  any)  cls  should  remain 

unsold  at  the  time  of  her  decease^  and  not  be  applied  for  the  payment 
of  her  debts  or  the  education  of  her  daughter,  should  go  to  the  tes- 
-withaiimi-  tatrix's  sister,  her  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns.  The 
ution  over  of  daughter  attained  twenty-one,  but  was  a  lunatic,  and 
Me  M^f^^  therefore  incompetent  to  elect  to  take  the  estate  as  land 
unmM,  to  B.  qj  money.  The  question  was,  whether  it  went,  at  her 
death,  to  her  heirs-at-law  or  next  of  kin?  For  the  heir,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  estate  was  not  to  be  sold  at  all  events,  but  only  to 
answer  a  particular  purpose ;  that  the  testatrix  did  not  mean  it  to  go 
as  money  ;  that  she  contemplated  the  possibility  of  its  not  being  sold. 
For  the  next  of  kin,  it  was  argued  that  the  estate  was  to  be  sold  out 
and  out  \  that  the  testatrix  had  no  objection  that  her  sister  should 
take  it  as  land,  if  by  accident  it  should  remain  unsold ;  and  she  might 
have  contemplated  the  premature  death  of  the  daughter  before  a  sale 
could  be  effected ;  in  which  event,  and  in  that  only,  she  directs  that 
the  trustees  shall  not  proceed  in  the  accomplishment  of  her  purpose. 
And  it  was  contended  that  the  words  ''pay  to"  supported  this  con- 
struction; and  it  was  said  that,  at  all  events,  the  daughter  was  to 
Held  to  be  ^^®  ^*  ^  money.  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R. !  "I  think  that 
personal  esuto  the  construction  of  this  will  admits  of  no  reasonable 
as  to  A.  doubt:  it  is  the  settled  rule  of  this  Court,  that  land 

once  impressed  with  the  character  of  money  retains  that  impression 
till  some  act  is  done,  by  a  person  competent  to  do  that  act,  to  restore 
it  to  its  primary  character.  The  testatrix  has  directed  the  estate  to 
be  sold ;  but  the  question  is,  not  whether  the  estate  shall  be  actually 
sold  or  not,  but  whether  it  is  to  be  treated  as  personal  estate  ?  There 
is  no  gift  to  the  daughter  in  any  other  shape  than  that  of  money.  I 
see  nothing  inconsistent  in  the  subsequent  clause,  by  which,  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  the  daughter  under  twenty-one,  such  part  of  the 
estate  as  should  remain  unsold  is  given  to  the  sister  (y).  She  might 
choose  to  give  it  to  the  daughter  as  money,  and  to  the  sister  as  land. 


marks  in  Cowley  «.  Hartston^  1  I>ow.  8S1,  cited  snpra.  Bat  the  mere  fact  that  cooTersion 
is  less  necesftarf  for  distribution  in  one  altematiTe  tnan  in  another  will  not  prevent  a  trost 
for  sale  from  being  imperative  in  both.  Wall  f .  Colshead,  S  De  O.  &  J.  6S8.   And  tee  Wilson 


9.  Cole^  6  Jnr  N.  S  1003. 
<y)  As  to  this,  see  also  Cnbtrse  v.  Bimmbla,  8  Atk.  680. 
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There  is  no  inconsistency  in  saying  it  shall  be  converted 
quoad  the  first  taker,  not  quoad  the  second.   The  cases  *  which   [*569] 
have  arisen  between  the  heir  and  next  of  kin  of  a  testator  have 
no  application  to  the  present "  («)• 

And  though  a  mere  power  of  sale  or  purchase,  of  course,  does  not 
change  the  nature  of  the  property;  yet,  the  circumstance  of  the  clause 
respecting  the  sale  or  purchase  being  framed  in  the  Ian-  ^        ^ 
guage  of  a  power  will  not  prevent  its  producing  a  con-  does  not  pro- 
structive  conversion,  if  the  context  of  the  will  shows  that  ^^\^^y 
it  is  meant  to  be  imperative,  or  in  the  nature  of  a  trust.  ^   force  of  the 
Thus,  in  Grieveson  r.  Kirsopp  (a),  where  a  testator  gave 
to  his  widow,  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  his  children,  power  of 
selling  his  Woodfoot  estate ;  and  by  a  codicil  expressed  himself  (in 
effect)  thus :  '^  My  mind  and  will  is  and  I  do  empower  my  wife  to  sell 
all  my  estates  whatsoever;  and  the  money  arising  from  such  sale, 
together  with  my  personal  estate,  she,  my  said  wife,  shall  and  may 
divide  and  proportion  among  my  said  children,  as  she  shall  think  fit 
and  proper,  or  as  she  shall  direct  by  wUL''    The  estate  was  neither 
sold  nor  appointed  by  the  widow.    It  was  held  that  a  trust  for  the 
children  was  created  by  the  will,  and  that  they  were  entitled  equally. 
It  was  held  also,  that  the  direction  to  sell  operated  as  a  conversion  of 
the  real  estate,  and  that  the  shares  of  those  children  who  were  dead 
devolved  on  their  representatives  as  personalty. 

But  although,  in  general,  the  presumption  is  that  a  testator  does 
not  intend  the  nature  of  the  property  to  depend  upon  the  option  of 
the  person  through  whom  the  conversion  is  to  be  ef-  ^ 
f ected ;  yet,  if  upon  the  whole  will  it  appears  to  have   ertj  made  to 
been  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  give  to  such  person   f,^^i^" 
an  absolute  discretion  to  sell  or  not,  the  property  in  the   option  to  sell 
mean  time  will,  as  between  the  real  and  personal  repre-  ^^  °®** 
sentatives  of  the  persons  beneficially  entitled,  devolve  according  to 
its  actual  state.     Thus,  in  PoUey  v.  Seymour  (ft),  a  testatrix  devised 

(s)  What  is  the  effect  of  a  direction  to  purchnse  land  in  a  particular  parinh,  in  which  it 
turns  out  that  land  cannot  be  obtained,  is  not  settled.  Lord  Thurlow  thought  it  could  not  bs 
laid  out  elsewhere;  Lord  Louj|^hb<irouf;h.  that  it  might.  Lord  Eldon  has  alluded  to  these 
conflicting  opinions  without  stating  his  own;  see  Brooin<>  v.  Monck,  10  Ves.  610;  also  Hayes' 
Introd.  5th  ed.  p.  95. 

(a)  2  Kee.  653;  see  also  Burrell  v.  Baskerfleld,  11  Beav.  525;  Kickison  v.  Cockill,  8  D.  J. 
&  3.  622 ;  Re  Cookes'  Ck>ntract,  4  Ch.  D.  454. 

(6)  2  Y.  &  C.  708  i  see  also  Re  Tavlor's  Settlement,  9  Hare,  596,  sup. ;  Harding  t.  Trotter, 
81  L.  T.  279;  Greenway  «.  Green  way,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  128;  Lucas  v.  Brandreth,  28  Beav.  273; 


1  Dravton*s  Appeal,  61  Penn.  St.  172.  It 
has,  obUtr^  been  laid  down  that  it  is  suiB- 
cient  to  work  a  conversion  of  real  estate  that 
the  testator  authorizei  his  executors  to  sell, 
if  it  be  apparent  from  the  general  provi- 
•ions  of  the  will  that  he  intended  such  estate 
to  be  sold,  even  though  there  be  no  impera- 
tive direction  in  terms  to  wll.  Dodge  «.  Pond, 
23  N.  Y.  69 ;  Dodge  f .  Williams,  46  Wis.  70. 
Conversion,  however,  by  Pennsylvania  law 
doM  not  follow  even  in  case  of  an  inevitable 


necessity  to  sell  in  order  to  administer  some 
portion  of  the  will,  unless  there  is  a  positive 
or  at  least  a  clearly  implied  direction  to  sell. 
Neely  «.  Grantham,  58  Penn.  St.  433.  A 
contingent  direction  to  sell  works  no  conver- 
sion. Id.  If  a  testator  authorize  an  execntor, 
in  his  discretion,  to  sell  land,  and  then  direct 
him  to  convert  all  the  rest  of  his  estate  into 
money,  the  latter  provision  does  not  include 
the  real  estate.  Graydon  v.  Grardon.  23  N. 
J.  Eq.  229. 


J 


I 
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the  residue  of  her  real  and  personal  estate  to  W.,  his  heirSy  execu- 
tors,  and  administrators,  according  to  the  different  qualities  thereof, 

upon  trust  to  retain  and  keep  the  same  in  the  state  it  should 
[*560]   be  in  at  the  time  of  her  *  decease,  as  long  as  he  should  think 

proper,  or  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  whole,  or  such  part 
thereof  as  and  when  he  or  they  should  from  time  to  time  think  ex- 
pedient, and  then,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  proceeds.  The  testatrix 
then  directed  that  VV.,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should 
stand  possessed  of  all  such  the  general  residue  of  her  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  and  after  such  sale,  of  the  securities  whereon  the  same 
should  have  been  invested,  in  trust,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  proceeds,  to  pay  several  life  annuities;  and, 
after  payment  thereof,  the  testatrix  directed  W.,  his  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  to  stand  possessed  of  all  the  said  residue  of  her 
s^id  real  and  personal  estate,  and  of  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities 
whereon  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  should  have  been  invested,  and 
the  rents  and  profits,  interest,  dividends,  and  produce  thereof,  in 
trust  for  five  persons  (including  W.  himself),  in  equal  shares,  and  for 
their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  accord- 
ing to  the  different  qualities  thereof.  It  was  held,  that  upon  the 
terms  of  this  will,  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  that  the 
property  should  be  converted  out  and  out ;  but  that  W.  had  a  discre^ 
tion  to  sell  the  whole  or  any  part  of  it,  when  and  as  he  might  think 
expedient ;  and  that,  until  he  exercised  that  discretion,  the  property 
must  be  considered  to  remain  in  the  state  it  was  in  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  testatrix. 

So  in  Yates  v.  Yates  (c),  where  a  testator  devised  lands  to  trustees 
in  trust  for  his  wife  during  her  life,  with  remainders  over ;  and  for  car* 
rying  into  effect  the  purposes  of  his  will,  he  "  authorized  his  trustees 
at  such  time  or  times  as  they  should  think  proper,  in  case  they  should 
think  it  necessary  so  to  do,  but  as  to  which  they  should  have  abso- 
lute discretion,"  to  sell  the  lands  or  any  part  thereof;  the  land  in 
question  was  nearly  unproductive  in  its  actual  state,  but  was  valuable 
for  building  purposes;  it  had  not  yet  been  sold  by  the  trustees;  and 
the  widow,  the  tenant  for  life,  claimed  interest  at  41.  per  cent,  upon 
the  value  of  the  land  from  the  death  of  the  testator:  but  Sir  J. 
Eomilly,  M.  B.,  held  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  this,  the  trustees 
Legacr  doty  having  a  discretionary  power  to  sell  when  they  thought 
on  proceeds  of  fit.  If  there  had  been  an  absolute  trust  for  conver- 
oftenrabes  sion,  though  the  time  for  exercising  it  had  been  left  to 
question  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  the  case  would  have  been 

whether  con-       j-i*  -  • 

version  is  different. 

absolute.  rjij^^  question  whether  real  estate  is  absolutely  oon* 

Re  Ibbetflon.  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  229;  Re  Hftmlet,  Stephen  v.  Cuaninffham,  89  Ch.  D.  426,  489.  !■ 
Minors  o.  Battison,  1  App.  Ca.  428,  a  direction  to  trustees  to  sell  was  neld  to  work  eonveraion. 
notwithrtandin^  some  equivocal  expressions  as  to  their  **  discretion  '*  and  **  deciding  to  sdl.*' 
(c)  28  Beav.  637. 
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yerted  by  a  direction  or  authority  has  often  come  under 
consideration  on  the  •claim  of  the  Crown  to  legacy  duty  [•561] 
under  the  Greneral  Stamp  Act  (55  (3eo.  3,  c.  184,  sched.  part 
S)y  which  subjects  to  the  duty  '<  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale,  mort- 
gage, or  other  disposition  of  any  real  or  heritable  estate  directed  to 
be  sold,  mortgaged,  or  otherwise  disposed  of."  On  this  subject,  the 
following  points  have  been  decided :  — 

1st,  Where  real  estate  is  directed  to  be  sold  out  and  out,  the  duty 
attaches  though  by  reason  of  the  legatee  electing  to  take  ^uie  on  this 
it  as  real  estate  the  property  is  not  actually  sold  (d),         aubject- 

2dly,  Where  the  trustees  have  an  option  to  continue  the  property 
in  its  actual  state  or  to  sell  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  the  pro* 
ceeds  according  to  the  will,  and  in  the  exercise  of  this  discretion 
they  sell,  the  legacy  duty  attaches  (e) ;  but  not  if  they  do  not  sell  (/)• 
If  the  power  of  sale  is  given  only  for  the  purpose  of  re-investment 
in  land  (ff)  or  for  the  variation  of  securities  (A),  or  (it  seems)  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  debts  and  legacies  or  other  prior  charges  (t),  the 
duty  is  not  payable,  whether  the  property  is  sold  or  not,  and  although, 
after  a  sale,  the  beneficial  owners  have  elected  to  take  the  property 
as  money  (J). 

3dly,  Where  a  sale  is  directed  by  the  Court  in  order  to  raise  a 
charge,  duty  will  attach  on  the  amount  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
charge,  if  the  will  contains  a  power  of  sale  which  the  donees  of  the 
power  are  compelled  by  the  Court  to  exercise,  but  not  (k)  if  the 
Court  acts  upon  its  general  jurisdiction  in  such  cases. 

And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  where  trustees  are  authorized  to 
sell  or  not,  as  they  think  proper,  and  in  virtue  of  this  option  they 
leave  the  property  unconverted,  the  legacy  duty  is  not  „  . 

,,  ,,        ..        .       ,         ,-,    -         ,  men  powier  ox 

attracted  by  a  mere  declaration  in  the  will  that  the  prop-  mIq  does  not 
erty  shall  be  deemed  to  be  personal  estate,  as  it  is  not  dutr.^*^**^ 
in  the  power  of  a  testator  to  alter  or  regulate  the  nature 
of  the  subject  of  disposition  by  any  such  declaration  {[), 

(d)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Holford,  1  Pri.  426;  Adv.-Gen.  v.  Ram8aT*8  Trn8tee0,8  C.  M .  ft  B* 
fi24,  n.i  Williamson  v;  Adv.-Gen.  10  CI.  &  Fin.  1. 

(e)  Att.-Gen.  v,  Simcox,  1  Ex.  749. 

(/)  Att.-G6n.  V.  Mangles,  5  M.  &  W.  120{  Att-Gen.  v.  Simcox,  1  Ex.  749. 

(0)  Mules  V.  Jenninffs,  8  Ex.  830. 

a)  Re  Eyans,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  206;  Adv.-Gen.  v.  Smith,  1  Bfacq.  Sc.  Ap.  760. 
ri)  Per  Lord  Cranworth,  Adv.-Gen.  r.  Smith,  sup. 
( f')  Mules  V.  Jennings,  sup. 

(1)  Hobson  V.  Neale,  8  Ex  868, 17  Beav  178;  Harding  v,  Harding,  2  GIf.  597. 

(/)  Att.-Gen.  v.  Mangles,  5  M.  &  Wei.  120.  Reference  may  here  be  made  to  some  of  tte 
authorities  on  legacy  duty.  As  regards  the  estates  of  penons  dying  before  the  1st  of  July, 
1888,  an  annuity  charged  on  land  is  liable  to  the  doty,  and  so  is  a  rent  charge  limited  under  a 
power  in  a  will,  whether  the  power  is  to  be  executed *bv  deed  or  will,  and  whether  it  be  gen- 
eral or  in  favor  of  particular  objects  (Att.-Gen.  v.  Picka^,  8  M.  &  Wei.  552,  6  id.  348; 
Sweeting  v.  Sweeting,  1  Drew.  836);  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  appointee  is  put  to  an  elee- 


narticnlar  objects,  duty  does  not  attach  (Att-Gen.  v.  Hertford,  14  H.  &  Wei.  284);  but  the 
maty  does  attach  on  a  sum  of  money  not  charged  on  land,  appointed  under  a  genenl  power 
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[*562]  *XZL  —  Bleotioii  to  take  Property  nnooiiTertad. — But  al- 
though a  new  character  may  ha7e  been  in  plain  and  nnequivo- 
Penon  abso-  <^  terms  impressed  upon  property  by  means  of  a  trust 
luteiy  entitled,  for  conTcrsion;  yet  such  constructive  quality  is  liable  to 
take  property  be  determined  by  the  act  of  the  person  or  persons  bene- 
•uua  ***°*^  ficially  entitled,  who  may,  at  any  time  before  its  conver- 
sion de  facto,  elect  to  take  the  property  in  its  actual 
state.^  And  then  comes  the  inquiry,  Who  are  personally  competent 
Who  compe-  ^  make,  and  what  amounts  to,  such  an  election  ?  It  is 
tent  to  iii£i  clear  that  an  infant  (m),  or  lunatic  (n),  is  incompetent, 
•lection.  ^^^  ^jg^^  under  the  old  law,  a  feme  covert  (o),  unless 

under  a  power  or  trust  authorizing  her  to  deal  with  the  property  as  a 
feme  sole  (p) ;  but  a  feme  covert  who  was  married  on  or  after 
[*563]  the  1st  *  of  January,  1883,  is  under  no  such  disability,  nor  a 
feme  covert  who  was  married  before  that  date,  so  far  as  re- 

giyen  by  deed  (Re  Cholmondeley,  1  Cr.  &  Mees.  148);  and  money  given  hj  will,  under  a 

Sineral  power  to  appoint  contained  in  a  previous  will,  pave  double  duty,  that  u  to  eay,  under 
e  first  will  as  iz  it  had  been  an  absolute  Ug^cy  to  tlie  donee  of  the  power,  and  under 
the  second  will  as  if  it  had  been  an  ordinary  legacy  out  of  the  estate  of  such  donee ;  but 
before  23  &  24  Vict  c  15,  s.  4(ante,  p.  4,  n.)t  probate  duty  was  parable  only  under  the  first 
wiU  (Plait  0.  Bouth,  6  M.  &  Wei.  756,  8  Beav.  257, 10  Cl.  &  Fin.  ^7).  The  last  case  also 
decides  that  a  power  to  appoint  to  any  one  except  specified  individaals,  must,  at  all  eyents, 
so  far  as  regards  the  legacy  duty  acbi,  be  considered  as  a  geneiml  power  of  appointment. 
Nothing  but  what  is  generally  a  charge  in  favor  of  one  person  on  the  estate  oi  another  is 
within  the  act  (Shirley  v.  Ferrers,  1  Phill.  167).  But  a  charge  originally  in  favor  of  a  third 
person,  but  which  bv  mtbtegment  circumttanees  only  has  beoome  a  charge  in  fsvor  of  the 
owner  of  the  estate,  Is  within  the  act  (Att.-Gen.  v.  Metcalfe,  6  Ezch.  26;  and  see  Swabey  «. 
Swabev,  15  Sim.  609;  Be  Taylor,  8  Exch.  384).  As  to  money  bequeathed  to  be  laid  out  in 
land,  see  Re  De  Lancey,  L.  K.,  5  Ex.'  102,  7  £x.  140.  The  importance  of  these  cases,  and  of 
those  referred  to  In  the  text,  is  much  diminished  by  the  act  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  51,  hnpoeing 
■ttccession  duty  on  real  esfate,  and  by  the  act  51  Vict.  c.  8,  whereby  legacies  and  annuities 

Sayable  out  of,  or  charged  upon  real  estate  are  subjected  to  succession  duty  in  lieu  of  legacy 
uty*  The  amount  payable,  however,  and  the  mode  of  pajnnent,  are  different,  according  aa 
it  is  a  legacy  or  succession  duty  which  attaches  i  and  the  latter  is  a  charge  on  the  property, 
while  the  former  is  not. 

Probate  duty  is  payable  on  whatever  the  executor  racwvers  virtuta  officii ;  it  is  therefore 
payable  on  the  purchase  money  of  land  contracted  to  be  sold,  though  the  purchase  is  not 
completed  until  after  the  death  of  the  vendor  (Att.-(3en.  v.  Brunning,  8  U.  I*  Ca.  243);  and 
on  a  share  of  the  proceeds  of  real  estate  which  at  the  time  of  the  testntor's  or  intestate's 
death  has  either  by  express  trust  (Att.-Gen.  «.  Lomas,  L.  R.,  9  Ex.  29)  or  bv  construction  of 
equity,  —  as  in  the  case  of  a  share  of  partnership  realty  (per  James,  V.-C.,  Forbes  v. 
Stevens,  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  178 ;  Att.-6en.  v.  Hubbuck,  10  Q.  B.  D.  488),  —  been  impressed  with 
a  character  of  personalty,  though  not  actually  sold.  It  is  otherwise  where  the  conversion  is 
effected  by,  or  is  dependent  on  the  will  of  the  deceased  person,  and  where  consequently  the 
eonversion  takes  effect  only  from  and  after  his  death  (Matson  v.  Swift,  8  Beav.  369;  Cns- 
tance  v.  Bradshaw,  4  Hare,  315,  explained  8  H.  L.  Ca.  260).  In  Att.-Gf!n.  v.  Marquis  of 
Aylesbury,  12  App.  Ca.  672,  it  was  neld  that  personalhr  of  a  lunatic  invested  in  land  pursu- 
ant to  an  order  of  the  Lords  Justices  in  Lunacy,  with  tne  usual  declaration  in  the  conveyance 
that  the  land  should  be  considered  as  personal  estate,  was  liable  to  probate  duty. 

(m)  Cnrr  «.  E1IiM>n,  2  B.  C.  C.  56;  Van  v.  Bamett,  19  Yes.  102.  Ezoept  voder  the  direc- 
tion of  thft  court,  Robinson  v.  Robinson,  19  Beav.  494. 

(»)  Ashbv  V,  Palmer,  1  Mer.  296. 

(o)  Oldham  v.  Hughes,  2  Atk.  462;  Siason  v.  Giles,  8  D.  J.  &  8.  814. 

(p)  Be  DavidaonTll  Ch.  D.  841. 

1  De  Taughn  v.   McLeroy,  82  Ga.  687  Irvine,  28  Penn.  St.  54.    But  this  right  to 

(remaindermen);   Armstrong  v.  McKelvev,  take  tne  property  unconverted  is  on  the  fooU 

104  N.  Y.  175  (citing  Hetzel  v.  Barber,  69  ine  that  the  rights  of  others  interested  in  the 

N.  Y.  1 ;  Prentice  v.  Janssen,  79  N.  T.  478);  will  are  not  disturbed.    Azmstioog  v.  McKel* 

Henderson  v.  Henderson,  133  Penn.  St.  899;  vey,  supra. 
Smith  9.  Starr,  8  Whart  82.    See  Leiper  «. 
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gards  property  her  title  to  which  accrued  after  that  date  {q).    It  was 
said  by  Lord  Macclesfield  in  Edwards  v.  Countess  of   paroi  election, 
Warwick  (r),  that  the  election  might  be  made  by  parol,   ^^icther  good. 
Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Bradish  v.  Gee  (s),  said  that  he  could  not  admit 
this  proposition ;  but  the  affirmative  appears  to  have  been  decided  at 
the  Rolls  (t),  in  Chaloner  t;.  Butcher. 

The  expressions  or  acts  declaratory  of  such  an  intentioui  however, 
though  it  is  said  they  may  be  slight  (u)  must  be  unequivocal  (v). 
Thus,  where  (i^;)  a  person  was,  under  a  settlement,  ten-  what  unounu 
ant  in  tail  of  lands,  with  a  reversion  in  fee  to  himself,  ^  ■"  election, 
and  was  entitled  under  the  same  settlement  to  lands  to  be  purchased 
with  a  certain  sum  of  money  and  settled  to  the  same  uses ;  it  was 
held^  that  his  levying  a  fine  of  the  land  limited  by  the  settlement,  to 
bar  the  issue,  did  not  demonstrate  an  intention  to  take  as  money  the 
fund  not  laid  out  (x). 

And  where  a  person,  entitled  to  the  fee  simple  in  lands  to  be  pur- 
chased with  trust-money,  called  in  part  of  the  money,  and  placed  it 
out  upon  a  fresh  security,  in  the  name  of  a  trustee  for  changing  the 
himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  it  was  held  a^curJties. 
that  he  had  by  these  acts  elected  to  take  that  part  as  money  (y),  but 
that  the  rest  of  the  money,  whether  subsisting  upon  the  securities 
upon  which  it  was  originally  placed  or  any  other  securities,  where  no 
new  trusts  had  been  declared,  ought  to  be  considered  as  real  estate. 

But,  where  (z)  the  legatee  of  the  proceeds  of  an  estate  directed  to 
be  sold,  entered  upon  the  whole  estate  and  made  a  lease  of  part  of  it, 
reserving  rent  to  her  heirs  and  assigns,  she  was  held  to   Demising  the 
have  elected  to  take  it  as  land.    And  letting  to  a  new   property, 
tenant  from  year  to  year  has  been  held  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
same  principle,  on  the  ground  that  if  the  tenant  were  law- 
fully evicted  ♦  by  a  purchaser  under  the  trust  for  sale,  the  [*564] 
lessor  would  be  liable  to  an  action  by  the  tenant  (a). 

Taking,  and  for  nine  years  retaining,  possession  of  the  estate  di- 
rected to  be  sold,  have  been  held  sufficient  of  themselves  to  prove  an 
intention  to  re-convert  (b}.    But  possession  for  two  or  three  years 


See  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  (45  &  46  Vict,  c  76),  u.  1,  2,  9. 
2  P.  W.  173. 
(«)  Amb.  229. 

(0  8  March,  1736,  cited  3  Atk.  685. 
Per  Lord  Eldon,  8  Ves.  236. 

Stead  9.  Newdlgate,  2  Mer.  631;  Re  Pedder'e  Settlement,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  890. 
(w)  Edwards  v.  Countess  of  Warwick,  2  P.  W.  171,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  42,  pi.  3,  1  B.  P.  C. 
Toml.  207;  and  see  Biddulph  «.  Biddulph,  12  Ves.  161;  Dixon  v.  Gayfere,  17  Beav.  433; 
Griesbach  v.  Fremantle,  17  JB«av.  314;  Meredith  v.  Vick,  23  Beav.  569. 

(x)  As  to  barring  entails  in  Unds  to  be  purchased,  see  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  ss.  70,  71; 
and  1  Hayes's  Tntrod.,  5th  ed.  p.  204. 
(v)  Lin>en  v.  Sowray,  1  P.  W.  172,  Pre.  Ch.  400, 1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  176,  pi.  6. 
U)  Crabtree  v.  Bramble,  3  Atk.  680;  and  see  Mntlow  v.  Biccf?,  1  Ch.  D.  386. 
la)  He  Gordon,  6  Ch.  D.  631.    Bat  see  Meek  v.  Devenish,  id.  673. 
(6)  Re  Gordon,  sup.    Bat  see  Re  Lewis,  Kozwell «.  Lewis,  30  Ch.  D.  664  (real  estate  in  Imm 
with  option  to  tenant  to  parchase  reversion). 
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Taking  DM-      by  tenants  in  common  (without  more)  has  been  held 

MS8IOQ  of  It  ^^ 

ieog[th  of  po»-  insufScient  (e).  The  circumstanoe  that,  where  several 
seuion.  ^^^  entitled  in  common^  a  sale '  is  required  for  conve- 

nient division  of  the  property,  would  seem  to  diminish  the  prob- 
ability of  their  intending  to  put  an  end  to  the  trust  But  where 
two  tenants  in  common  had  been  in  possession  for  seven  years,  and  it 
was  clearly  shown  that  one  of  them,  who  was  also  the  principal 
acting  trustee,  desired  to  retain  the  estate  for  building  purposes, 
slight  evidence  of  the  concurrence  of  the  other  satisfied  the  Court 
that  the  latter  also  had  elected  to  keep  the  estate  unsold  (d). 

Again,  in  Davies  v.  Ashford  (e),  where^a  person  made  inquiry  as  to 
his  interest  in  lands  held  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  on  finding  that  he 
Taking  pot-  ^^  absolutely  entitled  to  the  money  to  arise  from  the 
session  of  sale,  took  the  title  deeds  into  his  own  possession  (from 

whom  or  by  what  means  he  obtained  them  being  held 
immaterial),  it  was  held  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  his  elec- 
tion that  the  land  should  not  be  converted. 

A  specific  devise,  to  the  ordinary  uses  of  a  strict  settlement  of  real 
estate,  of  the  land  directed  to  be  sold,  is  clear  evidence  of  an  inten- 
tion to  retain  it  unsold  (/).  And  where  (^)  a  person  en- 
land  dfrected      titled  to  the  absolute  reversion  in  a  fund  of  this  descrip* 
to  be  sold,  as     tion  who  described  himself  in  a  memorandum  at  the  foot 

of  an  account  of  the  property  as  being  entitled  to  the 
Bequeathing  fund  as  residuary  legatee  of  the  last  owner,  which  ho 
fund  direct^  was,  made  his  will,  in  which,  after  devising  certain  real 
in  hmd  ^^**^     estate,  he  bequeated  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 

in  possession  or  reversiariy  Sir  W.  Grant  decided,  that  as 
the  testator  had  so  described  herself,  and  had  no  other  reversionary 
interest  to  which  this  expression  could  be  applied,  it  amounted  to  a 
demonstration  of  intention  to  bequeath  this  fund  as  personal  estate. 
There  seems,  however,  to  be  some  difficulty  in  drawing  any 
[*566J  such  inference  from  the  inaptitude  of  the  terms  *  of  the  be- 
quest to  any  other  existing  property  of  the  testator  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  seeing  that  a  residuary  disposition  of  this  nature 
comprises  after-acquired  personalty  (A). 

(e)  Kirkman  v.  Miles,  18  Ves.  838 ;  Brown  «.  Brown,  83  Bear.  899. 

U)  Re  Davidson,  11  Ch.  D.  841. 

(e)  15  Sim.  42. 

If)  Meek  v.  Devenisb,  6  Ch.  D.  566. 

(o)  Triquet  9.  Thornton,  13  Ves.  345;  compare  Re  Skeggs,  2  D.  J.  &  S.  638. 

(A)  It  seems,  that  where  a  person  covrnants  to  purchase  land,  and  eventaallT  himself 
becomes  solely  entitled  to  it,  so  that  the  obligation  to  lay  out,  and  the  right  to  call  for,  the 
money  centre  in  the  rame  permin;  the  covenant  is,  without  any  act  on  his  part,  considered  as 
discharged.  As  in  Chichester  v.  Bickei^taf!,  2  Yem.  295,  where  A.  on  his  marriaflne  coven- 
anted to  lay  out  a  sum  of  money  in  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be  settled  to  the  use  ot  himself 
for  life:  remainder  to  his  intended  wife  for  life;  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
the  marriage  in  tail ;  remamder  to  the  daughters  in  tail ;  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs. 
A.  did  not  lay  out  the  money,  and  survived  his  wife,  who  died  without  issue;  and  it  was 
decided,  that  the  money,  though  once  bound  by  the  articles,  became  free  again  bv  the  death 
of  the  wife  without  issue,  and  tne  consequent  failure  of  the  objects  of  the  several  limitations  ; 
and  was  therefore,  at  the  death  of  the  settlor,  his  personal  estate.    This  decision,  indeed,  was 
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Again,  in  Gookson  v.  Keay  (t),  where  a  sum  of  money  subject  to  a 
trust  for  investment  in  land,  which  ultimately  became  liable  to  be 
settled  upon  one  for  life,  with  remainder  to  another  in  fee,  was,  by 
those  two  persons  in  a  deed  appointing  new  trustees,  spoken  of  as 
moneys  which  they  were  then  entitled  to  receive,  and  trusts  for  in> 
vestment  in  s&curities  were  declared,  it  was  held  that  there  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  that  they  had  elected  that  the  money  should  not  be 
converted,  and  this,  although  the  trusts  of  the  moneys  and  securities 
were  declared  by  reference  to  a  prior  settlement,  the  trusts  of  which 
were  also  declared  by  reference  to  a  former  will,  under  which  will  it 
was  assumed  for  the  purpose  of  the  decision  that  the  money  was  con- 
structively  converted ;  this  reference  was  held  not  sufficient  to  out- 
weigh the  direct  words  contained  in  the  deed  of  appointment,  as  to 
the  parties  being  entitled  to  the  receipt  of  the  money. 

In  Harcourt  v.  Seymour  (k)  there  were  several   circumstances, 
from  which,  taken  together,  election  was  presumed ;  the  principal  one 
seems  to  have  been,  that  the  sum  of  money  in  question,  which 
*  was  subject  to  a  trust  for  investment  in  land  (to  which,  [*666] 
when  purchased,  the  testator  would  have  been  entitled  in  fee, 
subject  only  to  a  provision  for  his  wife  in  bar  of  dower),   Harcoart «. 
was  included  in  a  statement  of  the  testator's  personal   8«ymow- 
property  found  among  his  papers  after  his  death. 

And  here  it  may  be  observed,  that  in  order  to  amount  to  an  elec- 
tion to  take  property  in  its  actual,  as  distinguished  from  its  eventual, 
or  destined,  state,  the  act  must  be  such  as  absolutely  to  All  persons  in- 
determine  and  extinguish  the  converting   trust;    and  ^1^J|n"a*^ 
hence  it  would  seem  to  follow,  that  where  two  or  more  of  elecuon. 
persons  are  interested  in  the  property,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  any 
one  co-proprietor  to  change  its  character,  in  regard  even  to  his  own 
share;  for,  as  the  act  of  the  whole  would  be  requisite  to  put  an  end 
to  the  trust,  nothing  less  will  suffice  to  impress  upon  the  property  a 
transmissible  quality,  foreign  tio  that  which  it  had  re-  Owner  of  andi- 
ceived  from  the  testator.    Thus,  if  lands  be  devised  to   JJn|*cl£Sot^' 
trustees  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  to  elect. 


auestioned  by  Lord  Talbot,  in  Lechmere  «.  Lechmere.  Cas  t.  Talb.  00 ;  and  bj  Sir  J.  Jekrll,  in 


session  of  the  person  under  whom  they  claimed  as  heir  and  executor,  the  heir  could  not  take 
it;  '*  and  his  Lordship  observed,  the  question,  then,  was  not  upon  the  eauity  between  the  heir 
and  the  executor,  but  whether  the  property  was  at  home.  See  also  Chandler  v.  Pocock,  15 
Ch.  D.  401,  400,  16  Ch  D.  648:  in  this  case  the  general  power  of  testamentary  appointment 
was  equivalent,  under  1  Yict.  c.  26,  s.  27,  to  araolute  ownership.  But  settled  land  is,  not 
"at  home  *'  during  the  continuance  of  a  jointure  under  the  settlement,  Walrond  v.  Bosslyn, 
11  Ch.  D.  640. 

(•)  5  Beav.  22,nom.  Cookson  v.  Cookson,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  126. 

(*)  2  Sim.  N.  S.  12.  

*  The  able  and  elaborate  arguments  of  Sir  John  Scott  (afterwards  Lord  Eldon),  and  Mr. 
Keame,  the  counsel  for  the  appellants,  display  the  deepest  reMarch  into  the  subject,  but  they 
did  not  succeed  in  overturning  the  decree. 
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A.,  B.  and  C.y  in  equal  shares,  and  after  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  before  the  sale  is  effected,  A.  grants  a  lease  of  his  one-third,  or 
does  any  other  act  unequivocally  dealing  with  it  as  real  estate,  and 
then  dies ;  his  share  will,  nevertheless,  it  is  conceived,  devolve  to  his 
personal  representatives,  as  it  would  still  be  the  duty  of  the  trustees 
to  proceed  to  a  sale,  on  account  of  the  other  shares,  the  converting 
trust  having  been  created  for  the  benefit  of  all  (Z). 

But  if  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  are  given  to  A.  on  a  contingency, 
and  on  failure  of  that  contingency  to  others,  the  primary  donee  may. 
Election  by  pending  the  contingency,  declare  his  intention  to  keep 
coDungent  the  land  unsold,  so  as  upon  the  happening  of  the  con- 
th^tl^^"^  tingency  to  re-convert  the  land,  if  no  sale  has  been  (as, 
gency.  of  course  it  may  nevertheless  have  been)  previously 

made  (m).  And.  of  course,  if  money  be  directed  to  be  laid  out  in 
Election  by        land  for  the  benefit  of  A.  B.  and  C.  as  tenants  in  com- 

commSS^of"*  ™^^  ^  ^^^y  ^y  ^^^  or  ™or«  o^  *l^em  may  take  their 
money  to  be  shares  of  the  money  without  the  consent  of  the  rest 
laid  out  in         ,,  p^^„   gg^.^   j^^j.^   Cowper,  «  it  is  in  vain  to  lay  out 

this  money  in  land  for  B.  and  C,  when  the  next  moment  they 
[•567]  *  may  turn  it  into  money,  and  equity,  like  nature,  will  do 
nothing  in  vain."  (n). 
And  although  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  owner  of  an  undivided 
share,  or  any  other  partial  interest  in  land  which  is  directed  to  be 
Dispositions  Converted,  by  his  single  act  to  change  its  character,  and 
by  partial  thereby  impart  to  it  a  different  transmissible  quality,  it 

owner  before  y        a.  *  *f  * 

actual  conver-  does  not  f ollow  that  every  disposition  by  such  partial 
sion.  owner  adapted  to  the  property  in  its  actual  state,  is  nu- 

gatory. On  the  contrary,  it  is  clear,  that  if  a  person  entitled  to  a 
reversionary  interest  in  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  shows  an  in- 
tention to  dispose  thereof  by  will,  or  otherwise,  as  personal  estate,  it 
will  pass  by  such  disposition  (o)  ;  though,  on  the  death  of  the  donee 
intestate,  it  would  devolve  on  his  real  representative.  So,  if  the 
le  jatee  of  the  proceeds  of  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold  devise  the 
land  in  its  character  of  real  estate,  the  devisee  will  be  entitled  to 
the  fund  in  question,  though  it  would,  when  acquired,  be  personal 
estate  in  the  hands  of  such  devisee  (p). 
Where  property  subject  to  a  trust  for  conversion  was   settled 

(/)  See  1  B.  C.  C  500;  Elliott  v  Fisher,  12  Sim  505;  Holloway  v.  Radcliife,  23  BeaT.  169; 
Re  Davidson,  Martin  v.  Trimmer,  11  Ch.  D.  341,  348;  Biggs  v.  Peacock,  22  Ch.  D.  284. 
But  this  rule  would  not  appiv  where  the  trust  for  sale  of  land  was  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
debts,  legacies,  &c. ;  the  devisee  (or  legatee  of  the  snrplns  proceeds)  subject  to  the  cbaffres, 
might  himself  clear  them  off  and  retain  the  land  unsold,  Griesbach  v.  Fremantle,  17  Bcav.  314. 
So  if  the  legatees,  though  not  paid,  acquiesced  in  the  retention,  Mutlow  v.  Bigg,  1  Ch-  D. 
^So.  And  after  a  lapse  of  time  and  where  no  prejudice  accrues  to  them,  their  acquieacence 
will  be  easily  inferred,  id. 

(m)  Meelc'v.  Devenish,  6  Ch.  D.  566,  explaining  Sisaon  v,  Giles,  3  D.  J.  &  S  614. 

(n)  Seeley  v.  Jago,  1  P.  W.  389.  And  a  small  sum  (A/s  share)  might  be  as  adrao- 
tageouslv  laid  out  in  land  for  A.  as  a  large  sum  (the  entire  rand)  for  A.,  B.,  and  C 

(o)  Tnquet  v.  Thornton,  13  Yes.  345. 

(p)  See  Hewitt  v.  Wright,  1  B.  C  C.  86. 
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by  the  owner  on  her  marriage,  and  a  power  to  reconvert  (or  retain 
the  properly  in  its  actual  state)  was  reserved  to  the   Delegation  of 
trustees,  to  be  exercised  with  the  consent  of  the  tenants   power  by 
for  life  or  the  survivor,  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,   ^'^efi^^'y- 
V.-C.,  that  the  power  ceased  as  soon  as  the  property  had  vested  abso- 
lutely in  the  children,  although  one  of  the  tenants  for  life  was 
living  (q). 

And  here  it  may  be  observed,  that  where  (r)  real  estate  was  devised 
upon  trust  for  sale,  and  the  proceeds  were  to  be   divided 
•  among  several  persons,  one  of  whom  was  a  married  woman,  [*568] 
who  (the  estate  being  unsold)  joined  with  her  husband  in 
levying  a  fine  of  her  share  therein;   it  was  held,  that   Husband  and 

iKr\t&  mav 

the  wife  was  by  this  means  barred  of  her  equity  to  a  convey  land 
settlement  out  of  the  fund.    And  the  same  effect,  it  is   ^^i^^^^^i?/** 
conceived,  would  now  be  produced  by  the  husband  and  estate, 
wife  conveying  the  property  by  a  deed  acknowledged  by  her,  accord- 
ing to  the  statute  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  cap.  74,  ss.  77,  79. 

IV.  —  Relative  Rights   of  Ziegatee   for  Life  and  ulterior  Legatee 
under  reeidoary  Clanaes.  —  Sometimes,  the  exercise  of  trustees'  op- 
tion to  convert  regulates  not  merely  the  devolution  of  Trustees' 
property  as  between  the  real  and  personal  representa-  option  to  sell 
tives  respectively  of  the  beneficial  objects,  but  also  de-  destination  of 
termines  its  destination  under  the  will  itself ;  i.  e.,  until   property, 
conversion,  it  belongs  to  one,  and  when  actually  converted,  to  another. 
Large  and  inconvenient  as  such  a  discretion  is,  yet,  if  the  intention 
to  confer  it  be  clearly  manifested,  the  construction  must  prevail,  in 
spite  of  any  suspicion  that  the  testator  misapprehended  the  effect  of 
the  term  he  has  employed. 

As  in  Brown  v.  Bigg  (<),  where  a  testator  ordered  and  empowered 
his  wife  (in  case  she  chose  so  to  do),  with  the  advice  of  W.  G.,  to  sell 
all  his  G.  estates  (stating  that  she  woidd  probably  not  choose  to  live 
there),  with  the  crop,  stock,  and  effects,  with  all  convenient  speed ; 

(q)  Doncaster  v.  Doncaster,  3  E.  &  J.  26.  And  see  Rich  v.  Whitfield,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  583. 
fiat  cf.  Re  Ck>oke*s  Contract,  4  Ch.  D.  454  ;  Biggs  «.  Peacock,  22  Ch.  D.  284. 

(r)  Mav  V.  Roper,  4  Sim.  360.  This  doctrine  is  often  found  verv  convenient  in  practice, 
where  a  married  woman  has  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  fund  of  t^is  description ;  which,  in 
its  character  of  personalty,  she  is  incompetent  to  deal  with,  so  as  to  bar  her  continent  right 
by  survivorship,  but  which  may  be  effected  by  means  of  a  deed  (duly  acknowledged  as  to 
the  wife),  assigning  the  property  (Briggs  v.  Chamberlain,  11  Hare,  69,  overruling  Hobbv  v. 
Allen,  15  Jur.  885,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  199,  4  De  6.  &  S.  289;  and  see  TuAr  «.  Turner,  20  Beav. 
660;  Franks  v.  Bollans,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  717;  Re  Durrant  and  Stonor,  18  Ch.  D.  106.  If  the 
fund  is  in  court  it  will  be  paid  out  a-^  personalty,  if  the  f.  c,  being  separately  examined.  f<o 
electa,  Slandering  v.  Hall,  11  Ch.  D.  652.  Ttie  doctrine  applies  in  the  case  of  a  married 
woman  who  with  her  husband  is  entitled  to  a  debt  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  land,  William.H 
V.  Cooke,  4  Giff.  343.  But  not  so,  where  a  married  woman  is  entitled  only  to  a  8har«>  of  a 
mortgage  debt  vested  in  trustees  for  others  as  well  as  herself.  Re  Newton's  Trusts,  23  Ch. 
D.  181.  The  Act  20  &  21  Vict,  c  57,  enabling  married  women  thenceforth  to  dispose  of 
their  reversionary  interests  in  personalty,  does  not  extend  to  interests  under  marriage  settle- 
ments. 

(«)  7  Yes.  279;  and  see  Harding  v.  Trotter,  21  L.  T.  279,  y.-0.  S. 
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and  the  money  arising  from  such  sale,  to  be  placed  out  on  security^ 
the  yearly  interest  of  which,  as  well  as  the  interest  due  to  the  testa- 
tor on  notes,  bonds,  mortgages,  or  otherwise  (except  what  was  in  the 
public  funds),  he  gave  to  his  wife  for  life,  determinable  as  to  one 
moiety  on  marriage  again.  And  after  giving  several  legacies,  the 
testator  after  his  wife's  death  left  the  whole  of  his  personal  estate, 
principal,  and  interest^  of  every  kind,  both  on  public  and  private 
security,  before  undisposed  of,  to  several  persons.  The  wife  sold 
part  of  the  G.  estate,  and  died ;  and  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  B.,  held,  that 
the  proceeds  of  such  part  belonged  to  the  residuary  legatees,  and  that 
the  unsold  part  of  the  estate  remained  the  property  of  the  testator's 
heir. 

Vesting  of  ^f  ^  ^^  iwid  arising  from  the  sale  be  disx)osed  of  in 

fund  pott-  svLch  terms  as  unequivocally  and  explicitly  to  make  the 
Actaai  sale.       Vesting  depend  on  the  period  of  actual  sale,  the  vesting 

will  be  postponed  accordingly. 
[*669]  *  Thus,  where  (t)  a  testator  devised  certain  real  estates  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  directed  that  A.  should,  as  soon  after  her 
decease,  or  her  refusing  to  release  her  dower,  as  conveniently  might 
be,  sell  the  estate ;  and  as  to  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale,  to- 
gether with  the  rents  till  sold,  he  gave  the  same  to  be  equally  divided 
between  his  five  nephews  (naming  them),  at  such  time  as  the  sale 
should  be  completed,  in  ease  they  should  be  then  living;  but,  in  case 
any  of  them  should  die  in  his  lifetime,  or  before  the  sale  of  his  said 
estate  should  be  completed,  leaving  issue,  his  part  should  be  paid  to 
his  children ;  but  in  case  any  of  them  should  die  in  his  lifetime,  or 
before  the  sale  should  be  completed,  without  leaving  issue,  to  the 
survivors.  Sir  W.  Grant  held,  that  the  share  of  a  nephew  surviving 
the  testator,  but  dying  before  the  sale,  did  not  vest;  observing,  that 
to  adopt  the  contrary  construction  would  deny  to  the  testator  the 
power,  by  any  express  form  of  words,  or  clear  manifestation  of  inten- 
tion, to  make  the  vesting  depend  on  the  actual  sale. 

In  all  such  cases,  however,  the  courts,  ever  anxious  to  avoid  im- 
puting to  a  testator  a  mode  of  disposition  at  variance  with  what  is 
j^^^  usual  and  convenient,  will  diligently  seek  in  the  context 

enjoymeiit'of  of  the  will  for  means  of  escape;  and  in  one  class  of 
w?Shw  cases,  of  very  frequent  occurrence,  the  literal  force  of 

subject  to  a  the  language  of  the  will  has,  even  without  any  such  aid 
v^Siton!^""  ^^^  *^®  context,  been  moulded  into  conformity  with 
probable  intention.  The  cases  here  alluded  to  are  those 
in  which  a  will,  creating  a  trust  for  conversion,  is  so  framed  as  that 
the  enjoyment  of  the  cestui  que  trust  is  apparently  made  to  wait  un- 
til actual  conversion.  The  inconvenience  of  such  a  postponement  is 
obvious ;   it   seems  hardly  supposable  that  the  testator  could  mean 

(t)  Elwin  f .  Elwio,  8  Vea.  647.    See  also  Fanlkener  v.  HoUingsworth,  dt  S  Yes.  566. 
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that  the  actual  enjoyment  by  the  object  of  his  bounty  should  be 
liable  to  be  deferred  for  an  indefinite  period,  by  difficulties  attending 
the  execution  of  the  trust,  or  the  want  of  activity  in  the  trustees  in 
effecting  a  conversion.  To  prevent  such  consequence,  a  liberal  con- 
struction has  obtained  in  these  cases,  and  the  legatee,  until  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trust,  takes  an  interest  in  the  unconverted  property, 
corresponding  to  that  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  in  the 
proceeds,  if  the  conversion  had  taken  place.  Thus,  where  (u)  lands 
were  conveyed  upon  trust  to  be  sold,  and  out  of  the  money 
arising  from  *  the  sale  other  lands  were  to  be  purchased,  to  be  [*570] 
settled  to  certain  uses,  and  a  person,  who  would  have  been 
tenant  in  tail  under  those  uses  with  reversion  in  fee  to  himself,  levied 
a  fine  of  the  estate  conveyed  to  be  sold ;  Sir  W.  Grant  held,  that 
though  no  estate  was  in  terms  limited  to  him  in  that  property,  yet  he 
was  tenant  in  tail  in  equity ;  and,  by  the  fine,  acquired  an  equitable  fee. 
So,  where  by  will  trustees  were  directed  to  sell  an  advowson  when 
full,  and  invest  the  proceeds  for  the  benefit  of  A.  during  her  life,  and 
afterwards  for  other  persons,  a  sale  of  the  advowson  not  having  been 
effected  while  the  advowson  was  full,  it  was  held  that  the  right  to 
nominate  a  clerk  was  in  A.  (x). 

But  though  the  general  principle  is  well  settled,  yet  many  ques- 
tions have  arisen  in  the  course  of  its  application,  especially  respecting 
the  precise  point  of  time  at  which  the  enjoyment  of  the   p  . 
legatee  for  life  commences;   the  effect  of  an  express   of  tenant  for 
direction  to  accumulate  the  income  until  conversion;   ^nSerman 
and,  above  all,  as  to  whether  the  legatee  for  life  of  the 
proceeds  is,  until  the  conversion  of  the  property,  to  take  the  actual 
income,  or  the  assumed  income ;  in  other  words,  whether  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  income  accruing  from  the  property  in  its  actual  condi- 
tion, or  the  income  which,  if  duly  converted  and  invested,  it  would 
have  yielded. 

Points  of  this  nature  have  most  commonly  occurred  under  general 
residuary  clauses  containing  trusts  for  sale  and  conversion,  in  which 
the  principle  has  to  be  applied  to  the  various  species  of  property  of 
which  a  residue  is  composed. 

The  following  positions  will  be  found  to  embody  the    Rules  deduced 
chief  doctrines  to  be  deduced  from  the  authorities  :  —        '">™  <^««- 

1.    In  the  ordinary  case  of  residuary  personal  estate  being  directed 
to  be  sold  or  otherwise  converted  into  money,  and  the  produce  (either 
with  and  without  a  prior  express  trust  for  payment  of   j^  to  income 
debts  and  legacies)  laid  out  in  government  or  real  secur-  du^nff  fi"t 
ities,  or  other  specified  securities,    for  the  benefit  of  a  eAydaiy"^ 
person  for  life,  at  whose  decease  the  capital  is  given     invested; 

M  Peanon  f.  Tjme,  17  Yes.  101. 

(x)  Brisrgs  V.  Sharp,  L.  R.  30  Eq.  817.    And  see  Hawkins  v,  Chappel,  1  Atk.  eSl:  JohiH 
stone  V.  Baber,  6  D.  li.  &  Q.  489;  0*3hea  9.  Howie j,  IJ.  &  Lat.  891. 
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over,  without  any  express  appropriation  of  the  income  accruing  before 
conversion,  the  income  arising  from  such  part  of  the  residue  as,  at 
the  testator's  decease,  was  actually  invested  in  government  or  real 
securities,  or  other  securities  of  the  nature  contemplated  by  the  in- 
vestment trust,  belongs  to  the  residuary  legatee  for  life  from  the 

period  of  the  testator's  decease  (y), 
[♦571]  *  2.  In  the  case  already  described,  namely,  that  of  a  residu- 
ary bequest  containing  a  trust  for  sale  and  conversion,  with- 
out any  express  appropriation  of  the  annual  income  until  conversion, 
the  destination  of  such  income  arising  within  the  first  year  from  the 
_^  unconverted  property  (comprising  all  which   does  not 

not  duly  consist  of  such  investments  as  the  proceeds  are  directed 

invested.  ^  \^q  converted  into)  was  long  doubtful     In  La  Terriere 

V,  Bulmer  («),  Sir  A.  Hart,  V.-C.,  decided,  that  the  first  year's  in- 
come formed  part  of  the  capital.  In  Dimes  v.  Scott  (a).  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst  held  the  legatee  for  life  to  be  entitled  during  the  year,  in  lieu 
of  the  actual  income,  to  dividends  on  so  much  Three  per  Gent,  stock 
as  the  proceeds  of  the  property,  if  converted,  would  have  purchased 
at  the  end  of  the  year.  In  Douglas  v,  Congreve  (6),  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  R.  (after  noticing  these  conflicting  opinions),  gave  the  legatee  for 
life  the  actual  income  arising  from  unconverted  funds,  from  the  tes- 
tator's death  until  the  end  of  the  year,  or  until  conversion,  which 
should  first  happen  (c)  ;  a  rule  which  certainly  seems  to  be  more  just 
than  the  first,  and  more  convenient  than  the  second,  of  the  others 
which  have  been  referred  to,  and  was  apparently  adhered  to  by  the 
same  Judge  in  Mehrtens  v,  Andrews  {d).  However,  the  rule*laid 
down  in  Dimes  v.  Scott  has  since  been  repeatedly  followed,  and  must 
be  considered  as  now  settled  (e).  The  ground,  however,  for  the  con- 
struction which  gives  the  income  to  the  legatee  for  life  of  the 
proceeds  from  the  testator's  death,  is  strengthened,  where  he  has 

(y)  Hewitt  v.  Morris,  T.  &  R.  241;  Angeretein  v.  Martin,  id.  232;  Dimes  v.  Scott,  4  Rass. 
209:  \a  Terriere  t.  Bulmer,  2  Sim.  18;  I^uglas  v.  Con^ve,  1  Kee.  410;  Taylor  «.  Clark, 
1  Hare,  161;  MacphersoD  v.  Macphereon,  16  Jur.  847,  1  ofacq.  H.  L.  243;  Hume  «.  Richard- 
i:on.  4  D.  F.  &  J.  29;  Brown  v.  Gellatly,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  751.  But  income  arising  within  the  first 
year  from  so  much  of  the  testator'a  estate  (sa}'  consolfl)  aa  is  required  for  payment  of  debts 
and  legacies,  is  not  income  arising  from  residue ;  it  falls  into  and  increases  the  capital  of  the 
residue,  Holgate  v.  Jennings,  24  Beav.  623.  In  other  words,  there  is  no  residue  till  those 
payments  have  been  made,  and  tenant  for  life  must  keep  down  the  interest  of  debts  as  well 
during  the  first  as  during  subsequent  years;  Allhusen  v.  WhittcU,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  295;  Marshall 
r.  Crowther,  2  CIi.  D.  199.  (real  estate)  and  cases  there  cited,  Greisley  r.  Earl  of  Chester- 
field, 13  Beav.  288,  therefore  does  not  furnish  a  general  rule.  The  income  of  a  fund  set 
Hpart  to  answer  a  contingent  claim,  arising  nntil  the  contingency  happens  or  becomes  impossi- 
ble,  is  income,  not  capitu,  AllhuseQ  «.  Whittell,  sup.  and  cases'  there  cited.  But  see  Tucker 
«.  Boswell,  5  Beav.  607. 

iz)  2  Sim.  18. 

{n)  4  Russ.  195. 

(b)  1  Kee.  427. 

(c)  See  Angerstein  v.  Martin,  T.  &  R.  232,  aec.  But  Lord  St.  Leonards  has  said  Q6  Jar. 
847,  1  Macq.  H.  L.  Ca.  243),  that  when  Lord  Eldon  there  decreed  the  dividends  on  Rnssian 
stock  to  the  tenant  for  life  his  attention  could  not  have  been  called  to  the  point.  See  alao 
per  K.  Bruce,  V.-C,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  818. 

{d)  3  Beav.  72. 

(e)  Tavlor  v.  Clark,  1  Hare,  161;  Morgan  v.  Momn,  14  Bear.  77;  Brown  v,  Gellatlj, 
L.  R.,  2  t^h.  751 ;  Allhusen  v.  Whittell,  L.  R.,  4  £q.  &5. 
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bequeathed  out  of  the  fund  pecuniary  legacies,  which  are  ex- 
pressly made  to  carry  *  interest  from  that  period  (/) ;  and  it  [*572] 
should  seem  that  such  is  the  invariable  rule,  where  the  sub- 
ject  of  disposition  is  a  specific  property  and  the  execution  of  the 
trust  for  conversion  is  not  involved  in  the  administration  of  the 
general  personal  estate ;  in  which  case  (there  being  no  analogy  to  the 
case  of  general  pecuniary  legacies  which  are  payable  at  the  end  of 
a  year)  the  legatee  of  the  dividends  or  interest  would  be  entitled  to 
the  rents  from  the  period  of  the  testator's  death  {g).  Where  the 
words  of  the  will  are  sufficiently  clear  upon  the  point,  the  tenant 
for  life  will  of  course  be  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  property  in 
specie  until  conversion,  however  long  that  may  be  deferred  (h).  The 
question  what  words  are  sufficient  for  this  purpose  will  be  discussed 
presently. 

3.  The  rule  that  a  conversion  is  to  be  deemed  as  having  been  made 
within  a  year  from  the  testator's  death,  is  applied  in  favor  of,  as  well 
as  against,  the  tenant  for  life.    Thus,  where  trustees  are  g^^^.  ^^ 
directed  to  convert  the  property  (whether  it  be  land  into   direction  to 
money,  or  money  into  land),  and  until  conversion  the  in-   S^tS"couver- 
come  is  directed  to  be  accumulated  and  added  to  the  cap-  Bion. 

ital ;  and  it  happens  that  the  conversion  is  deferred  beyond  the  period 
of  a  year  from  the  testator's  decease,  the  process  of  accumulation 
ceases  and  the  title  of  the  legatee  for  life  to  the  income  commences, 
at  the  end  of  such  year ;  this  being  considered  to  afford  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  conversion  of  the  property  (i) ;  and  it  is  immaterial,  in 
such  case,  that  the  clause  directing  the  accumulation  of  the  immed- 
iate income  goes  on  to  provide  for  its  investment  (j).  And  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  where  the  purchase  of  land  is  to  be  made  with  a 
pecuniary  legacy,  which  is  to  come  out  of  the  testator's  general  estate 
(and  payment  of  which,  therefore,  may,  under  the  general  rule,  be 
made  at  any  time  within  a  year),  the  twelve  months,  at 
which  the  income  becomes  receivable  *  by  the  tenant  for  [*573] 
life,  is  computed  from  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  the 
legacy  (k). 

4.  With  respect  to  such  portion  of  the  property  as  is,  in  point  of 


(/)  Fitzgerald  v,  Jervoise,  5  Mad.  25.  The  marginal  abstract  of  this  case  is  very  inac- 
curate. 

(a)  See  Hutcheon  v.  Mannington,  1  Ves.  Jr.  366;  Sitwell  v.  Bernard,  6  Yea.  541. 

(a)  Sparling  «.  Parker,  9  Bear.  624;  Mackie  v,  Mackie,  5  Hare,  70;  Wrey  v.  Smith,  14 
Sim.  202;  Johnston  v.  Moore.  27  L.  J.  Ch.  453;  Scholefield  «.  Redfem,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  173; 
Re  Chancellor,  Chancellor  v.  Brown,  26  Ch.  D.  42.  See  alfto  Stroud  v.  Gwyer,  28  Bear.  130; 
Straker  v.  Wilson,  L.  B.,  6  Ch.  503.  In  the  last  tV^o  cases  executors  had  power  to  deter- 
mine how  much  of  trade  profits  should  go  as  income  and  how  much  as  capital. 

(t)  Sitwell  *).  Bernard,  6  Ves.  520;  and  cases  there  cited;  Kilvington  v.  Grav,  2  S.  &  St.  396 ; 
Noel  V.  Henley,  7  Pri.  241;  Stair  v.  McGill,  1  Bli.  N.  S.  662;  Vickers  r.  Scott,  8  My.  &  K. 
500;  Tucker  r.  Boswell,  5  Beav.  607;  see  also  Vigor  v.  Harwood,  12  Sim.  172,  where  an  implUd 
direction  to  accumulate  was  altogether  disregarded,  so  that  the  tenant  for  life  got  the  income 
from  the  testator's  death. 


( f' )  Entwistle  v.  Markland,  6  Ves.  528  n. 
0c)  Parry  v,  Warringtoni  6  Mad.  164. 
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As  to  inoome      ^^^'  converted  before  the  end  of  the  year  following  the 
of  property        testator's  decease,  the  legatee  for  life  takes  the  actual 

COD  vcrtfid 

within  the         income  of  the  fund  constituted  of  the  proceeds  from  the 
y^"'  time  of  its  actual  investment ;  and  that  too,  of  course, 

without  legard  to  the  fact  of  there  being  an  express  direction  to  ac- 
cumulate the  profits  until  conversion  or  not  (/). 

5.  If  the  property  can  be,  but  is  not,  actually  converted  at  the  end 
of  a  year  from  the  testator's  decease,  it  must  be  computed  what  would 

have  been  the  result,  if  the  conversion  had  taken  place 
of  propert™*  a*  8^ch  year's  end,  and  the  proceeds  had  been  then  in- 
whichcanbe  vested  in  the  public  stocks  (m)j  the  dividends  of  which 
converted  stock  will  form  the  income  to  which  the  legatee  for  life 

within  the         ^u  be  entitled  either  from  the  testator's  decease,  or 

from  the  end  of  the  year,  according  to  the  fact,  whether 

there  is  not,  or  is,  an  intermediate  trust  for  accumulation  (n).    And 

this  rule  applies  as  well  where  the  unconverted  fund  or  property  is 

of  a  permanent  nature,  as  where  it  is  limited  in  its  duration, 

[♦574]  as  leaseholds,  &c.  (o),^     It  *also  applies  in  favor  of  the  ten- 

(0  La  Terriere  «.  Bnlmer,  S  Sim.  18 :  aee  mlao  Dimes  v.  Scott,  4  Ross.  909;  Gibson  v,  BoU, 
7  Ves.,89. 

(m)  Formerlj  the  inveetment  was  deemed  to  have  been  made  in  Three  Per  Cent.  Consols. 
It  would  seem  that,  for  the  purpose  in  question,  the  investment  should  now  be  deemed  to 
have  been  made  in  Two  and  Three  Quarters  Per  Cent,  stock.  See  Redemption  Act  (Funds) 
'Rules,  1889,  r.  3.  The  rate  of  interest  on  this  stock  is,  however,  reducible  to  two  and  a  half 
per  cent,  in  1903,  so  that  it  must  be  re^rarded  as  to  some  extent  a  wasting  investment.  Having 
regard,  on  the  one  hand,  to  the  extended  range  of  investments  now  authorized  for  cash  under 
the  control  of  the  Court,  and  on  the  other  hand,  to  the  high  price  which  is  at  the  present  daj 
commanded  by  all  high  class  stocks  and  securities,  and  particularly  the  public  funds  and 
securities  of  the  United  Kingdom,  it  would  seem  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  early  cases 
will  require  judicial  re-consideration.  According  to  the  price  of  Consols  in  1802,  when  the 
rule  in  question  was  laid  down  in  Dimes  v.  Scott,  4  Ruse.  209,  the  tenant  for  life  got  more 
than  four  per  cent,  by  the  plan  which  was  adopted;  see  Brown  v.  Uellatly,  ai^.,  L.  R ,  S  Ch. 
at  p.  766,  and  note. 

(n)  But  the  stock  might  happen  to  be  lower  at  the  actual  investment  at  the  year's  end ;  and 
then  it  should  seem,  a  portion  of  the  income  would  be  undisposed  of  during  the  life. 

(o)  See  Dimes  v.  Scott,  4  Russ.  209;  Mills  e.  Mills,  7  Sim.  501;  Mehrtens  «.  Andrews,  3 
Beav.  72;  Hume  v.  Richardson,  4  D.  F.  &  J.  29;  Brown  r.  Gellatly,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  7B1.  In 
Dimes  v.  Scott,  a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust, 
to  convert  the  same  into  money,  and  thereout  to  pay  debts,  and  invest  the  surplus  m  govern^ 
ment  or  real  tecurity,  for  the  benefit  of  A.  for  life :  at  whose  decease  the  capital  was  ^ven 
to  other  persons  absolutelv.  When  the  testator  died,  part  of  his  property  was  invested  m  an 
Kast  India  security,  yielding  10/.  per  cent.,  on  which  the  executors  permitted  it  to  remain  for 
several  years,  and  during  this  period  paid  over  the  whole  interest  to  the  legatee  for  life;  Lord 
LvndhuTvt  decided,  that  thev  conid  only  be  allowed,  as  a  proper  application  of  inoome,  a  sum 
equal  to  the  dividend  on  so  much  Three  per  Cent.  Consols  as  the  proceeds  of  the  security,  if 
turned  into  monev  at  the  end  of  a  year  from  the  testator^s  decease,  would  have  purchased; 
such  dividends  to'  be  computed  from  the  decease  of  the  testator;  and  though  it  appeared  that 
the  fund  had  actually  vielded  more  t^an  it  would  have  produced  if  sold  at  the  end  of  a  year, 
yet  the  trustees  were  ^eld  not  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  gain,  by  war  of  set-off 
against  the  claim  of  the  ulterior  legateen  for  excess  of  income  paid  to  the  legatee  tor  life;  but 
were  bound  to  account  for  both  such  excess,  and  also  the  entire  sum  actually  received  on 
the  conversion  of  the  security.  In  Robinson  9.  Robinson,  1  D.  M  &  6.  247,  where  trustees 
had  an  option  to  invest  in  government  or  real  securities,  and  had  neglected  to  convert  im- 
proper investments  and  a  loss  had  ensued,  they  were  charp^ed,  not  with  so  mnch  govern- 
ment stock  (for  they  were  not  bound  to  choose  that  mode  of  investment),  but  with  the  money 
value  of  the  fund  at  the  year's  end,  and  42.  per  cent,  interest  on  such  value;  and  it  was  held 
to  follow  that  the  income  of  the  tenant  for  lite  who  had  acquiesced  in  the  default  must  also 
be  4/.  per  cent,  on  the  same  value.    But  where  the  only  question  is  what  an  the  relative 

1  Set  2  Story,  Eq.  §  790  and  nota. 
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ant  for  life  to  moneys  recovered  after  a  long  interval,  and  to  rever- 
sionary interests  from  which  he  might  derive  no  benefit,  precisely 
as  it  is  applied  against  him  to  property  of  a  wasting-nature,  from 
which  he  would  derive  more  than  his  proper  share  of  income  (p)  ; 
and  the  value  of  such  interests  is  to  be  calculated,  not  at  what  they 
would  sell  for  at  the  testator's  death,  but  on  their  falling  into  posses- 
sion it  is  to  be  ascertained  what  would  have  been  the  value  at  the  end 
of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death  of  a  sum  of  money  which,  as  the 
event  has  turned  out,  was  to  become  payable  at  the  end  of  so 
many  *  years,  calculated  at  4L  per  cent,  interest  (q).  On  the  [♦STS] 
value  so  ascertained,  the  tenant  for  life  will  be  entitled  to  his 
proper  number  of  years'  interest,  at  U,  per  cent.,  and  the  residue  of 
the  amount  actually  received,  after  deducting  the  amount  of  such  in- 
terest, will  form  the  capital  of  the  fund ;  but  the  tenant  for  life  will 
not  be  entitled  to  any  payment  till  the  fund  actually  becomes  produc- 
tive (r),  and  in  case  of  his  death  before  that  time  his  personal  repre- 
sentative will  of  course  become  entitled.  In  a  case  where  there  were 
both  wasting  and  reversionary  interests,  the  Court,  for  the  benefit  of 
all  parties,  adjusted  the  payments  to  the  tenant  for  life  out  of  the 
wasting  interests,  so  as  to  compensate  for  his  loss  of  income  under 
the  reversionary  interests  (a). 

6.  Where  property  ought  to  be,  but  from  its  nature  cannot  be,  im- 
mediately converted,  at  least  without  great  loss  to  the  estate,  the 

rights  of  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman  in  an  improper  investment  forming  part  of  tlie 
testator's  estate,  the  rule  in  Dimes  v.  Scott  and  Taylor  v,  Clark  applies,  and  whether  the 
will  does  or  does  not  give  an  option  to  invest  in  government  or  other  securities,  the  tenant 
for  life  is  entitled  only  to  dividends  on  so  much  consols,  Brown  v.  Gellatly,  L.  R.,  2  Ch.  751. 
Anderson  v.  Read,  22  W.  R.  527  (cor.  HaU,y.-C.),  where  the  trust  for  investment  is  stated 
to  have  been  "  comprehensive,"  appears  to  be  to  the  same  effect. 

Neither  the  Rule  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  November,  1888  (Ord.  XXII.  Rule  17),  nor  the 
Trust  Investment  Act.  1889  (52  &  53  Vict.  c.  32),  would  appear  to  affect  the  rule  in  the  caite  of 
improper  securities  left  unconverted.  But  securities  authorized  by  the  Act,  or  by  the  rules 
of  Court  for  the  time  being  in  force  are  proper  investments  for  a  testator's  estate,  although 
not  expressly  authorized  by  the  will  unless  expressly  forbidden  thereby;  and  the  tenant  for 
life  will  be  entitled  as  income  to  the  annual  proceeds  of  such  investments,  when  actually 
found,  or  made,  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  Hume  v.  Richardson,  4  D.  F.  &  J.  29. 

(p)  Pickering  v.  Pickering,  4  My.  &  Cr.  803;  Turner  r.  Newport,  2  Phil.  14,  14  Sim.  32; 
Hinves  v.  Hiuves,  3  Hare,  Sll ;  Lord  Eldon's  observation  in  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmouth,  7  Ves. 
148;  Wilkinson  v,  Duncan,  23  Beav.  469  (where  the  interestof  the  tenant  for  life  was  held 
to  be  the  difference  between  the  value  at  the  year's  end,  and  the  amount  actually  recovered, 
which  is  in  fact  equivalent  to  giving  the  tenant  for  life  4/.  per  cent,  on  the  value  at  the  year's 
end);  Johnson  v.  Routh,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  305,  and  Countess  of  Harrington  r.  Atherton,  2'D.  J. 

6  S'  352  (where  the  tenants  for  life  of  the  reversion  were  alreadv  tenants  for  life  in  possession 
of  the  fund);  Cox  v.  Cox,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  343;  Wright  v.  I^mbert,  6  Ch.  D.  649.  As  to  appor- 
tionment  between  a  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman,  where  a  loss  had  seemed  on  the  sale  of 
mortgaged  property,  see  Re  Foster,  Lh»yd  v.  Carr,  45  Ch.  D.  629.  The  principle  seems  not  to 
have  been  applied,  where  the  income  of  a  fund  set  apart  for  a  particular  purpose,  becomes 
during  a  period  undisposed  of,  and  falls  into  the  residue.  In  such  cases  the  tenant  for  life  of 
the  residue  is  held  entitled  only  to  the  income  arising  from  the  investments  as  they  are  made 
of  the  undisposed-of  income,  and  not  to  the  dividends  on  a  sum  representing  the  capitalized 
value  of  the  undisposed-of  income.     See  Tucker «.  Boswell,  6  Beav.  607 ;  Crawley  v.  Crawley, 

7  Sim.  427:  and  the  cases  ante,  p.  282,  as  to  the  persons  entitled  to  the  interest  of  income 
directed  to  be  accumulated  beyond  the  period  allowed  by  the  Thellusson  Act. 

iq)  It  would  seem  that  the  amount  is  to  be  calculatea  on  the  footing  of  compound  interest 
with  yearly  rests.  Re  Earl  of  Chesterfield's  Trusts,  24  Ch.  D.  643;  Re  Hobaon,  Walker  v.  Ap- 
pach,  W.  K.  1885,  p.  184. 

(r)  Taylor  v.  Clark,  1  Hare«  170. 

(<)  Glengall  v.  Bernard,  5  Beav.  245. 
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As  to  income  authorities  are  not  quite  uniform.  Thus,  in  Gibson  v. 
wh?ch  MLunot  ^^^  (*)>  where  leaseholds  directed  to  be  converted  could 
be  converted,      not  be  sold  for  want  of  a  good  title,  Lord  Eldon  gave  the 

tenant  for  life  4Z.  per  cent,  from  the  testator's  death  on 
a  sum  to  be  ascertained  as  the  value  at  the  testator^ s  death  (u).  Lord 
Langdale,  in  Mehrtens  v,  Andrews  (y),  after  the  leases  had  expired, 
directed  a  value  to  be  put  upon  them  having  reference  to  the  etijoy- 
ment  had  thereunder,  and  that  the  income  of  the  tenant  for  life 
should  be  taken  as  the  dividends  of  the  sum  of  consols  which  could 
have  been  purchased  for  that  value ;  and  in  Meyer  v.  Simonsen  (x), 
where  conversion  could  not,  from  the  nature  of  the  property,  be  im- 
mediately made,  Sir  J.  Parker,  V.-C.,  decided,  that  interest  at  4Z.  per 
cent,  should  be  allowed.  He  said  there  were  three  distinct  classes  of 
cases :  "  First,  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  bequest  is  either  in- 
vested in  the  funds,  or  in  some  security  of  which  the  Court  approves, 
there  conversion  is  not  necessary,  and  the  tenant  for  life  takes  the 
interest  of  the  fund  as  it  is,  and  the  corpus  belongs  to  those  in  re- 
mainder. The  second  class  is  where  part  of  the  estate  can  be  sold 
and  converted  so  as  not  to  sacrifice  the  interest  of  the  tenant  for  life 
or  of  the  remainderman,  such  a  case  is  one  of  partial  conversion,  and 

the  proceeds  of  the  part  converted  must  be  laid  out  on  the 
[*576]  permanent  securities  approved  of  by  the  *  Court,  of  which  the 

tenant  for  life  will  take  the  interest,  and  the  remainderman 
the  corpus.  The  third  class  is  where  the  property  is  so  laid  out  as 
to  be  secure  and  to  produce  a  large  annual  income,  but  is  not  capable 
of  immediate  conversion  without  loss  and  damage  to  the  estate,  as  in 
Gibson  u  Bott,  and  Caldecott  v,  Caldecott  (y).  There  the  rule  is  not 
to  convert  the  property,  but  to  set  a  value  upon  it,  and  give  to  the 
tenant  for  life  4Z.  per  cent,  on  such  value,  and  the  residue  of  the 
income  must  then  be  invested,  and  the  income  of  the  investment 
paid  to  the  tenant  for  life,  but  the  corpus  must  be  secured  for  the 
remainderman  («). 

It  remains  to  be  considered,  how  far  the  preceding  rules  apply  to 
cases,  in  which  the  residuary  clause  contains  no  express  trust  for  con- 
version: as  where  a  testator  simply  bequeaths  all  the 
m^^dtni?  residue  of  his  personal  estate  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  and 

doctrines  apply  after  his  decease,  for  B.  absolutely.  In  such  cases  the 
I»qu«jt8  with-  general  rule  of  practice  adopted  by  the  Court  is,  that  all 
out  a  trust  for     property  of  whatever  kind,  whether  perishable  or  per- 

conversion.  /  .!_.••  ^.j  j. 

manent,  except  what  is  invested  on  permanent  govem- 

(0  7  Vea.  89. 

(ci)  1  Y.  &  C.  G.  G.  330,  note  (a), 
(r)  3  Beav.  72. 

x)  6  De  G.  &  S.  723;  see  Gaulfield  v.  Magnire,  2  J.  &  Lat.  182. 
y)  1  Y.  &  C.  G.  G.  312. 

z)  And  see  Feams  v.  Youn^,  9  Ves.  549;  Walker  v.  Shore,  19  id.  3S7, 1  T.  &  G.  G.  G.  321, 
n.;  Arnold  v.  Ennis,  2  Ir.  Gb.  Rep.  601;  Re  Llewellyn's  Trust,  29  Bear.  171;  Brown  9. 
Gellatlj,  L.  R.,  2  Gh.  751  (as  to  the  ships).     Bat  see  Grawley  «.  Grawley,  7  Sim.  427,  oontm. 
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ment,  or  real,  or  other  authorized  securities  (a),  must  be  converted 
and  invested  in  Consols  (b).  It  follows  that  as  to  property,  which  at 
the  testator's  death  is  invested  upon  permanent  government  or  other 
authorized  securities,  the  legatee  for  life  is  entitled  to  the  actual  in- 
come, i.  e.,  the  dividends  or  interest,  from  the  period  of  the  testator's 
decease  (c).*  But  as  to  property  which  has  a  temporary  duration 
only,  as  leaseholds,  or  annuities  for  lives  or  years,  the  actual  income 
of  which,  it  is  obvious,  partakes  to  some  extent  of  the  nature  of  capi- 
tal, the  same  rule  could  not  justly  be  applied,  as  it  would  evidently 
have  the  effect  of  conferring  an  undue  advantage  on  the  person  en- 
titled for  life,  at  the  expense  of  the  ulterior  taker.  The  fair  course, 
and  at  the  present  day  the  settled  rule,  in  such  cases  seems  to 
be,  to  carry  to  account,  ♦  as  capital,  the  income  accruing  from  [*577] 
the  time  of  the  testator's  decease ;  and,  in  lieu  of  such  income 
to  pay  to  the  legatee  for  life  from  that  period,  a  sum  equal  to  the  div- 
idends which  the  produce  of  the  sale  would  have  yielded,  in  2|  per 
cent  Xew  Consols  (d) ;  such  investment,  however,  not  being  sup- 
posed to  be  made  until  the  period  of  the  actual  sale  (if  within  the 
year),  though  it  regulates  the  income  retrospectively  from  the  testa- 
tor's death.  But  if  the  sale  does  not  take  place  within  a  year  after 
the  testator's  decease,  the  amount  must,  it  should  seem,  be  reguls^ted 
by  the  presumed  proceeds,  i,  0.,  the  value  at  the  end  of  such  year,  to- 
gether, in  either  case,  with  dividends  on  the  interim  income  of  the 
terminable  unconverted  property  (e).' 

(n)  Including  those  authorized  by  the  Trast  Investment  Act,  1889,  and  the  Roles  of  Court 
for  the  time  being  in  force. 

(6)  Howe  V.  Lord  Dartmouth,  7  Ves  137;  in  Thornton  v.  Ellis,  15  Beav.  193.  So  in  Roberts 
9  Morgan,  23  L.  R.,  Ir.  118,  investment  in  2]  per  cent.  New  Consols  was  ordered.  See  ante, 
p  573,  note.  This  rule  applies  in  favor  of  one  having  a  life  annuity  charged  on  a  wasting 
fund  or  on  residue,  Fryer  v.  Buttar,  8  Sim.  442;  Wightwick  v.  Lord,'6  H.  L.  Ca.  217.  It  also 
applies  to  reversionary  interests  in  favor  of  the  tenant  for  life,  Hinves  v.  Hinves,  3  Hare,  611: 
and  also  where  trustees  have  an  express  option  to  convert  or  retain  existing  securities,  and 
they  decline  to  exercise  it,  Prendergast  v.  Prendergast,  3  H.  L.  Ca.  195 ;  see  also  Baud  v. 
Fardell,  7  D.  M.  &  G.  633,  634. 

(c)  Mills  V.  Mills,  7  Sim.  501;  and  see  Howe  v.  Earl  of  Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  137. 

(d)  See  ante,  p.  573. 

(e)  Feams  v.  Young.  0  Ves.  549;  Howe  v.  Karl  of  Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  187;  Mills  v.  Mills,  7 
Sim.  501;  Morgan  v.  Af organ,  14  Beav.  72;  Fryer  v.  Buttar,  8  Sim.  442;  Benn  v.  Dixon,  10 
Sim.  636;  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  15  Sim.  183;  Smith  v.  Pugh,  6  Jur.  701;  Lichfield  v. 
Baker,  2  Beav.  481, 13  id.  447.  But  see  Sutherland  v.  Cooke,  1  Coll.  503,  and  Crawley  v. 
Crawley,  7  Sim  427,  where  4/.  per  cent,  was  allowed,  and  a  remark  on  the  last  case,  Hayes 
and  Jarm.  C-on.  Wills,  3rd  ed.  p.  227.  The  rule  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  onlv  entitled  to  so 
much  for  income  as  the  property  would  have  produced  if  tfold  and  invested  m  consols,  does 
not  apply  where  the  testator  dies,  and  his  property,  and  the  persons  entitled  under  his  will,  are 
out  01  the  iunsdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  but  it  attaches  as  soon  as  the  persons  entitled 
arrive  in  this  country,  Holland  v.  Hughes,  16  Yes.  111. 


1  Loverin^  v  Minot,  9  Cush.  151. 

*  The  decisions  generally  declare  that  the 
person  taking  a  residue  for  life  is  ordinarily 
entitled  to  the  proceeds  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  not  merely  after  the  expiration 
of  a  year,  when  the  executor  is  not  prohibited 
from*  paying  the  principal  within  that  time. 
See  Hewett  v.  Morris,  1  Turn.  &  R.  241 ;  Wil- 
liamson V.  Williamson,  6  Paige,  298 ;  lever- 
ing V.  Bfinot,  9  Cush.  151.    But  as  to  the  rule 


in  New  YorkfSee  Wheeler «.  Ruthven,  74  N.Y. 
428;  Campbell  p.  Cowdrev,  31  How.  Pr.  172, 
reversing  1  Tuck.  122,  and  19  Abb.  Pr.  218. 
In  State  v.  Adams,  70  Mo.,  it  was  held  that 
where  suit,  which  was  dismissed,  had  been 
institated  to  contest  the  validity  of  a  will  pro- 
bated, interest  could  not  be  demanded  of  the 
executrix  until  the  dismissal  of  that  suit. 
This  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  the  ex- 
ecutor is  not  deemed  to  be  iu  default  so  long 
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What  would  be  the  destination  of  income  arising  from  a  fund, 
which,  though  not  wasting  or  fluctuating,  is  precariously  secured,  is 
.   ^  ,  more  doubtful    It  would  clearly  be  the  duty  of  any 

As  to  income  .  j.^j.i-i'.'i  - 

of  a  fund  pre-    executor  or  trustee  to  call  in  the  money  as  sooa  as  possi- 

nSt^i^ti?'.      ^^®  ^-^^^  ^^*  ^  *^®  ^^^^  *^°*®»  ^  *^®  *^*  should  happen 

to  yield  a  larger  amount  of  income  than  a  proper  invest- 
ment (as  in  the  case  of  a  loan  on  personal  security  at  lOL  per  cent.), 
the  trustee  or  executor  could  not,  it  is  conceived,  with  safety  pay 
the  legatee  for  life  the  actual  income,  though  no  loss  of  principal 
were  eventually  sustained ;  having  regard  to  the  severe  lesson  taught 
to  trustees  by  the  case  of  Dimes  v.  Scott  (^),  in  which,  however,  it  is 
to  be  remembered,  there  was  an  express  trust  for  conversion. 

Every  well  drawn  will,  of  course,  precludes  all  such  questions  by 
explicit  declaration;  and  this  remark  will  serve  to  conduct  to  the 
next  point  for  inquiry,  namely  — 


V.  —  BncoesftlTe  Takers,  when  entitled  in  Specie.  ^-  What  amounts 
to  an  indication  of  intention  that  the  legatee  for  lif^  shall,  in 
[*678]  *  exclusion  of  the  general  doctrine,  enjoy  in  specie  the  pro- 
perty which  is  the  subject  of  disposition  ?  This,  of  course, 
like  all  others,  is  a  question  of  construction,  to  be  elicited  from  the 
whole  will ;  and  on  which  a  right  conclusion  can  be  formed  only  by 
an  attentive  examination  of  the  cases,  some  of  which  will  be  found  to 
turn  upon  rather  nice  distinctions. 

It  is  clear,  that  where  a  testator  gives  the  income  of  a  specific  fund 
to  a  person  for  life,  in  terms  exclusively  applicable  to  describe  the 

income  in  the  then  state  of  the  property,  the  ulterior 
sions  preMrii^  legatee  cannot  call  for  its  conversion,  even  though  it  be 
an  enjoyment  of  a  wasting  nature.  As  in  Vincent  v.  Newcombe  (A), 
where  a  testatrix  who  was  possessed  of  long  annuities,  and 
no  other  stock,  bequeathed  certain  annual  sums  to  be  paid  out  of  her 
'*  funded  property,"  and  then  gave  to  A.  the  whole  of  the  remainder 
of  her  dividends  during  her  natural  life ;  and  at  A.'s  decease,  the 


(/)  Tlfbrnton  v.  Ellis,  15  Bear.  198.    Bat  see  Johnson  «.  Johnson,  S  Coll.  441. 

(g)  See  Caldecott  v.  Caldecott,  1  T.  &  C.  G.  G.  737 :  bat  contra,  Douglas  v.  Gongrere,  1 
Kee.  410;  and  Mehrtens  v.  Andrews,  8  Bear.  7S{  where  the  fund  was  both  wasting  and  pre- 
carioas.    See  also  Macdonald  v.  Irvine,  8  Ch.  D.  101. 118, 121. 

(h)  1  Ton.  599;  and  see  Cockran  v,  Cockren,  14  Sim.  348. 


as  he  cannot  carry  oat  the  proTislons  of  the 
will.  See  ValenUne  t.  Roste,  98  HI.  585. 
Again,  a  party's  contest  of  the  will  is  a  re- 
fusal of  the  gUft;  and  it  has  lately  been  held 
in  Pennsylvania  that  interest  cannot  be 
claimed  while  sach  refusal  continued  and 
until  demand  for  the  gift.  Yandergrift's 
Appeal,  80  Penn.  St.  116.  That  is,  interest 
begins  from  the  time  of  acceptance.  Hamil- 
ton V,  Porter,  68  Penn.  St  83S.  See  further 
at  to  interest,  In  n  James,  65  Gal.  S5;  State 


9.  GroAsley,  69  Ind.  908;  Weld  v,  Putnam,  70 
Maine,  20i9;  Ayer  v.  Ayer,  128  Mass.  576; 
Wheeler  v  Hathewar,  54  Mich.  547;  Davi- 
son 9,  Rake,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  767;  44  N.  J. 
Eq.  566;  Bfarsh  v.  Taylor,  48  N.  J.  Eq.,  1 
(minor);  Welsh  v.  Brown,  48  N.  J.  Eg.  37: 
Weatherly  «.  Kier,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  87;  Brown 
9.  Knapp,  79  N.  T.  186;  Thorn  v.  Gamer,  113 
N.  T.  198  (minor);  Lyon  v.  Industrial  School, 
127  N.  T.  402  ;  Heekwir's  Estate,  136  Penn. 
St  874  ;  ToaVs  Estate,  184  Penn.  St.  496. 
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testatrix  gave  sums  of  stock  to  yarious  persons,  nsing  in   in  the  case  of 
such  bequests  terms  applicable  not  to  long  annuities,  but   bMUMt -^ 
rather  to  capital,  as  1,000^.  stock,  &c.    The  ulterior  lega- 
tees claimed  to  have  the  long  annuities  converted  into  Three  per 
cents.,  on  the  ground,  that,  as  the  long  annuities  were  a  decreasing 
fund,  the  ulterior  legatees  might,  by  the  progress  of  such  decrease, 
be  disappointed  of  their  legacies :  but  Lord  Lyndhurst  decided,  that 
A.  was  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  long  annuities  during  her  life, 
under  the  words  "  the  whole  of  the  remainder  of  my  dividends/'    A 
fortiori  are  trustees  not  justified  in  converting  into  a  permanent  stock 
long  annuities  passing  by  a  specific  bequest  of  '^  all  stocks  and  funds 
standing  in "  the  testator's  name  in  trust  for  a  person  for  life,  and 
then  to  other  persons  absolutely  (t). 

But  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  present  day,  the  question  does 
not  depend  on  the  legacy  being  specific  or  not  (k).    The  same  princi- 
ple applies,  even  to  a  residuary  clause,  if  an  intention   ^ 
that  the  property  shall  be  enjoyed  in  specie  can  be  col-  i^ific 
lected  from  the  terms  in  which  either  the  life  interest,   bequest, 
or  the  ulterior  subject  of  disposition,  or  both  these  interests,  is  or  are 
bequeathed.    For  the  genersd  rule  stated  above  as  to  the  con- 
version of  *  perishable  into  permanent  securities,  did  not  [  ♦679] 
originally  ascribe  to  testators  the  intention  to  effect  such  con- 
versions except  in  so  far  as  a  testator  may  be  supposed  to  intend  that 
which  the  law  will  do :  but  the  Court,  finding  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  be  that  the  objects  of  his  bounty  shall  take  successive 
interests  in  one  and  the  same  thing,  converts  the  property  as  the  only 
means  of  giving  effect  to  that  intention.    But  if  the  will  express  an 
intention  that  the  property  as  it  existed  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
shall  be  enjoyed  in  specie,  although  the  property  be  not,  in  a  techni- 
cal sense,  specifically  bequeathed,  to  such  a  case  the  rule  does  not 
apply  (Z).    It  has  been  said  that  the  effect  of  the  later  cases  is  to 
allow  small  indications  of  intention  to  prevent  its  application  (m); 
but  it  must  be  done  by  a  fair  construction  of  the  will,  the  burden 
being  always  on  those  who  would  exclude  the  rule  {n), 

A  direction  to  renew  ox  keep  in  repair  (o)  or  to  demise  (p)  or  dis- 
charge incumbrances  on  {q)  leaseholds  (r),  points  to  enjoyment  in 

(i)  Lord  V.  Godfrey,  4  Mad.  455;  flee  mleo  Milne  v.  Parker,  12  Jur.  171 ;  D'Ajflie  v.  Fryer, 
IS  Sim.  1;  Bethane  v.  Kennedy,  1  M.  &  Gr.  117;  Habbard  v.  Yoang,  10  Bhav.  203  (gift  of 


dlctam  of  Shadwell,  7.-0..  in  Mills  v.  Mills,  7  Sim.  508, 509. 

il)  Per  Wigram,  V.-C.,  m  Hinves  v.  Hinves,  3  Hare,  611. 

(m)  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  14  Bear.  82 ;  and  see  3  Hare,  612,  613. 
)  Macdfonald  9.  Irvine,  8  Oh.  D.  101. 

-)  Crowe  V.  Crisford,  17  Beav.  607. 

>)  Hind  V.  Selby,  22  Beav.  878;  Tbarsby  v.  Tbarsby,  L.  R.,  19  £q.  895. 

r^)  Re  SewelPs  Estate,  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  80. 

(r)  If  specially  derised  leaseholds  are  sold  compalsorilr,  and  the  pnrehase-money  is  in- 
vested in  consols,  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  have  bis  income  made  np  oat  of  the  corpus, 
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_  specie ;  and  where  after  a  bequest  of  a  residue  for  life 

Expressions  t  •  » 

which  pre-  there  IS  an  express  trust  for  conversion  at  a  specified 
«li!l*in"^^«-    period,  it  will  be  inferred  that  no  conversion  is  to  take 

place  previously  to  that  period,  and  the  tenant  for  life, 
[*580]  therefore,  takes  the  income  in  ♦  specie  («);  so  where  there  is 
a  power  to  sell  generally  (t),  and  a  fortiori  where  there  is  a 
direction  not  to  sell  without  consent  (w),  or  for  a  definite  term  of  seven 
years  (x),  or  a  direction  is  given  either  to  sell  or  not  (y).  And  an 
Effect  express  trust  to  convert  all  "  except  government  stock  " 

to  convert  all  entitles  the  tenant  for  life  to  specific  enjoyment  of  long 
^^^^n^'      aii'^^ities  («).     And  this  was  so  held,  even  though  in  the 

same  will  the  trustees  were  directed  to  invest  the  pro- 
ceeds of  conversion  in  "  government  stock,"  a  direction  which  admit- 
tedly did  not  authorize  them  to  invest  in  long  annuities ;  the  reason 
why  it  did  not  do  so  being  not  that  long  annuities  did  not  come  within 
the  words  of  the  direction  as  well  as  within  the  words  of  the  excep- 
tion, but  because  the  Court  would  not  permit  the  trustees  to  select 

perishable  securities  (a).     From  this  latter  position  it  is 

—  of  power  to     '^     ,  i,       ^     i^   i-i  \     .  .         ^  -     ,7 

retain  specified  ^^o  long  Step  to  hold  that  a  power  to  retain  '^  government 
P*^^5  stock  "  following  a  trust  to  sell  all  (without  exception) 

does  not  authorize  trustees  to  retain  long  annuities  (6).  Still  less 
could  long  annuities  be  properly  retained  (even  though  there  were  no 
express  trust  for  sale),  if  the  power  were  in  general  terms  for  the 

Jeffreys  v.  Conner,  28  Bear.  328 ;  and  see  Re  Pfle^rer,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  426,  and  cases  cited.  In 
Askew  V.  Woodhead,  14  Ch.  D.  27,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  such  an 
annuity  as  would  exhaust  the  fund  in  the  remaining  years  of  the  term  for  which  the  lease- 
holds had  to  run.  But  where  leaseholds  renewable  by  usage  but  not  by  law  (as  church  lands) 
are  thus  specifically  bequeathed,  with  a  positive  trust  to  renew  and  to' pay  the  fine  out  of  the 
rents,  the  testator  thus  shows  an  intention  to  treat  the  properly  as  permanent :  so  that  if  it  be 
compulsorily  sold,  the  tenant  for  life  has  no  such  right,  Re  Wood's  Estate,  L.  R.,  10  £q.  578. 
So  if  renewal  is  refused  by  the  lessor,  the  unexpired  leasehold  oui^ht  to  be  converted  into  a 
permanent  fund.  This,  together  with  the  renewal  fund,  if  any,  formed  out  of  rents,  wiU  be 
corpus,  to  the  income  onl^'  of  which  the  tenant  for  life  will  be  entitled,  Hollier  v.  Bume,  L.  R., 
16  £q.  163  ^where,  p.  167',  Lord  Selbome's  statement  of  *'  the  general  law  of  the  Court** !»  not 
true  if  applied  to  specific  gifts,  though  unless  so  applied  is  irrelevant);  Maddv  v  Hale,  3  Ch. 
D.  327,  distinguishing  Tardiff  v,  Robinson,  27  Beav.  629,  n.;  Morres  v.  Hodges,  id.  627;  Hay- 
ward  v.  File,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  214,  in  which  there  was  no  absolute  trust  to  renew,  and  the  tenants 
for  life  were  held  entitled  to  the  rents  in  specie.  See  also  Re  Barber*s  Settled  Estates,  18  Ch. 
D.  624;  Re  Lord  Ranelagh's  Will,  26  Ch.  D.  590;  Gould  v.  Tripp,  W.  N.,  1883,  p.  72.  As 
to  adjustment  of  income  on  a  sale  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  or  the  Settled  Land  Acts  of  a 
reversion  subject  to  a  beneficial  lease,  see  Cottrell  v.  Cottrell,  28  Ch.  D.  628. 

(«)  Alcock  V.  Sloper,2  Mv.  &  K.  699 ;  Hunt  v.  Scott,  1  De  G.  &  S.  219;  Daniel  v.  Warren,  2 
T.  &  C.  C.  C.  290;  Harvey  v,  Harvey,  5  Beav.  134 ;  Rowe  r.  Rowe.  29  Beav.  276 ;  Re  Holden 
W.  N.,  1888,  p.  33.  In  Mills  v.  Mills,  7  Sim.  508,  the  direction  to  convert  had  reference  to  a 
conversion  into  actual  money  for  the  purpose  of  making  loans,  and  did  not  therefore  exclude 
by  implication  a  previous  conversion  into  other  investments, 

(t)  Burton  17.  Mount,  2  De  G.  &  S.  383;  Bowden  «.  Bowden,  17  Sim.  65;  Skirving  v. 
Williams,  24  Beav.  275;  Re  Llew<giyn's  Trust,  29  Beav.  171.  But  see  Jebb  r.  Tugwell,  20 
Beav.  84. 

(u)  Hinves  v.  Hinves,  8  Hare,  609;  Ellis  v.  Eden,  23  Bear.  543. 

(x)  Green  v.  Britten,  1  D.  J.  &  S.  649. 

(y)  Simnson  v.  Lester,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  1269.  See  alio  Grey  f^  Siggers,  16  Ch.  D.  74;  Be 
Sheldon,  Nixon  v.  Sheldon,  39  Ch.  D.  50. 

(s)  Howard  v.  Kay,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  448;  Wilday  v.  Sandys,  L.  B.,  7  Eq.  455.  See  ftlao  Omit 
r.  MuBsett,  8  W.  R.  330. 

(a)  Per  Lord  Romilly,  L.  R.,  7  Bq.  457. 

(5)  Tickner  v.  Old,  L.  R.,  18  Sq.  ISS. 
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trustees  to  leave  the  testator's  moneys  inyested  as  they  should 
find  them  (e)y  or  a  power  to  retain  '' undoubted  real  or  personal 
securities''  (d). 

Again,  a  power  to  sail  the  testator's  ships  for  the  benefit  of  his 
estate  till  they  can  be  satisfactorily  sold  (e),  or  a  direc- 
tion to  sell  a  horse  if  a  stated  sum  should  be  offered,  if  for^intei^^'" 
not,  to  let  him,  and  if  a  sale  should  be  made,  to  invest  management; 
the  money  (/),  —  a  sale  upon  the  first  good  opportunity  being  in  each 
case  evidently  contemplated  —  shows  no  intention  to  alter 
equities  between  successive  *  takers,  but  only  to  regulate  the  [*681] 
discretion  of  the  trustees  in  conducting  the  sale,  and  will  not 
give  the  tenant  for  life  the  actual  profits  made  before  sale  (g).    So  a 
direction  to  convert  certain  specific  parts  of  the  personal  estate  does 
not  imply  that  the  residuary  estate  is  not  to  be  converted  (h)]  neither 
does  a  direction  to  sell  the  residuary  personal  estate  for  _of  tnistto 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies  imply  that  it  is  to  be  sold  convert  specific 
for  no  other  purpose  j  since  a  sale  for  the  purpose  of  P*"^^* 
making  those  payments  is  no  more  than  the  law  itself  would  order  in 
the  common  course  of  administration  without  an   express   direc- 
tion (t).    A  power  to  vary  securities,  though  an  insufficient  ground 
for  conversion  in  the  case  of  a  specific  gift  (k),  yet  affords  a  strong 
argument  in  favor  of  a  sale  when  it  has  reference  to  a  residuary 
bequest  (l). 

Where  various  items  of  property  are  dealt  with  together,  the  fact 
that  some  of  them  are  clearly  to  be  enjoyed  in  specie  (and  more  es- 
pecially  if  these  be  of  a  kind  which,  according  to  the   where  of 
general  rule,  ought  to  be  converted),  affords  an  argu-  tererai  items 
ment  in  favor  of  the  remaining  items  having  been  also   Mme  mfe  ^ 
intended  to  be  so  enjoyed  (m) ;  an  argument,  however,   clearly  not 
which  requires  other  corroborative  circumstances  to  ren- 
der it  conclusive  (n). 

(c)  Porter  v,  Baddeley,  5  Ch.  D.  649.  And  see  Be  Llewellyn's  Trust,  S9  Bear.  171  (ex- 
pnn  trust  to  convert). 

(d)  Preston  v.  Melville,  16  Sim.  36  (express  tmst  to  convert). 

U)  Brown  v.  Gelltitly,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  751.     Cf.  Tharsby  v.  Tbursby,  L.  R,  19  Eq.  895. 

If)  Arnold  v.  Ennis,  S  Ir.  Cb.  Rep.  601.    See  Gibson  v.  Bott,  ante.  p.  675. 

{g)  Unless  there  is  an  express  direction  that  interim  profits  shall  go  as  income,  see  Re 
Chancellor,  Chancellor  v.  Brown,  26  Ch.  D.  42. 

(A)  Cafe  V.  Bent,  5  Hare,  84;  Morgan  «.  Morgan,  14  Beav.  85,  86;  Hood  v.  Clapham,  19 
Beav.  90.  Secus  where  all  is  dirsctml  to  be  sold  except  specific  parts,  see  cases  cited  ante, 
p.  580. 

(t)  Caldecott  v.  Caldecott,  1 T.  &  C.  C.  C.  312;  Sntberland  «.  Cooke,  1  CoU.  498;  Johnson 
V.  Johnson,  2  Coil.  441. 

(it)  Lord  V.  Godfrey,  4  Mad.  455. 

(/)  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  14  Beav.  85. 

(m)  Betnnne  v.  Kennedy,  1  My.  &  Cr.  114;  Burton  «.  Mont,  2  De  G.  &  8.  888;  Simpson 
9.  Earles,  11  Jur.  921,  y.-C.  Wigram:  Honse  v.  Way,  12  Jur.  958, 18  L.  J.Ch.  22,  V.-C.  Wig- 
ram;  Howe  9.  Howe,  14  Jar.  859  (K.  Bmce,  V.-C.);  Cotton  v.  Cotton,  id.  960;  Booth  v. 
Conlton,  7  Jnr.  N.  S.  207  (freehold  disMllery  with  utentiUf  &c.  let  together  at  one  rent).  Hoi- 
ll^ate  V.  Jennings,  24  Beav.  623,  where  it  was  said  that  though  investments  were  to  be  enjoyed 
in  specie,  debts,  as  tummke  bonds,  must  be  got  in. 

(fi)  Howe  9.  Earl  of  Dartmouth,  7  Yes.  liB;  Blann  v.  Bell,  5  De  G.  &  S.  658,  2  D.  M.  & 
O.  775. 

VOL.  I.  89 
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Ad.  intentioa  that  Ae  teoaiit  for  life  shall  enjoj  tiie  piopeity  in 
specie  is  sometimes  eolleeted  from  the  ciiouxnstaiice  that  the  tenus  of 
Where  the  the  gift  over  point  to  the  veiy  property  as  it  existed  at 
8S?^inu"^"  the  testator's  death.  Thus,  in  Collins  v.  Oollina  (o), 
the  very  vhoie  the  vords  of  the  bequest  vese  ^^I  give  to  mj 

property.  ^wiie,  all  and  every  part  of  my  property,  in  every  shape, 

and  Mrithont  any  reserve,  and  in  whatever  manner  it  is  situated,  foe 
CoUins  9^  her  natural  life ;  and  at  her  death  the  property  so  left  to 

CoiiiM.  \^  divided  in  the  following  manner."     Part  of  the  testa- 

tor's property  consisted  of  a  leasehold  messuage,  held  for  a  term  of 
twenty-eight  years ;  and  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  B.,  considered  thajt 
[*582]  the  ulterior  legatees  were  *  not  entitled  to  have  the  lease  sold» 
but  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  his  widow 
should  enjoy  the  leasehold  property  for  her  life. 

Again,  in  Pickering  v.  Pickering  (p),  where  a  testator  gave  to  his 
wife,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  such  an« 
Pickering  v.  uuities  and  assurances  as  he  was  liable  to  pay,  all  tha 
Fickezing.  interests,  rents,  dividends,  annual  produce  and  profita» 
use  and  enjoyment,  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  for  life ;  and  at 
her  decease,  the  testator  gave  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate, 
real  and  personal,  to  his  son-in-law  ;  but,  in  ease  of  his  dying  before 
the  testator's  wife,  then  he  directed  the  residue  to  be  divided  in 
manner  therein  mentioned.  Part  of  the  testator's  property  consisted 
of  a  leasehold  house  and  a  life  annuity ;  and  the  charges  thereon  also 
comprised  annual  payments.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  decided,  that  in 
this  case  the  testator  had  indicated  an  intention  that  the  property 
should  be  specifically  enjoyed  by  his  wife  during  her  life ;  and  Lord 
Cottenham,  on  appeal  (g),  was  of  the  same  opinion;  grounding  his 
judgment  especially  on  Collins  v.  Collins,  to  which  he  thought  the  di- 
rection to  divide  the  property  on  a  certain  event  precisely  assimilated 
the  case  before  him.  He  remarked  that  in  Collins  o.  Collins  there 
were  expressions  only  applicable  to  the  actual  condition  of  the  property. 

In  Harris  v.  Poyner  (r),  the  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the 
residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  "  and  all  his  estate,  term,  and 
Harria  v.  interest  therein,"  to  trustees  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life, 

Poyner.  and  after  her  death,  he  devised  *'  the  same,  and  all  hds 

estate,  term,  and  interest  therein  "  to  his  son ;  Sir  R.  Kindersley,  V.-C., 
thought  that  the  testator  intended  the  son  to  take  the  identical  prop- 
erty, and,  thereforCi  that  there  was  to  be  no  conversion  during  the 
life  of  the  widow. 

In  Pickup  V.  Atkinson  (s),  the  ground  on  which  the  conversion  was 
opposed  was,  that  there  was  a  gift  to  the  tenant  for  life  of  the  rmUSj 

(0)  2  My.  &  K.  709. 
ip)  2  Bear  31 
iq)  4  Mj.  &  Cr.  S8». 

(r)  1  Drew.  174;  bat  see  Lichfield  v.  Baker,  S  BeaT.  411, 19  id.  4STl  TbMnftm  «  EUia,  IB 
BoiT.  193;  Bowdeo  9.  Bowden,  17  Sim.  6i. 
(<)  4  Hare,  634. 
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profits,  diTidends,  and  interest  of  all  the  Msidoey  &g;^  and  sfiact  of  gift 
that  if  leaseholds  comprised  in  the  residue  were  to  be  of  r^ntt  to 
conTerted,  the  word  "  rents  "  would,  in  effect,  be  struck   ***^' 
oat  of  the  will.    In  support  of  this,  €k)odenough  v.  Trema- 
mondo  (t)  was  *  cited,  where  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B,^  relying  on    [*583] 
the  use  of  that  word  in  the  gift  for  life,  and  gift  over,  held 
that  there  was  to  be  no  conversion ;  but  Sir  J.  Wigram,  Y.-C.,  in  de- 
ciding that  there  must  be  a  conversion  in  the  case  before  him,  said, 
that  according  to  that  argument,  the  use  of  the  words  ''  dividends  "  (u}y 
"interest,"  would  prevent  the  conversion  of  any  property  yielding 
income  denominated  by  those  words.     However,  in  Cafe  v.  Bent  (v), 
where  a  testator  directed  a  per-centage  on  the  receipt  of  the  "  rents  " 
of  the  residue,  after  satisfying ''  all  ground  rents  and  other  outgoings,'' 
to  be  paid  to  his  son,  and  none  of  the  property  included  in  the  resi- 
due except  leaseholds  produced  ^'  rents,"  the  same  Judge  held  that 
the  leaseholds  were  to  be  enjoyed  in  specie.    This  conclusion  was 
probably  fortified  by  a  different  per-centage  being  given  on  the  "  divi- 
dends "  arising  from  the  residue. 

Sometimes,  a  testator  combines  with  the  general  words  of  a  residu- 
ary clause,  an  enumeration  of  certain  species  of  property,  thus  raising 
the  question,  whether  the  enumeration  is  to  be  considered  Effect  wbero 
as  taking  the  specified  property  out  of  the  rule  appli-  enumeration 
cable  to  a  general  residue.    There  is  great  authority  for  of  speciiie 
saying  that  such  enumeration   of  particulars,  unless  JJiJ^'gOToai^ 
it  is  enough  to  make  the  bequest  of  those  particulars  rwidae. 
properly  *<  specific,"  is  insufficient  of  itself  to  exclude  the  rule  (w). 

In  Bethune  v.  Kennedy  (x),  the  bequest  was  held  to  be  specific 
There  a  testatrix,  after  bequeathing  lOOL  long  annuities  to  A.  and  B., 
added,  ^the  residue  of  my  property,  all  I  do  or  may  pos-  Bethune «. 
sess  in  the  funds,  copy  or  leasehold  estates,  to  my  dear  Kennedy, 
sisters  M.  and  H.,  during  their  lives ;  at  the  decease  of  both  of  them 
to  be  equally  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  between  my  cousins  " 
(naming  them).  Part  of  the  residue  consisted  of  150^.  long  annuities ; 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  legatees  for  life  were  entitled  to 
receive  the  annuities^  or  whether  they  ought  to  be  turned  into  a 

(f)  9  BeaT.  513;  and  fiee  Marshall  9.  Bremner,  2  Sm.  &  6if.  S87;  Crowe  «.  Crisford,  17 
Bear.  507,  Skirving  v.  Williams,  SPI  Bear.  275.  And  apparently  its  effect  is  not  impaired  by 
the  circumstance  uf  the  leaseholds  bein^r  included  in  the  same  gift  with  freeholds,  t.  e.  the 
word  is  not  applied  exclusively  to  the  latter.  Hood  9  Clapbam,  1-9  Beav.  90;  Wearing  v. 
Wearing,  33  id.  99;  Vachell  v,  Roberts,  32  Beav.  140,  but  see  Craig  v.  Wheeler,  39  L.  J. 
Ch.  374. 

(u)  Some  streit  Wia  laid  apon  this  word  by  Sir  J  Leach,  in  Alcock  v.  Sloper;  and  see  Blann 
V.  Bell,  5  De  O.  &  S.  658;  Bowden  v.  Bowden,  17  Sim.  65,  but  see  Sntheriand  «.  Cooke,  1 
Coll.  498. 

(v)  5  Hare,  M;  see  Nerille  «.  Forteacne,  16  Sim.  338. 

(w)  Stirling  v.  Lydiard,  3  Atk  199;  Mills  v.  Mills,  7  S!m.  506 .  Ronae  v.  War,  18  L.  J.  Ch. 
33, 12  Jar.  959 i  Cotton 9.  Cotton,  14  Jar.  950:  James «.  Gammon,  16  L.  J.  Ch  317 ,  Simpson  v. 
Earles,  11  Jar.  931;  Pickup  v.  Atkinson,  4  Hare,  628,  and  see  Sutherland  v.  Cooke,  1  Coll, 
504 ;  Morgan  9.  MofgMi,  14  Beav.  78;  Cfug  vi  WhMler,  30  L.  J.  Ch.  874  ^  Be  Tootal^s  Estate, 
3  Ch.  D.  638. 

(«)  1  My.  &  Cr.  114. 
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[♦684]  permanent  fund.  Sir  C.  C.  Pepys,  M.  E.,  *  decided  in  fayor 
of  the  former  construction,  on  the  ground,  that  it  was  not  a 
mere  residuary  clause,  but  a  specific  bequest  of  the  sum  belonging  to 
the  testatrix  in  the  long  annuities ;  and  was  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  lega- 
tee for  life,  in  the  state  in  which  the  testatrix  left  it.  As  to  the  copy- 
hold or  leasehold  estates,  he  said,  it  was  not  disputed  that  the  gift 
was  specific ;  and  if  so,  why  should  it  not  also  be  specific  with  re- 
spect to  the  funds  ?  The  intention,  it  was  reasonable  and  natural  to 
presume,  must  have  been  the  same  with  respect  to  both  descriptions 
of  property ;  and  there  could  be  no  doubt,  he  observed,  that  a  be- 
quest of  all  that  a  testator  may  possess  in  the  funds,  would  be  a 
specific  bequest  of  all  funded  property  ^  the  rule  being,  that  the  leg- 
acy is  not  the  less  specific  for  being  general.  The  M.  R.  considered, 
that  the  case  was  distinguishable  from  Alcock  v.  Sloper,  where  the 
argument  in  favor  of  the  non-conversion  was  founded  on  the  terms  in 
which  the  income  was  given,  and  not  (as  here)  on  the  mode  of  be- 
queathing the  capital. 

The  decision  in  the  last  case  was  followed  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  C^ 
in  Yaughan  i;.  Buck  (y),  on  a  will  of  doubtful  construction,  which  the 
Vaughmn  v.  ^»  C.  said  might  for  the  purpose  now  in  question  be  read 
BuS.  ^ii^ig .  ti  I  g[YQ  ^he  whole  of  my  property,  viz.,  my  house, 

21  North  Street,  1,000^,  New  41,  per  cents.,  1,500^.  in  the  SI,  per 
cent  Consols,  645^.  in  the  31.  per  cent.  Keduced,  and  20L  per  annum 
long  annuities,  with  the  residue  and  interest,  if  there  should  be  any, 
to  my  wife  for  life,  and  after  to  be  divided  equally  between  my  sur- 
viving children ; "  it  was  held  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  enjoy 
the  house,  which  was  leasehold,  and  the  long  annuities,  in  specie. 
"  With  respect  to  the  house,"  Lord  Lyndhurst  said,  "  the  bequest  is 
clearly  specific,  and  as  to  the  long  annuities  they  constitute  one  of 
the  items  in  the  testator's  property  existing  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
and  which  by  this  description  he  bequeathed  to  his  wife.  .  .  .  Bethune 
V.  Kennedy  is  similar  in  principle,  and  corresponds  nearly  in  its  cir- 
cumstances with  the  present." 

In  Oakes  v.  Strachey  («),  there  were  two  gifts  to  the  testator's  wife 
during  widowhood,  first,  of  the  interest  of  all  the  money  the  testator 
Oakes  t.  ^^d  or  might  possess  in  the  funds  or  on  other  securities ; 

Straciwy.  and,  secondly,  of  the  interest  of  all  his  other  property, 

for  the  maintenance  of  herself,  and  the  maintenance  and  edu- 
[♦585]  cation  of  ♦  the  testator's  children  by  her  •  the  V.-C.  thought 
the  testator  had  drawn  a  distinction  between  the  two  sorts  of 
property,  and  that  the  former  was  to  be  enjoyed  in  specie,  and  the 

latter  not. 

If  wasting  property  (as  leaseholds)  bequeathed  in  specie  be  con- 
verted into  a  permanent  fund,  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life, 

is)  1  PhiU.  7B  i  Me  also  Hubbard  ».  Tonng,  10  Beav.  903;  MiUs  ».  Brown,  21  Beav.  L 
U>  lA  Sim.  414. 
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and  he  sorviyea  the  period  when  the  leaseholds  would  Effect  of  eon- 
have  expired,  the  capital  of  the  permanent  fund  will  be-  ;:SSnV/ro,>. 
come  the  absolute  property  of  the  tenant  for  life  (a),   eny  with 
But  a  lease,  in  which  the  tenant  for  life  is  cestui  que  vie,   tenant  for 
would  practically  not  become  his  absolute  property  im-  iifo- 
mediately,  at  least  not  so  as  to  enable  him  to  assign  or  surrender  it ; 
for  the  chance  of  renewal  for  the  benefit  of  the  remainderman  would 
be  thereby  lost,  and  it  seems  that  on  this  account  a  sale  or  surrender 
by  him  would  be  set  aside  (b).     It  may  be  here  added,  that  a  tenant 
for  life  in  specie  of  a  share  in  a  partnership  has  been  held  not  entitled 
to  the  increase  of  the  capital  made  during  his  life  (o). 

VI.  —  DeBtlnatlon  of  nndispoaed-of  Interests  directed  to  be  coo- 
▼ertad.  —  It  is  clear,  that,  where  a  testator  directs  real  estate  to  be 
converted  into  money,  for  certain  purposes,  and  the   Destination  of 
trusts  of  the  will  directing  the  application  of  the  money,   nndjspooed-of 
either  as  originally  created,  or  as  subsisting  at  the  death  p^^y^*^ 
of  the  testator,  do  not  exhaust  the  whole  beneficial  in-   directed  to  be 
terest,  such  unexhausted  interest,  whether  the  estate  be 
eventually  sold  or  not  (d)y  belongs  to  the  heir  as  real  estate  undis- 
posed of  (0).    The  heir  is  excluded,  not  by  the  direction  to  convert,  but 
by  the  disposition  of  the  converted  property,  and  so  far  only  as  that 
disposition  extends.    Thus,  in  Wilson  u  Major  (/),  where  lands  were 
given  by  a  testator  to  his  wife  upon  trust  to  sell  and  invest  the  money 
upon  security  at  interest,  and  he  gave  and  bequeathed  the  interest 
and  dividends  of  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  said  wife,  without 
*  making  any  ulterior  disposition  of  the  fund.  Sir  W.  Grant,  [*586] 
M.  K.,  held  that,  there  being  no  declaration  of  the  trust  of  the 
money  beyond  the  life  of  the  wife,  it  resulted  to  the  testator's  heir. 

And  the  same  principle,  it  is  now  settled,  applies  in  the  converse 
case  of  money  being  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  which  is  then 
devised  for  a  limited  estate  only ;  the  fund  ultra  that  in-  principle 
terest,  though  eventually  turned  into  land,  goes  as  per-  Mme,  whether 
sonal  estate  undisposed  of  to  the  residuary  legatee  or  l^he^'obllSt*^ 
next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  on  the  ground  that  the  will   ^^  conversion, 
operates  to  convert  the  fund  so  far  only  as  it  disposes  of  it. 

(j)  PhHIipe  ».  Serjent,  7  Hare,  83 ;  Re  Beaufoy's  Ertate.  1  8m.  &  Gif.  90. 
(6)  Hanrej  v.  Harvey,  6  Beav.  184,  where,  however,  under  the  pecnliar  circamstances,  the 
sale  was  not  held  bad. 

(c)  Moasley  v,  Carr,  4  Beav.  48.  As  to  whether  lonee  incurred  in  one  year  should  be  made 
good  out  of  capital  or  out  of  profits  of  subsequent  years,  see  Upton  v.  Brown,  26  Ch.  D.  688; 
iiow «.  Forster,  id.  678.  — 1         ^      -.  r  1 

(d)  See  HiU  r.  Cock,  1 V.  &  B.  178. 

(e)  2  Vera.  671:  id.  646 ;  8  P.  W.  20:  S  Dick.  600:  1  B.  C.  C  603;  2  B.  C.  C.  689;  8  B.  C. 
C.  365;  4  B.  C.  C.  411;  2  Ves.  Jr.  271;  id.  683;  8  Ves.  210;  4  Ves.  642:  id.  803;  10  Ves. 
600;  11  Ves.  87;  id.  206;  12  Ves.  418;  16  Ve*.  188;  18  Ves.  166:  1  V.  &  B.  178:  id.  410;  2 
V.  &  B.  294;  2  Kee.  664;  1 B.  &  My. 752;  6  My.  &  Cr.  126;  4T. i C.  807.  The  case  of  Ogle 
9.  Cook,  cited  1 B.  C.  G.  512,  had  been  considered  as  a  solitary  exception  to  thin  clans  of  cases ; 
but  it  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the  vexy  point  which  was  alleged  to  have  made  it  10  waa 
left  undecided.    See  R.  L.,  cited  2  Ves.  Jr.  686. 

(/)  U  Vee.  806;  see  also  Bobinson  v.  Taylor,  8  B.  C  C.  889. 
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Thus,  in  Cogan  v.  Stephens  (g)^  where  the  testator  directed  his  ex« 
ecutors  immediately  to  lay  out  the  sum  of  SOyOOOZ.  in  the  purchase  of 
an  estate,  the  income  of  which  he  settled  on  one  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  others  in  tail,  subject  to  which  the  estate  (which  was  to 
be  purchased  and  always  run  in  the  testator's  name)  was  given  to  a 
charity.  The  money  was  not  laid  out,  and  the  gift  to  the  charity 
being  void  under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  and  the  prior  limitations 
having  determined,  it  was  held  by  Sir  C.  Pepys,  M.  K.,  that  the  next 
of  kin,  and  not  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  was  entitled  to  the 
fund. 

So,  in  Hereford  v.  Savenhill  (h),  where  a  testator  gave  his  ready 
money  and  the  money  which  should  be  owing  to  him,  to  trustees, 
upon  trust,  as  soon  after  his  decease  as  a  convenient  purchase  could 
be  found,  to  invest  it  in  the  purchase  of  freehold,  copyhold,  or  lease- 
hold hereditaments  to  be  settled  to  certain  uses.  These  limitations 
having  failed  (some  of  them  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  the 
rest  subsequently),  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  in  a  suit  for  ascertaining 
who  was  entitled  to  the  fund,  which  had  not  been  laid  out,  held,  that 
the  heir  was  not  a  necessary  party ;  observing,  that  it  had  been  de- 
cided in  Cogan  v.  Stephens  that  where  a  testator  directed  his  personal 
estate  to  be  converted  into  real  estate  for  several  purposes,  some  of 
which  failed,  his  heir  was  not,  after  satisfying  the  purposes  which 
would  take  effect,  entitled  to  the  personalty,  as  being  impressed  with 
the  character  of  real  estate ;  and  he  subsequently  decreed  the  residu- 
ary legatee  to  be  entitled  (t). 

And  the  same  rule  obtains,  where  the  testator's  disposi* 

[*687]  tion  of  *  the  converted  property,  though  originally  complete, 

has  partially  failed  in  event  by  the  decease  of  any  one  of  the 

objects  in   the  testator's  lifetime;   in  which    case  the 

of  OToceeds  of    interest  comprised  in  the  lapsed  gift  devolves  to  the  per- 

realeeute         gQjj  ^j^q  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  entire  prop- 

'  erty,  if  the  testator  had  died  wholly  intestate  in  regard 

thereto. 

The  title  of  the  heir,  under  such  circumstances,  to  a  lapsed  share 
of  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold,  was  established  in  Ackroyd  v. 
Smithson  {k),  well  known  as  containing  the  celebrated  argument  of 
Lord  Eldon  (then  Mr.  Scott),  which  Lord  Thurlow  admitted  to  have 
changed  his  opinion.  The  testator  devised  all  his  real  and  personal 
estate  in  trust  to  be  sold  and  converted  into  money,  to  pay  debts, 
legacies,  and  funeral  expenses ;  and  the  overplus  to  be  paid  to  certain 
persons  (to  whom  he  had  bequeathed  pecuniary  legacies),  in  propor- 

(o)  1  Bear.  483,  b.,  9  L.  J.  N.  8.  Ch.  17. 

(k)  1  Bear.  4S1. 

(«)  Hereford  v.  Bay^nhfll,  6  Beav.  51;  Fletcher  «.  Chapmaiu  S  B.  P.  CToml.  1,  where,  how* 
ever,  no  claim  appears  to  hare  been  made  bj  the  next  of  kin,  and  a  dictam  of  LMd  Redeedale 
3  Dow,  907  (tea  aUo  4  B.  C.  C  587),  are  thoa  virtoallj  overraled. 

(k)  1 B.  C.  C.  508.  Bat  where  the  Court  or  a  trustee  sells  more  than  naesisary  of  tho  aatala 
of  a  Uving  awner^  then  is  no  #qut^  t9  ivoenTeit  lor  hit  heir.  h^K^lMSq.Wi  antB,  p*  1S3. 
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tioA  to  their  respectiye  legacies.  Some  of  these  legatees  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime^  and,  on  a  question  whether  their  lapsed  shares 
belonged  to  the  heir-at-^law  or  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  Lord  Thur« 
lov  at  first  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  next  of  kin  were  entitled, 
but,  upon  further  argument  he  decided  in  faTor  of  the  heir.  He 
said,  that  he  used  to  think,  when  it  was  neeessarj  for  any  of  the  pur- 
poses of  the  testator's  disposition,  to  convert  land  into  money,  that 
the  undisposed-of  money  would  be  personalty;  but  the  cases  fully 
proved  the  contrary.  It  would  be  too  much,  he  observed,  to  say,  that 
if  all  the  legatees  had  died,  the  heir  could,  as  he  certainly  mighty 
prevent  a  sale;  and  yet  that,  because  a  sale  was  necessary,  the  heir 
should  not  take  the  undisposed  part  of  the  produce. 

So,  if  the  produce  of  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold  be  ^nect  of 
disposed  of  in  a  certain  event  which  does  not  happen,  or  fuiure  of 

GOVISO  DV  COD" 

for  a  purpose  which  is  illegal,  the  beneficial  interest  tiugency  or 
comprised  in  the  contingent  or  illegal  gift  which  thus   ^^y^^* 
fails  devolves  to  the  heir. 

And  it  is,  of  course,  immaterial  that  the  testator  has  combined  his 
personal  estate  in  the  same  gift  with  the  proceeds  of  the  Puiara  of 
real  estate;  the  effect  in  such  case  being  that,  by  the  ^ff^^'^^ 
failure  of  the  intended  disxK)sition,  the  real  estate  de-  soaaiesut^ 
Bcends  to  the  heir  and  the  personalty  devolves   to  the  "^i^otiveiy. 
next  of  kin  of  the  testator.    Thus,  in  Jessopp  v.  Watson  (Z), 
where  a  testator  directed  a  mixed  *  fund,  composed  of  the  [*588] 
produce  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  to  be  applied  to  cer- 
tain specified  purposes,  and  the  residue  to  be  divided  equally  among 
his  children  or  child  at  twenty-one,  if  sons,  and  twenty-one  or  mar^ 
riage,  if  daughters ;  and  if  no  such  child,  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  he  should  by  his  codicil  appoint    The  testator  died  without  hav- 
ing made  a  codicil  leaving  an  only  daughter  his  heir,  who  died  under 
twenty-one,  intestate  and  unmarried.    Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  B.,  held,  that 
so  much  of  the  residuary  fund  as  was  constituted  of  real  estate,  de- 
scended to  the  daughter  as  heir-at-law;  and  that  so  much  as  was 
constituted  of  personalty  devolved  to  and  was  divisible  among  the 
persons  entitled  under  the  Statute  of  Distribution  to  the  personal 
estate  of  the  testator. 

So,  in  Eyre  v.  Marsden  (m),  where  a  testator  gave  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  trustees  upon  trust,  at  any  time  after  his  decease  to 
sell  and  convert  the  property,  and  during  the  lives  of  his  children  to 
accumulate  the  annual  income ;  and,  after  the  decease  of  his  surviv- 
ing child,  he  gave  the  produce  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  (direct- 
ing such  part  as  had  not  been  previously  converted,  to  be  then  con* 
verted)  to  his  grandchildren.   One  of  the  children  having  survived 

(0  1  My .  &  K .  665 :  see  also  Roberts  «.  Walker,  1 B.  &  Mr.  76S ;  Bdwaidf  v.  Tki^,  S8  Beav. 
S6S;  Bed^onl  v.  Bedford.  85  id.  5S4. 
(w)  S  Km.  674. 
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the  testator  more  than  twenty-one  years,  the  trust  for  aocnmnlatioa 
became  void  for  the  excess  under  the  Thellusson  Act  (n),  and  the  in- 
come, being  held  to  be  thenceforth  undisposed  of  during  the  life  of 
the  suryiying  child,  was  claimed  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator, 
as  well  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  as  the  personal  estate,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  an  absolute  conversion.  But  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  E.,  decided  that  it  belonged  to  the  heir,  observing  that  the  sale 
was  directed  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
legatees,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin,  whose  claim  was  there- 
fore confined  to  the  income  of  the  personal  estate. 

The  position  that  the  heir  is  not  excluded  by  any  conversion,  how- 
ever absolute,  may  seem,  indeed  to  be  indirectly  encountered  by 
those  cases  in  which  a  distinction  has  been  carefully  drawn  between 
absolute  and  qualified  conversion  (o).  The  learned  Editor  of  Peere 
William's  Reports,  in  a  note  which  has  often  been  referred  to  with 
commendation  (p),  states  the  question  in  those  cases  to  be,  **  whether 
the  testator  meant  to  give  to  the  produce  of  the  real  estate 
[*589 j  the  quality  of  personalty  to  aU  intents,  *  or  only  so  far  as  re- 
spected the  particular  purposes  of  his  will."  There  seems  to 
be  no  ground  to  except  to  this  statement  of  the  doctrine,  provided 
Omvereion  ^^^  by  an  indication  of  intention  to  give  to  real  estate 
for  purposes  the  quality  of  personalty  ''to  all  intents,"  we  are  al- 
of  will— what.  Iq^q^  f^  understand  something  very  special  and  un- 
equivocal, amounting,  in  effect,  not  merely  to  a  disposition  of  the 
fund  as  personalty  to  the  legatees  named  in  the  will,  but  to  an  alter- 
native gift  to  the  persons  entitled  by  law  to  the  personal  estate,  in 
the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  intended  disposition.  Unless  such  an 
interpretation  be  given  to  the  terms  of  this  proposition,  it  must,  how- 
ever respectable  the  authority  from  which  it  proceeded,  be  pronounced 
to  be  not  strictly  accurate ;  at  all  events,  it  is  not  an  explicit  state- 
ment of  the  rule,  and  requires,  it  is  conceived,  in  order  to  be  a  safe 
guide  in  its  application,  the  following  explanatory  addition :  "  But 
that  every  conversion,  however  absolute  in  its  terms,  will  be  deemed 
to  be  a  conversion  for  the  purposes  of  the  will  only,  unless  the  tes- 
tator distinctly  indicates  an  intention  that  it  is,  on  the  failure  of 
those  purposes,  to  prevail  as  between  the  persons  on  whom  the  law 
casts  the  real  and  personal  proj)erty  of  an  intestate,  namely,  the  heir 
and  next  of  kin."  The  respective  claims  of  his  own  representatives, 
it  may  be  confidently  affirmed,  are,  in  such  cases,  not  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  testator,  who  always  calculates  on  his  legatees  surviving 
him.  Accordingly,  it  is  now  settled,  that  neither  a  direction  that  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  land  shall  be  deemed  personal  estate  (^),  nor 

(n)  Anta,  p.  271. 

(o)  Wrif^ht  V.  Wrif^ht  16  Yes.  1S8. 

(p)  Cnwe  V.  Barley,  3  P.  W.  20,  Mr.  Cox's  n.  ,  „     -  «.  .^«       a 

ii)  Taylor  V. Taylor, 8 D.  H.  &G.  190,  oTtrmlmg PhiUipa 9. Fhfflipt,  lMjr.&K.648;  and 
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such  a  direction  joined  with  an  express  declaration  that  the  heir-at- 
law  shall  not  take  in  case  of  lapse  (r),  will  exdade  the  claims  of  the 
heir-at-law. 

Where  a  testator,  who  carried  on  business  npon  property  of  which 
he  was  owner  in  fee,  after  empowering  his  executors  to  realize  his 
estate  for  payment  of  certain  legacies,  directed  his  busi-   Direction  to 
ness  to  be  carried  on  until  his  son  should  attain  the  age   ^"^ ^^,u^' 

-.,.,       ,         ,,_        ,_.  ^  ,.  _  ,.,,        neaSf  without 

of  thirty,  but  did  not  dispose  of  the  profits,  nor  did  the  diflposiuonol 
will  contain  any  further  disposition  of  his  real  or  per-  P^^^* 
sonal  estate  except  a  particular  house,  it  was  held  that  the 
profits  since  the  testator's  *  death  were  to   be  apportioned  [*590] 
between  the  heir-at-law  and  next  of  kin  («). 

Upon  the  principle  that  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold  is  conyerted 
only  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  Grant  (^),  that 
such  a  devise  in  trust  to  pay  certain  legacies  did  not  throw  as  to  cootw- 
open  the  fund  to  simple  contract  creditors,  though  he  said  »ion  suWect- 
that  a  substantive  and  independent  intention  to  turn  real  simple  con- 
estate  into  personalty,  at  all  events,  would  have  that  ef-  t»ctd«bt8. 
feet.  Such  a  conversion,  however,  as  that  referred  to  by  his  Honor,  must 
be  of  a  special  kind.  It  must  have  no  specified  object,  for  a  specifi- 
cation of  the  object,  we  see,  will  confine  it ;  or  it  must  contain  some 
expressions  showing  that  it  is  not  so  confined.  In  short,  it  must  be 
manifest  that  the  property  is  to  be  considered  as  personalty  quoad 
this  purpose,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  fund  is  intended  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  claims  of  simple  contract  creditors.  In  Kidney  v,  Gouss- 
maker  (u),  it  had  been  held,  that  where  a  testator  had  devised  real 
estate  in  trust  to  be  sold,  and  directed  the  produce  to  be  applied  in 
payment  of  the  incumbrances  on  the  estate,  and  the  remainder  to  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  and  then  be- 
queathed the  residue  of  his  personalty  after  payment  of  his  debts, 
the  fund  was  subjected  to  the  debts.  Sir  W.  Grant,  in  the  last  case, 
expressed  his  doubt  of  the  soundness  of  the  decision,  but  more  re- 
cently it  has  been  approved  (v). 

Again,  where  a  testator,  having  devised  lands  to  trustees  upon  trust 
for  sale,  did  not  dispose  of  the  surplus  proceeds,  and  died  without  heir 
or  next  of  kin,  it  was  held  that  the  Crown  had  no  title  to  Trustees  en- 
the  surplus  proceeds  (as  it  would  have  had  if  they  had  ****  J*  ^***" 

see  Robinson  ».  London  Hospitnl,  10  Hare,  19;  Gwdon  v.  Atkinson,  1  De  0.  &  S.  478 ,  Flint 
V.  Warren,  16  Sim.  124;  Shallcross  v.  Wright,  12  Beav.  606,  Hopkinsnn  v,  Ellis,  10  id.  169; 
Williams  v.  Williams,  6  L.  J.  (N.  S  )  Ch.  84,  Collins  v.  Wakeman,  2  Ves  Jr.  683  (as  to  the 
1000/.).  Bat  Jessel,  M.  R.,  though  he  admitted  it  was  so  settled,  vet  thoa^t  such  a  direction 
might  well  htw  been  held  to  mean  that  thie  next  of  kin  shonld  take.  Gout «.  Buekland.  1 
Ch.  D.  610.  ' 

(r)  Fitch  9.  Weber,  6  Ham,  146;  Sjkee  •.  Srkes,  L.  B.,  4  Eq.  900. 

(«)  Re  Cameron,  Nizon  9.  Cameron,  26  Ch.  D.  19. 

(t)  Qibbs  9.  Oogier,  12  Yet.  418. 

(«)  1  Yes.  Jr.  Ss, 

(9)  Brightv.Larcher,  8DeO.&J.166,  Field  v.  Peckett,  29  Bear.  MS. 
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been  personalty),  but  that  the  troatees  were  entitled  to  retain  them  for 
their  own  beneiit  (x). 

In  farther  confirmation  of  the  principle  in  question,  it  is  now  set* 
tied  that  the  nndisposed-of  residue  of  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  of 
As  to  proceeds  ^ ^  estate  will  not  pass  under  a  general  bequest  of  per- 
Mu^^nd^  sonalty  in  the  same  will  unless  the  testator  expressly  d»- 
Areaidiury  dare  that  it  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  his  personal 
bequMt.  estate,  or  unless  such  an  intention  can  be  collected  from 

the  force  and  meaning  of  the  expressions  used  by  the  testator  throu^ 

the  whole  will  (tf), 
[*691]      *  ThuSy  in  Berry  i^.  Usher  («),  the  appointment  of  two  per- 
sons as  joint  residuary  executrix  and  executor  was  held  not 
to  give  them  the  proceeds  of  real  estate  directed  to  be  sold.    And  in 
3^f_  y^  Maughan  «.  Mason  (a),  where  A.  devised  freehold  cham- 

Uaher.  bers  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and 

Real  fond  apply  the  money  arising  by  such  sale  towards  payment 
undwl  ^  ^^  ^®  legacies  by  his  will  bequeathed ;  and  the  rents, 
quest  of  until  sold,  to  be  applied  to  the  same  nses ;  and  after  gir- 

^"^  ^'  ing  certain  legacies,  the  testator  then,  as  to  all  the  resi- 
due of  his  personal  estate,  after  payment  of  his  debts,  &c.,  bequeathed 
the  same  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  convert  the  said  residue  into 
money,  and  lay  the  same  out  as  therein  mentioned.  Sir  W.  Grant 
held  that  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  after  payment  of 
the  legacies,  resulted  to  the  heir,  and  did  not  pass  under  the  residuary 
beqnest. 

This  construction,  it  will  be  observed,  was  somewhat  aided  by  the 
circumstance  of  the  trust  being  to  convert  the  residue  into  money, 
which  could  not  strictly  apply  to  the  money  produced  by  the  real 
estate ;  but  the  M.  R.,  though  he  adverted  to  this  circumstance,  de* 
cided  the  case  upon  the  general  principle,  that  where  there  was  a 
direction  to  sell  land  for  a  particular  purpose,  the  surplus  did  not 
form  <<  part  of  the  personal  estate,  so  as  to  pass  by  the  residuary 
bequest" 

So,  in  Dixon  v.  Dawson  (b),  the  testatrix  devised  and  bequeathed 
her  real  and  personal  estate  npon  trust  to  sell  and  convert,  and  out 
Dixon  V  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  to  pay  her  debts  and 

Dawson.  testamentary  expenses,  and  also  certain  legacies  and  an- 

nuities, and  in  case  the  proceeds  should  be  insufficient  then  to  pay  the 
same  out  of  the  personal  estate,  and  she  also  bequeathed  legacies  to 
charities  to  be  paid  out  of  her  personal  estate,  and  then  proceeded 
thus ;  *'  Should  any  part  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects  still  re- 
main undisposed  of,  after  satisfying  all  my  just  debts  and  personal 

(c)  Taylor  v.  HayKaiih,  14  Sim.  S.    See  also  Cndt*ck  v.  Owen,  S  9m.  &  Oil.  S44,  Mft. 
(y)  Seeper  Sir  J.  Leach,  in  Phillips  «.Phimps,lM/.&&.  Ml. 
(z)  11  Ves.  87. 
(a)  1  v.  &  B.  410. 

(6)  9  8.  &  St.  nr. 
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and  other  incidental  expenses,  and  proriding  for  the  said  charities 
herein  mentioned,  and  paying  the  several  legacies  or  sums  of  monej 
herein  bequeathed  or  directed  to  be  paid  thereout,  then  upon  trust 
that  my  said' trustees  shall  pay  and  transfer  the  residue  and  remainder 
of  my  said  estate  and  effects  not  hereby  otherwise  disposed  of  unto,  &c." 
It  was  decided  by  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C.,  that  the  last  gift  did  not  include 
the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate,  and  that  the  heir-at-law 
was  entitled. 

*  And  in  CoUis  u  Robins  (o),  where  the  testator  devised  [*592] 
real  estate  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  and 
the  rents  in  the  mean  time  to  pay  the  testator's  debts  and  the  trustees' 
costs  and  certain  legacies,  and  the  will  then  proceeded,   coihs  v. 
''and  as  to  all  and  singular  my  ready  moneys  and  secur-  Hobins. 
ities  for  money  to  me  belonging,  and  all  other  my  personal  estate 
and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  at  the  time 
of  my  decease,  I  give  and  bequeath,  &c."    Sir  J.  K.  Bruce,  V.-C.,  held 
that  tiie  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  belonged  to  the 
heir-at-law. 

But  it  is  clear  that  if  there  be  a  declaration  that  the  money  arising 
from  the  sale  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  testator's  personal 
estate,  it  will  pass  under  a  general  bequest  of  personalty 
in  the  same  will.    For  although  there  is  no  clear  author-  uration  tfaaT 
ity  in  the  aflirmative  (rf),  yet  the  argument  adopted  with   poce^d*  •hall 
reference  to  such  a  declaration  in  cases  of  intestacy  as  to 
part  of  the  produce  of  land  directed  to  be  sold,  viz.,  that  the  testator 
has  adapted  his  language  to  a  case  of  testacy  but  not  to  a  case  of  in- 
testacy (6),  while  it  excludes  the  next  of  kin  admits  the  claim  of  the 
residuary  legatee. 

And  it  seems,  that  where  the  testator  has  blended  the  proceeds  of 
the  real  and  personal  estates  in  regard  to  one  legatee  taking  a  tempo- 
rary interest,  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  he  does  not  intend  inference  that 
them  to  be  subsequently  severed;   and  accordingly,  in  walandper- 
such  a  case,  very  slight  circumstances  will  suffice  to  ex-  once  blended 
tend  a  bequest  applicable  in  terms  to  the  personalty  only,   J^erSards* 
to  the  produce  of  the  real  estate,  in  order  to  avoid  such  aevered. 
severance.    Thus,  where  (/)  a  testator  gave  his  real  estate  and  the 
residue  of  his  personalty  to  trustees,  to  sell  and  convert  the  same, 
and  invest  the  proceeds,  and  then  gave  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
produce  of  the  whole  of  his  real  estate,  and  of  the  residue  of  his 
personalty,  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  he  gave  one 

(c)  1  De  G.  &  S.  181.    See  also  Broim  v.  Bi^,  7  Ves  279.  ntated  ante,  p.  568. 

(d)  The  point  was  Included  in  the  decision  of  Oollins  v-  Wakeman,  2  Yes.  Jr.  683,  hut  was 
not  arycued  for  the  heir.  It  seems  to  have  been  assumed,  Robinson  «.  London  HoepitaL  10 
Hare,  27.  ^  ^ 

(e)  See  per  Turner,  V.-O ,  Robinson  v.  London  Hospital,  10  Hare,  19,  and  other  casea  dted 
above. 

(J)  Byam  v.  Mnntoo,  1 B.  &  Mjr.  608. 
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moiety  of  the  interest,  diyidends,  and  prodnce  of  the  residue  of  hie 
personal  estate  and  effects,  or  the  securities  on  which  the  same  should 
be  invested,  to  his  brother  M.,  his  executors^  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, and  he  gave  the  other  moiety  of  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
produce  of  ths  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  effects^  or  the 
[*593]  *  securities  on  which  the  same  should  be  invested,  to  his  sister- 
in-law  B.  for  life ;  and,  after  her  decease,  he  gave  the  whole  of 
the  principal  of  such  moieties,  or  the  whole  residue  of  his  osteite  what- 
soever and  wheresoever,  and  the  securities  on  which  the  same  should 
be  invested,  to  his  said  brother  M.,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns ;  and  the  question  being  whether  the  sister-in-law  was  en- 
titled to  a  moiety  of  the  income  arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the  real 
estate,  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R,  decided  in  the  affirmative;  he  said,  that 
the  testator  had  made  one  mixed  fund  of  the  residue  of  the  personalty 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate ;  that  the  whole  was  to 
be  invested  in  government  stocks,  or  on  real  securities,  and  the  inter- 
est was  to  be  paid  to  the  widow  during  her  life ;  that  there  was  no 
intention  that  upon  her  death  a  division  should  take  place  of  the 
personalty  from  the  produce  of  the  realty ;  and,  in  fact,  such  a  division 
could  not  be  made ;  that,  therefore,  the  testator,  in  the  moiety  given 
to  B.  during  her  life,  meant  to  include  the  real  estate ;  and  that  this 
conclusion  was  strengthened  by  the  clause  immediately  following, 
in  which  the  testator  used  the  phrase,  *^  the  whole  of  the  principal  of 
such  moieties,"  as  synonymous  with,  and  equivalent  to,  ''  the  whole 
residue  of  my  estate,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever "  (^),  and  which 
was,  consequently,  a  declaration  that  the  moieties  of  which  he  spoke 
were  moieties  of  the  whole  residue  of  his  estate. 

The  blending  of  the  proceeds  of  the  two  estates  for  any  purpose 
not  exhausting  the  whole  is  always  taken  as  rendering  probable  an 
intention  that  they  shall  be  kept  together  throughout,  and  as  inviting 
such  a  construction  of  subsequent  words  of  gift  as  will  carry  that  in- 
tention into  effect.  Thus,  in  Court  v.  Buckland  (A),  where  a  testator 
devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  in  trust  to  sell,  and  to  dispose  of  the  net  moneys  to  arise  from 
such  real  and  residuary  personal  estate  (after  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies)  according  to  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  concerning  the 
same.  He  then  declared  that  until  sale  the  real  and  personal  estate 
should  be  subject  to  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  concerning  the 
said  net  moneys,  and  that  the  rents  and  annual  produce  thereof 
should  be  deemed  income  for  the  purposes  of  the  same  trusts^  and 
that  the  real  estate  should  be  transmissible  as  personal  estate. 
[♦694]  *  The  testator  then  directed  a  sum  to  be  set  apart  out  of 
the  said  net  moneys  to  answer  a  life  annuity,  subject  to  which 
it  was  to  form  part  of  his  residuary  personal  estate:  and,  subject  to 


%\ 


See  Wall  v.  GoUhend,  2  De  6.  &  J.  688. 

lCh.D.  606.    8Mft]MSp6iicer9.^Wi]Mn,L.B.,  16£q.60L 
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the  annuity  and  to  legacies  and  debts,  the  testator  directed  his  trustees 
to  stand  possessed  of  his  residuary  personal  estate  in  trust  as  to  one 
moiety  for  his  son^  and,  as  to  the  other,  for  his  daughter  and  her 
children.  Sir  O.  Jessel,  M.  B.,  held  that  the  net  proceeds  of  the  real 
estate  were  included  in  the  trusts  of  the  '^residuaiy  personal  estate." 
He  adverted,  among  other  points,  to  the  blending  of  the  two  estates, 
for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies  and  of  an  annuity,  as  indicating 
the  intention  alluded  to  above.  He  also  noticed  that  the  direction 
to  treat  the  rents  until  sale  as  income  *^  for  the  purposes  of  the  same 
trusts  "  (i.  6.,  the  trusts  of  the  net  moneys)  was  unmeaning  unless  it 
referred  to  beneficial  trusts  of  the  income,  and  was  intended  to  ex- 
clude the  rule  of  the  Court,  which  gives  the  beneficiaries  not  the 
actual  income  but  the  dividends  of  so  much  consols.  But,  he  ob- 
served, there  were  no  trusts  at  all  to  which  this  direction,  or  to  which 
the  words  ''trusts  hereinafter  declared  concerning  the  same"  could 
apply,  unless  they  applied  to  the  trusts  of  "  the  residuary  personal 
estate ; "  which  trusts,  moreover,  were  declared  ''  subject  to  the  an- 
nuity and  to  the  debts  and  legacies,"  which  the  testator  had  before 
said  were  to  come  out  of  the  "  net  moneys." 

Again,  in  Singleton  v.  Tomlinson  («),  a  testator  directed  his  ex- 
ecutors to  pay  his  funeral  expenses  and  debts  ''  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  his  property."    He  then  recited  that  he  was  possessed   Effect,  after 
of  '*  landed  and  chattel  property,"  and  directed  his  ex-   blending^,  of 
ecutors  to  sell  his  ''  landed  estates "  for  the  best  price.   ^'^J^^daary* 
He  gave  certain  legacies ;  he  specifically  devised  a  certain  i«g»t««»'* 
estate ;  and  specifically  bequeathed  his  plate  and  furniture ;  and  con- 
cluded, " I  constitute  A.  my  residuary  legatee"    It  was  held  in  the 
House  of  Lords  that  A.  was  entitled  to  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the 
real  estate,  as  well  as  of  the  personal  estate,  aJter  payment  of  the 
funeral  expenses,  debts,  and  legacies.    Lord  Cairns  said  it  was  a  com- 
plete scheme  of  disposition  of  the  whole  of  the  testator's  property  of 
every  kind,  his  intention  being  that  his  "  property  "  (which  clearly  in- 
cluded real  as  well  as  personal  property)  should  be  turned  into 
money,  *  that  his  debts  and  his  legacies  should  be  paid,  that  [*595] 
the  furniture  and  plate  should  be  delivered  to  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  bequeathed,  and  that  he  who  was  described  as  the  ''  re- 
siduary legatee  "  should  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  surplus.    The 
term  "  residuary  legatee "  standing  alone,  or  (above  all)  in  a  will 
which  appeared  to  make  a  division  between  real  property  and  perso- 
nal property,  meant  primft  facie  the  person  taking  what  the  law  calls 
the  residue  of  the  personal  property ;  but  it  was  a  term  which  must 
be  fashioned  and  moulded  by  the  context,  and  where  you  had  a  con- 

(t)  8  App  Ca.  404.  See  also  Wilde  v.  Davies,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  483,  and  other  cases,  post.  Oh. 
XXII.  In  Griffiths  «.  Pmen,  11  Sim.  202,  the  fpft  was  of  ''  any  pum  appearing  after  ralfil- 
ling  '*  the  will,  an  expression  as  properly  applicable  to  the  proceedsof  real  estate  as  to  person- 
alty.   And  see  Bromley  v.  Wright,  7  Hare,  384. 
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text  in  which  the  testator  was  found  lodung  at  his  laoided  property, 
not  as  land,  but  as  something  which  was  all  to  be  sold  and  turned  into 
money,  then  the  term  became  aa  applicable  to  the  proceeds  of  landed 
property  aa  it  would  have  been  in  the  first  instance  to  personal 
property. 

In  the  last  case,  the  heir-at-law  relied  on  Eellett  v.  Eellett  (h) 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  legacies  to  several  children;  he  be- 
Keiiett  «L  queathed  his  interest  in  certain  lands  to  A.,  and  then 

Keliett.  proceeded  as  follows :  —  "  The  remainder  of  my  proper* 

ties  I  devise  to  my  executors  to  make  good  the  above  sums  and  the 
following  sums,  that  is  to  say : "  and  then,  after  enumerating  other 
legacies,  he  concluded  thus :  —  '^  And  I  also  ordain,  appoint,  and  de- 
vise the  said  W.  G.  and  H.  executors  to  this  my  last  will  and  testar 
ment;  also  my  residuary  legatees,  share  and  share  alike."  It  waa 
contended  by  the  executors  that  the  real  estates  were  by  the  will, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  it,  turned  into  personal  estate,  to  the  residue 
of  which  they  were  entitled ;  or  that  if  there  was  no  such  conversion, 
yet,  by  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  they  were  legally  and 
beneficially  entitled  to  such  parts  of  the  estates  as  should  remain 
after  payment  of  the  debts,  legacies,  &c^  except  the  estates  specifi- 
cally devised  to  A.  But  Lord  Manners  held  that  the  intention  was 
not  made  plain  enough  to  disinherit  the  heir.  The  executors  appealed 
to  the  House  of  Lords,  relying  principally  on  the  argument,  that  by 
constituting  them  residuary  legatees  the  testator  intended  them  to 
take  the  residue  of  all  that  was  included  under  the  word  '^  properties'' 
in  the  preceding  devise ;  but  the  House  refused  to  disturb  the  decree. 
Lord  Eldon  said,  "  I  should  very  much  misrepresent  the  state  of  my 
mind  with  respect  to  this  question,  if  I  did  not  say  that  it  is  a  state  of 
infinite  doubt,  whether,  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  and  as  collect* 
ing  the  intention  of  the  testator  from  the  whole  of  the  will, 
[*596]  *  the  residue  was  intended  by  the  testator  to  include  the  real 
estate.  It  is  a  whimsical  way  of  putting  it;  but  I  feel  a 
strong  bias  towards  the  opinion  that  he  did  mean  to  include  it^ 
I  cannot  say  that  the  decision  in  this  case  is  wrong,  and  I  cannot  say 
that  it  is  right ;  but  as  I  cannot  say  that  it  is  wrong,  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed."  Lord  BedesdaJe  expressed 
himself  nearly  to  the  same  effect. 

Although  the  trust  clearly  authorized  a  sale  to  pay  legacies,  tiiero 
was  no  express  direction  to  sell ;  a  fact  upon  which  Lord  Manners 
laid  great  stress.  But  although  the  land  was  thus  less  clearly  treated 
as  '^  something  that  was  all  to  be  turned  into  money,''  it  is  reason- 
ably plain  that  neither  Lord  Eldon  nor  Lord  Kedesdale,  if  the  case 
had  come  originally  before  him,  would  have  held  that  any  part  of  the 
testator's  ^'propertiea"  was  undisposed  of.    At  the  present  day,  the 

(ft)  1  Bft.  &  Be.  588,  a  Doir.  US. 
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question  mast  be  treated  as  one  purely  of  construction,  unafifected  by 
any  special  indulgence  to  the  heir.  No  case,  indeed,,  has  gone  further 
against  the  heir  than  the  early  one  of  Mallabar  i;.  Mallabar  (Q,  where 
a  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  lands  in  certain  counties  to 
his  sister  C,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust  that  the  same  should 
be  sold,  and  out  of  the  moneys  arising  therefrom  his  just  debts  paid; 
and  out  of  the  remainder  of  the  money  he  bequeathed  certain  legar 
cies  including  one  to  the  heir-at-law ;  and  then  after  his  debts  and 
legacies  paid  as  aforesaid,  and  subject  to  the  same,  the  testator  gave 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  said  sister,  whom  he  ap- 
pointed sole  executrix.  The  produce  of  the  real  estate,  after  paying 
debts,  was  claimed  by  the  heir.  Lord  Talbot  admitted  parol  evidenee 
against  him ;  but  afterwards  decreed,  upon  the  will  itself,  that  there 
was  no  resulting  trust,  and  that  the  executrix  should  have  the  whole 
residue,  including  the  produce  of  the  real  estate. 

The  giving  of  the  residue  ''after  debts  and  legacies  paid  as  afore* 
said,"  certainly  afforded  an  argument  that  it  was  intended  to  include 
the  fund  in  question  which  had  been  expressly  subjected  to  those 
charges.  The  case  has  always  been  considered  as  governed  by  its 
particular  circumstances  (m). 

It  is  observable,  that  where  s,  partial  undisposed-of  interest  in  real 
estate  directed  to  be  sold  results  to  the  heir-^t-law  of  the  testator, 
it   becomes  personalty  in  his  hands.     Thus,  in  Wright  v, 
*  Wright  (n),  where  A.  devised  his  real  estate  in  trust  to  be  [*697] 
sold  to  pay  his  debts,  &c.,  and  the  residue  in  trust  for  his 
daughter,  but  if  she  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife,  to  his  wife  for 
life,  and,  at  her  decease,  to  go  as  he  (the  testator)  should  Heir  takes  a» 
by  a  codicil  direct.    He  left  no  codiciL    The  daughter  whew   '^~ 
died  in  the  widow's  lifetime.     The  reversionary  interest  in  the  fund 
expectant  on  the  widow's  decease,  which  descended  to  the  daughter 
as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  was,  at  her  death,  claimed  by  her 
administratrix  as  personalty,  and  by  her  heir^t-law  as  real  estate. 
Sir  W.  Grant  held,  on  the  authority  of  Hewitt  v,  Wright  (o),  (in  which 
the  same  principle  was  applied  to  a  disposition  by  deed),  that  it  was 
personal  estate  in  the  daughter,  and  accordingly  belonged  to  her  ad- 
ministratrix.   According  to  the  doctrine  already  stated  (p),  it  is  clear 
that  no  act  on  the  part  of  the  heir  electing  to  take  such  partial  inter- 
est as  real  estate  would  avail  to  change  its  character. 

But  if  the  purposes  of  the  will  wholly  fail,  as  if  all  the  legatees  of 

(l)  Ca.  t.  Talb.  78. 
(m)  1  V  &  B.  416. 

--rU?  ^^-  i?^5  "^  •^  Smith  V.  Claxton,  4  Mad.  484;  Jeseop  v.  Wation,  1  Mr.  &  K. 
666;  Dixon  f».  Dawaon,  3  S.  &  St.  827;  Carr  v.  Collins,  7  Jar.  166;  Tily  9  Smith,  1  Col.  434: 
Hatfield  v.  Pryme,  2  Coll.  204^  White  v.  Smith,  15  Jar.  1096;  Banter  v.  FackeralL  26  Bear. 
469;  Wilson  «.  CoW,  28  Bear.  216. 

(o)  1  B.  C.  C.  86.    See  also  Clarke  «.  Ehmkllivi  K.  &.  J.  8S7. 

(p)  Ante,  p..  B67. 
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the  moneys  to  be  produced  by  the  sale  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime 
Wh«re  the  SO  that  there  is  a  total  failure  of  the  objects  for  which 
oonw8?oii***  the  conversion  was  to  be  made,  the  property  will  de- 
whoUy  fail.  Tolve  upon  the  heir  as  real  estate  (q),  and  in  such  a  case 
it  is  immaterial  that  a  sale  has  by  mistake  taken  place  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  trusts  haye  not  wholly  failed  (r) :  but  the  question 
whether  the  will  causes  a  conversion  or  not  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  circumstances  as  they  exist  at  the  testator's  death,  and  therefore 
where  it  is  uncertain  at  that  period  whether  a  conversion  will  be  re- 
quired for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  the  heir  will  take  the  property  as 
personalty,  although  those  purposes  may  have  failed  before  a  sale 
takes  place  («). 

In  the  converse  case,  i,  «.,  where  personal  estate  is  directed  to  be 
laid  out  in  land,  which  is  to  be  held  on  trusts  which  (either  originally 
N  t  f  k'  or  by  lapse)  leave  part  of  the  interest  undisposed  of,  this 
ukes  M  realtj  partial  interest  results  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin  or 
—  when.         residuary  legatee  as  real  estate,  in  case  of  whose  death  it 

passes  to  his  heir  at-law,  or  devisee  (t). 
[*598]  *  On  the  same  principle,  when  land  is  devised  charged  with 
a  sum  of  money,  which  is  given  on  trusts  which  do  not  ex- 
haust the  entire  property  in  the  money,  and  the  undisposed-of  interest 
sinks  for  the  benefit  of  the  devisee  (u),  the  devisee  takes  it  as  he 
finds  it,  viz.,  as  personalty.  This,  of  course,  assumes  him  to  be  abso- 
lutely entitled  to  the  land  (x). 

Vn. — ^Effect  of  Falliire  by  Ziapsa,  or  otherwise  of  Peonnlaxy  Gifts 
out  of  Prooeeds  of  Land.  —  It  remains  to  examine  the  claim  of  the 
Specific  suins  heir  to  undisposed-of  suras  of  money  constituting  part  of 
^i^prodace  of  ^^^  produce  of  real  estate  devised  to  be  sold,  a  question 
real  estate         which,  under  the  old  law,  was  the  subject  of  much  dif- 

beJong  to  the       J.  is       •    •        /   v  i 

heir-- when,      ference  of  opinion  (yy 

(q)  Chitty  e.  Parker,  S  Yea.  Jr.  871.  And  aee  Sir  J.  Lsacfa's  judgment  in  Smith  «.  Clax- 
ton,  4  Madd.  493. 


(r)  Davenport «.  Coltman,  12  Sim.  610.    Cf.  Bovra  p,  Rhodes,  81  L.  J.  Ch.  67S. 

(i)  Carr  v.  Collins,  7  .lur.  166,  per  Shadwell,  V.-C. 

(0  CurteiAv.  Wormald,  10  Ch.  D.  172:  overruling  Keynolds  9.  Godlee,  Johns.  6S6,  582, 
where  Wood,  V.-C,  held  that  it  resulted  to  the  executor,  and  throuprh  him  to  the  next  of  kin, 
IB  personal  estate.  The  V.-C.  pat  the  case  of  the  liberated  fund  being  wanted  to  make  ^rood 
abated  legacies  under  the  will,  "  in  which  case  the  land  purchased  mutt  certainly  be  dealt 
with  as  the  estate  of  the  testator  which  the  executors  must  apply  as  personal  esUte  in  pay- 
ment of  the  legacies.**  But  the  case  is  scarcely  relevant.  Nothin^r  of  course  results  to  the 
next  of  kin  until  all  the  purposes  of  the  will  wfiich  ought  to  be  aausfied  haye  been  satisfied. 
See  Re  Adams  and  the  Kensington  Vestry,  27  Ch.  D.  394,  400. 

(«)  See  as  to  this  ante,  p.  818. 

(x)  Re  Newberry's  Trusts,  6  Ch.  D.  746. 
'   («)  Having  rega'rd  to  the  effect  of  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  25  (see  poet,  p.  606),  the  remarks 
of  tne  learned  author  of  this  Work  on  this  question  are  somewhat  abbreyiated.    For  a  fuller 
statement  and  discussion  of  the  cases  on  the  subject,  aee  the  4th  Ed.  of  this  Woik,  yoL  i. 
pp.  682  et  seq. 

^  Power  of  sale  in  a  win,  howeyer  peremp-  sion  where  the  purpose  or  scheme  fails  bj 

tory,  if  given  in  aid  of  a  particular  purpose  reason  of  illegality,   lapse,  or  other  caoae. 

of  the  testator,  or  to  accomplish  his  general  Nothing  short  of  a  clear  intention  that  the 

•cheme  of  distribotioo,  will  not  work  oonver-  land  shall  be  sold  before  diyiaion,  whether  the 
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It  is  clear^  that  a  sum  expressly  excepted  out  of  the   Sums  excepted 
produce  of  the  sale,  but  not  attempted  to  be  disposed  of,   ^^^^^ff  **" 
belongs  to  the  heir  (z)» 

Nor  is  it  to  be  doubted,  that  where  a  legacy  is  payable  out  of  a 
fund  of  this  description  upon  a  contingency  which  does  not  happen, 
the  residuary  devisee  of  the  fund  has  the  benefit  of  such  sums  given  on 
failure,  on  the  principle  that,  in  the  event  which  has  *  contiugenc/; 
happened,  there  is  no  actual  disposition  in  favor  of  the  legatee  (a). 

Where,  however,  a  sum  of  money,  part  of  the  proceeds  of  real  estate, 
is  in  terms  given  to  an  object  incapable  by  law  of  taking,  the  author- 
ities  respecting  its  destination  are  conflicting,  though   —given  to 
here,  also,  there  seems  to  be  a  preponderance  in  favor  of  caj^bf^j^^i 
the  heir  (b).     In  Page  v.  Leapingwell  (c),  however.  Sir   taking. 
W.  Grant,  M.  E.,  appears  to  have  decided,  that  a  charitable  gil:t  out 
of  a  real  fund  went,  not  to  the  heir  (as  might  have  been  inferred  from 
the  observations  in  his  judgment),  nor  to  the  residuary  de- 
visee *  of  the  fund,  but  to  the  general  residuary  devisee ;  a  [*599] 

(«)  Collins  V.  Wakeraaii,  2  Ves.  Jr.  683,  stated  post.  p.  603;  Wat»on  v.  Hayes,  5  My.  & 
Cr.  125,  and  as  to  trusts  fur  conversion  in  deeds,  see  £mblyn  v.  Fieeman,  Pr.  Ch.  641; 
Griffith  V,  Hickets,  7  Hare,  311;  Matron  v.  Swift,  8  Beav  368. 

('()  Ante,  p.  315. 

(6)  Grose  v.  Barlev,  3  P.  W.  20 ;  Collins  v  Wakeman,  2  Vefl.  Jr.  683;  Gibbs  «.  Rumsey,  8 
V.  &  B.  294.    See  post,  pp.  601,  et  seq. 

(c)  18  Ves.  463. 

particular  purpose  or  scheme  fail  or  not,  will 
change  the  character  of  the  property.  Read 
V.  Williams,  125  N.  Y.  560;  Sweeney  w.  War- 
ren, 127  >r.  Y.  426  (citing  Wood-  v.  Keyes,  8 
Paige,  365;  McCartv  v.  Terrv,  7  Lans.  236; 
Bogert  V.  Hertel,  4  llill,  4'J2;'  Hetzel  v.  Bar- 
ber, 69  N.  Y.  1);  and  in  England  even  this  is 
not  enough  to  exclude  the  heir,  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  gift  of  the  proceeds  away  from 
him.  Read  v.  Williams,  (citing  Fitch  v. 
Weber,  6  Hare,  145;  Hopkinson  v,  Ellis,  10 
Beav.  169;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  8  De  G  M.  & 
G.  190).  In  this  country  the  rule  is  said  to  be 
not  quite  so  strict.  Read  o.  WiWuimn^  supra. 
See  Sweeney  v.  Warren,  supra.  When  a  will 
directs  the' conversion  of  realty  for  certain 
purposes  only,  and  these  are  limited,  for  ex- 
ample, to  the  payment  of  particular  legacies, 
and  follows  the  direction  by  a  bequest  of  the 
residue  of  the  personal  estate,  the  conversion 
takes  place  onlv  so  far  as  the  proceeds  of  t!ie 
sale  are  needed  to  pay  the  legacies  prior  to 
the  residuary  one;  and  the  gift  of  the  person- 
alty will  not  carry  the  produce  of  the  sale  of 
the  lands  in  the  absence  of  a  contrary  in'ent 

flainly  manifested.  Richards  o.  Mfller,  62 
11.  417.  The  surplus  retains  the  quality  of 
realty,  and  is  transmitted  either  by  a  devise 
of  the  realty,  if  there  be  one,  or  de««'»ends 
under  the  intestate  laws.  Given  v.  Hilton, 
95  U.  S.  691,  Strong,  J.  There  are  certain 
thin2^  which  are  considered  indicative  of  an 
intent  to  cause  a  complete  conversion.  It  baa 
been  held  that  a  general  direction  to  sell  and 
apply  the  proceeds  indiscriminately  to  the 
payments  ox  debts  and  legacies  operates  as  a 

VOL.  I. 


conversion  out  and  out.  Id.:  Kingv.  Wood- 
iiuli,  3  Edw.  79 ,  Durour  r.  Motteux,  1  Ves. 
320.  Blending  the  proceeds  of  realty  and  per- 
sonalty in  one  fund  tor  the  payuieiic  oi' debts 
and  legacies  is  generally  regarded  as  evi- 
dence of  an  intention  to  give  to  the  proceeds 
ot  a  sale  ordered  the  charaoier  of  personalty 
thmughout;  thuugh  this  is  not  a  conclusive 
indication.     Given  v.  Hilton,  supra. 

When  land  must  be  :iold  and  converted  into 
monev  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  more  is 
sold  tWn  is  necessary  for  tne  object,  the  ex- 
cess received  from  the  sale  is  treated  as  land. 
Cook  V.  Cook,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  375;  Oberle  v. 
Lerch,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  346 ;  id.  575.  In  case  of 
a  direction  by  a  testator  for  the  conversion  of 
his  lands  into  money  for  a  specilied  purpose, 
the  heir  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  them 
until  the  time  for  the  conversion  arrives,  unlesa 
they  are  otherwise  disposted  of.  Current  v. 
Current,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  186.  See  also  Brad- 
shaw  p.  Ellis,  2  Dev  &  B.  Eq  20.  Whether 
in  such  case  the  heir  will  be  entitled  to  the 
use  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  laiyl  in  his 
own  right,  or  must  hold  them  as  trustee,  will 
depend  upon  the  terms  of  the  di^ipoMtion  of 
the  estate  to  be  converted.  If  the  neir  be  not 
expressly  or  by  clear  implication  a  trustee,  It 
wouli  seem  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  the 
Income.  If  the  testator  order  real  estate  to  be 
converted  into  money  for  some  special  purpoM 
other  than  the  payment  of  debtM.  as  to  pay  a 
legacy,  the  executor  cannot  claim  the  fund 
at  personalty  to  be  u«ed  in  paving  debts. 
Winants  v.  ferhune,  15  N.  J.  Eq*.  185. 
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conclusion  which  it  seems  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  principle 
repeatedly  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  and  other  Judges,  that  a  resi- 
duary devise  is,  under  the  old  law,  in  effect,  a  specific  devise  of  the 
lands  not  included  in  the  particular  devises  contained  in  the  will. 
In  Jones  v.  Mitchell  (d),  where  A.  devised  his  real  estate,  after  cer- 
tain limitations,  to  trustees  in  trusts  to  be  sold,  and  out  of  the  moneys 
to  be  produced  by  the  sale  to  pay  certain  legacies,  and  then  a  legacy 
of  800Z.  to  charities,  and  to  pay  the  residue  to  B. ;  Sir  J.  Leach,  Y.-C., 
held  that  the  void  legacy  of  800Z.  belonged  to  the  heir,  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  residuary  devisee  of  real  estate,  or  of  the  price  of  real 
estate)  could  take  nothing  but  what  was  at  the  time  intended  for  him. 
The  principle  seems  to  apply,  with  exactly  the  same  force,  to  the 
Destination  of  ^^^®  ^^  lapse;  and,  undoubtedly,  at  one  period,  the  es- 
lapsed  sums  tablished  rule  as  to  these  cases  also  was,  that  the  heir 
^n  out^f  ^^  entitled  on  failure  of  the  devise ;  unless,  according 
the  produce  of    to  the  doctrine  of  some  cases  (e),  the  produce  of  the  sale 

was  blended  with  the  personal  estate  in  one  general  re- 
siduary disposition. 

The  ground  upon  which  this  rule  was  established  (and  the  prin- 
ciple is  equally  applicable  to  every  class  of  cases  before  noticed)  is 

this :  that  where  a  testator  devises  real  estate  to  be  sold, 
g"v"ming  th«  and  out  of  the  produce  gives  a  specific  sum,  say  1,000/., 
*^^^^'  to  A.,  and  the  residue  to  B.,  the  residue  is  to  be  consid- 

ered as  a  gift  of  the  specific  sum  which  the  purchase-money,  after 
deducting  1,000/.,  shall  happen  to  amount  to ;  the  gift  being  the  same 
in  effect  as  if  the  testator  had  said,  I  give  to  B.  the  purchase-money 
minus  1,000/.,  which  I  give  to  A.  It  is  a  mere  distribution  of  the 
purchase-money  among  them,  the  one  taking  a  certain  and  the  other 
an  uncertain  share ;  and  B.  has  no  more  right,  in  any  event,  to  take 
the  share  of  A.,  than  A.  has  to  take  the  share  of  B.  (/). 

A  different  doctrine  was,  however,  propounded  in  a  subsequent 
case  (y)f  which  was  as  follows :  Lord  W.  devised  certain  real  estates 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  out  of  the  produce  to  pay  certain 
sums  of  money,  including  a  sum  of  5,000/.,  to  his  wife,  her  ex- 
[*600]  ecutors,  and  administrators,  in  part  satisfaction  of  *  10,000/. 
secured  to  her  by  their  marriage  settlement  out  of  certain 
trust  funds  in  case  of  her  surviving  him  and  failure  of  issue  of  his 

body  by  her  (h) ;  and  after  these  purposes  he  directed 
hefrnecraUved  the  trustees  to  invest  the  residue  of  the  said  moneys 
j"No^r.         iipon  certain  trusts.     The  testator's  wife  died  in  his 

lifetime.     One   question  was,  whether  the  5,000/.  de- 

(d)  1  S.  &  St.  390.    See  also  Taylor  v.  Bland,  W.  K.  1880,  p.  155. 

(e)  See  Lord  ThurIow*8  judf^nent  in  Hutcbeson  «.  Hammond,  3  B.  G.  0*  148;  Kennen  «. 
Abbott,  4  Yes.  802  i  but  a8  to  which  see  poet. 

(/)  See  thifl  principle  affirmed  in  Hutcheson  v.  Hammond,  8  B.  C.  C.  188. 

{a)  Noel  V.  Lord  Henley,  7  Pri.  241,  Dan.  211,  822. 

(a)  If  the  devise  coald  hare  been  considered  as  subject  to  this  oonttngency,  ther«  would 
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Yolved  upon  the  heir  or  next  of  kin,  or  belonged  to  the  persons  enti- 
tled to  the  residue.  Richards,  G.  B.,  held,  that  by  the  lapse  the  re- 
siduary devisees  of  the  fund  were  entitled. 

The  decree  as  to  the  5,000Z.  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords  (i). 
Lord  Bedesdale  grounded  his  opinion  on  the  view  that  the  death  of  a 
legatee  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  thus  causing  the  leg-  ^,  ,     ,    , 

^  .     ^  .  . .  X        u  •   i_  i_       Noel  r.  Lord 

acy  to  lapse,  is  a  contingency  to  which  every  person  who   Heuiey 
makes  a  disposition  by  will  must  be  deemed  to  know   jj^iroiediii 
that  such  a  disposition  is  subject.     Lord  Eldon  con- 
curred in  the  decree,  but  apparently  on  a  different  ground ;  for  he 
said  (using  the  word  ''contingency  "  m  a  different  sense,  as  itjseems, 
from  Lord  Bedesdale)  that  the  5,000Z.  was  only  to  be  payable  upon  a 
contingency ;  and  that  not  having  happened,  no  direction  was  given, 
the  will  having  failed  with  reference  to  that  part  of  it. 

The  reasoning  on  which  Lord  Bedesdale  grounded  his  opinion  is 
directly  opposed  to  the  principle  recognized  in  a  great  variety  of 
cases  (k)f  that  a  testator  is  in  general  supposed  to  calcu-  Remarks  upon 
late  upon  his  dispositions  taking  effect,  and  not  to  pro-  Noel  v.  Lord 
vide  for  the  happening  of  events  in  his  lifetime  which  *°  *^' 
will  defeat  them,  as  the  death  of  legatees,  &c.  The  whole  doctrine 
of  lapse  stands  upon  this  principle. 

Fortunately,  however,  the  perplexing  uncertainty  in  which  the  doc- 
trine was  thus  placed,  is  in  some  degree  dissipated  by  the  subsequent 
case  of  Amphlett  v.  Parke  (I),  presently  stated,  which,  as  eventually 
decided,  appears  to  have  restored  the  authority  of  Hutcheson  v. 
Hammond.  Lord  Brougham's  judgment,  on  the  appeal,  contains  a 
detailed  examination  of  many  of  the  cases,  among  which, 
however,  neither  Hutcheson  v,  Hammond  nor  Noel  *  v.  Lord  [*601] 
Henley  is  to  be  found,  nor  do  they  appear  to  have  been  cited 
at  the  bar.  Indeed,  the  question  chiefly  discussed  in  this  case  was, 
whether  the  declaration  that  the  produce  of  the  sale  should  be 
deemed  personal  estate,  and  the  blending  of  such  produce  with  the 
general  residuary  personal  estate,  did  not  so  absolutely  convert  it 
into  personal  estate  as  to  exclude  the  heir  j  and  the  adjudication  in 
the  negative  affords  the  strongest  possible  confirmation  of  the  doc- 
trine of  Hutcheson  v,  Hammond,  in  opposition  to  Noel  v.  Lord  Hen- 
ley, in  both  which  these  circumstances  were  wanting. 

The  unavoidable  mention  of  Amphlett  v.  Parke  has  rather  anti- 
cipated the  subject  next  to  be  considered,  namely,  whether  the  cir- 

be  no  difficulty  in  reooncilinp;  the  dwtsion  with  Hutcheson  «.  Hammond,  on  the  principle 
before  stated  in  regard  to  contingent  charges,  ante,  p  dl5>  It  seems  to  be  impossible,  how- 
ever, consistently  with  sound  construction,  or  the  principle  upon  which  it  was  decided,  to  to 
treat  ft.    See  however  Lord  EIdon*s  remarks  on  the  appeal. 

(i)  Noel  V.  Lord  Henler.  1  Dan.  822. 12  Pri.  213. 

Ik)  See  aeeordingly  Robinson  t.  London  Hospital,  10  Hare,  28. 

10  4  Ruse,  76, 2  R.  &  My.  22L 
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Whether  cumstance  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate  being  blended 

pro^-^elu  of  ^^^^  *'^®  general  personal  estate  constitutes  a  ground  for 
real  and  pei^  excluding  the  heir,  by  applying  to  the  mixed  fund  the 
excludes  the  ^^^^  applicable  to  the  latter  species  of  property;  such  rule 
^^f-  being  (as  is  well  known)  that  the  residuaiy  legatee  takes, 

even  under  the  old  law,  whatever  is  not  effectually  disposed  of  to  other 
persons.  It  seems  difficult  to  discover  any  solid  reason  why  the  blend- 
ing of  the  two  funds  should  produce  this  consequence.  The  testator, 
intending  the  proceeds  of  the  two  species  of  property  to  go  in  the 
same  manner,  comprising  them  in  the  same  disposition  for  mere  con- 
venience, and  to  avoid  a  needless  repetition  of  language ;  and  the  ef- 
fect ought,  one  should  think,  to  be  the  same  as  if,  in  one  part  of  his 
will,  he  had  given  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  to  A.,  and  in  another 
part,  the  proceeds  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  to  A.  How  far 
the  authorities  lend  their  support  to  such  a  conclusion,  will  be  seen  by 
the  following  statement  of  them. 

A  leading  case  on  this  subject  is  Cruse  v.  Barley  (m),  where  a  tes- 
tator devised  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  to  P.  and  his  heirs, 
Cnue  V.  ^  trust  to  Sell  the  same,  and,  in  the  £rst  place,  to  pay 

Barley.  off  all  incumbrances  upon  the  premises,  and  all  his  just 

debts.  He  devised  all  his  personal  estate  to  the  same  trustee,  in  trust 
to  sell,  and  to  apply  the  money  arising  by  the  sale,  and  also  the  money 
to  be  produced  by  sale  of  the  real  estate,  amongst  his  five  children : 
VIZ.  to  his  eldest  son  G.  200Z.  at  his  age  of  twenty-one  *  the  resi- 
due amongst  his  four  younger  children  at  their  respective  ages  of 
twenty-one  or  marriage.  C.  died  under  twenty-one;  upon  which  a 
question  arose  as  to  the  200/.,  which,  it  was  admitted,  never 
[*602]  *  vested  in  C.  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  M.  R.,  having  ordered  the  pre- 
cedents to  be  looked  into,  declared  that  the  200/.  should  be 
construed  as  land,  and  descend  to  the  heir ;  for  that  it  was  the  same 
as  if  so  much  land  as  was  of  the  value  of  200/.  was  not  directed  to  be 
sold,  but  suffered  to  descend. 

The  legacy  in  this  case  was  contingent,  and  failed  by  the  non-hap- 
pening of  the  event  on  which  it  depended ;  a  circumstance  which  was 
Remark  on  ^°*  adverted  to,  but  which  would  clearly  now  be  held  to 
Cruse  V.  take  it  out  of  the  principle  in  question  («).   It  is  enough, 

Barley.  however,  for  the  present  purpose,  that  the  heir  was  not 

excluded  by  the  blending  of  the  residue  of  the  fund  with  the  personal 
estate. 

The  next  case  is  Durour  v.  Motteux  (o),  where  a  testator  devised 
all  his  estate,  consisting  in  a  freehold  and  personal  property,  to  trus- 
Duronr  v.  ^^^  ^  ^^^^>  ^^^'  after  payment  of  all  his  debts,  funeral 

Motteux.  expenses,  and  legacies,  to  place  out  all  the  residue  of  his 

(to)  3  p  w  20 

(ft)  See  ante,  pp.  315.  698,  and  Doe  d.  Wells  9  Scott,  3  M.  &  Sel.  900;  the  principle  el 
which  is,  of  course,  applicable  to  devises  oat  of  the  produce  of  real  estate  deTiaed  to  be  sold, 
(o)  1  Yes.  320 i  more  fully  and  accurately  stated,  1  S.  &  St.  292,  n. 
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personal  estate  at  interest,  upon  securities,  upon  the  trusts  therein 
mentioned.    One  of  the  questions  was,  whether  a  legacy  of  1,200^., 
which  was  void  (because  to   be  laid  out  in  land  for   Residuary 
charitable  purposes),   beloi^ged  to  the  heir  or  the  re-  to?e*entmed 
siduary  legatee.     Lord  Hardwicke  decided  in  favor  of  to  void  legacy, 
the  legatee ;  laying  some  stress  upon  the  fact  of  the  real  estate  being 
turned  into  personal,  and  observing,  that  the  intent  to  include  the 
whole  in  the  residue  plainly  appeared  from  the  testator's  description 
of  all  his  personal  estate ;  so  that  the  whole  of  the  real  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  personal  property  (p). 

In  this  case  (which  has  been  regarded  aa  a  leading  authority)  we 
find,  for  the  first  time,  the  circumstance  of  the  blending  of  the  pro- 
duce of  the  real  and  personal  estates  was  made  the  ground  of  the 
decision;   and  this  principle  was  still  more  distinctly   Dictum  of 
recognized    in   the   subsequent  case  of    Hutcheson  v.   i^HuTchMor* 
Hammond   (q),  where  Lord  Thurlcrw,  while  deciding  «.  Hammond, 
in  favor  of  the  heir's  title  to  a  lapsed  legacy,  payable  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  real  estate,  added  'though,  if  a  testator  has 
blended  his  real  with  his  personal  *  fund,  and  has  made  a  [*603] 
residuary  legatee,  it  will  carry  all  that  is  not  disposed  of." 

No  allusion  to  any  such  doctrine,  however,  occurs  in  Collins  v. 
Wakeman  (r)  (the  next  case  of  this  class),  where  a  testator  devised 
ceitain  lands  to  W.,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  in  trust  to  sell ;   Collins «. 
and  the  money  arising  from  such  sale  he  directed  to  be   Wakeman. 
considered  as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  out  of  which  he   2ke  !e*^ac*° 
gave  to  his  executor  W.  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  to  be  disposed  excepted  o'ut 
of  according  to  any  instructions  he  might  leave  in  writ-  un^"buTnot' 
ing.     The  testator  then  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  per-  disposed  of. 
sonal  estate,  subject  to  debts  and  certain  legacies,  &c.,  to  M.    The 
testator  left  no  instruction  as  to  the  1,000/.,  which  was  now  claimed 
by  the  residuary  legatee,  the  next  of  kin,  and  the  heir-at-law.    Lord 
Loughborough  decided  in  favor  of  the  heir ;  observing,  that,  "  where 
the  Court  has  no  direction  from  the  testator,  to  whom  the  money 
arising  from  any  part  of  his  real  estate  shall  go,  it  rests  with  his 
heir-at-law"  (*). 

In  this  case,  it  will  be  observed,  the  express  declaration,  that  the 
produce  of  the  sale  should  be  considered  personal  estate,  did  not,  in 

(p)  Of  this  ease,  Sir  W.  Grant  has  obeerred,  *<From  the  little  Lord  Hardwicke  is  reported 
to  nave  said,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  from  what  expressions  he  inferred  that,  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  all  his  personal  estate,  the  testator  meant  to  include  everything  in  the  residue.  The 
decision  is  generally  accounted  for  bv  the  particular  manner  in  which  the  sale  was  directed, 
and  the  circumstance  of  the  testator  having  blended  the  real  and  personal  estates  in  one  gift 
to  trustees,  to  sell  the  wkoU  with  his  personal  estate,*'  &c,  1  Y.  &  B.  417;  see  also  2  R.  & 
My.  232;  but  see  id.  245. 

(q)  3  B.  C.  C.  148. 

(r)  2  Yee.  Jr.  683. 

(«)  In  Amphlett  v.  Parke,  2  R.  &  My.  221,  Lord  Broogham  treated  Collins  «.  Wakeman 
as  a  case  in  which  the  next  of  kin  and  the  heir-at-law  were  the  only  litigating  parties;  but, 
according  to  the  printed  report,  the  reeiduaiy  legatee  also  claimed. 
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Remark  on        Lord  Loughborough's  opinion,  authorize  the  Couit  to 
WaJLemin         ^PP^J  ^  *^®  produce  of  the  real  estate  the  rule  appli- 
cable to  personalty  in  reference  to  the  effect  of  the 
failure  of  a  specific  gift 

This  case  was  soon  followed  by  Kennell  v.  Abbott  (t),  where  a  tes- 
tatrix devised  a  certain  copyhold  estate  to  A.  and  her  heirs,  in  trust 
to  sell,  and  out  of  the  moneys  arising  therefrom  to  pay  certain  leg- 
Kenneli  v.         acies ;  she  then  made  some  specific  bequests ;  and,  as 
^^^  to  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money  arising  from  the 

rt^'fund^  be-  ^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^  estate,  household  goods,  and  all  the  res- 
in^ blended  idue  of  her  moneys,  securities  for  money,  personal  es« 
Bonaitjf  void  tates  and  effects  whatsoever,  she  gave  to  B.,  her  executors, 
legacy  held  and  administrators,  subject  to  her  debts  and  funeral  ex- 
residue,  penses ;  and  she  appointed  B.  executrix.  One  of  the 
legacies  payable  out  of  the  produce  of  the  land  was  void  on  account  of 
fraud  in  the  legatee ;  which  raised  a  question,  whether  it  belonged  to 
the  residuary  legatee  or  the  heir.  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  E.,  held,  that 
it  devolved  to  the  residuary  legatee.  He  distinguished  Hutcheson  v. 
Hammond,  on  the  ground  of  there  being  two  residues,  —  a  special  re- 
sidue of  the  money  arising  from  the  sale,  and  the  general  residue ;  but 
that  here  the  testatrix  had  given  particular  parts  of  her  es- 
[*604]  tate,  including  the  copyhold  estate,  *  which  she  ordered  at  all 
events  to  be  sold,  and  out  of  the  purchase-money  she  directed 
these  legacies  to  be  paid;  and  she  made  a  residuary  disposition, 
which,  in  his  Honor's  opinion,  was  a  general  residuary  clause,  car- 
rying everything  not  disposed  of,  so  as,  under  Mallabar  v.  Mallabar, 
and  Durour  v.  Motteux,  to  make  the  real  estate,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  personal. 

This  case  seems  to  have  occasioned  much  of  the  uncertainty  in 
which  this  doctrine  has  been  long  involved  by  contradictory  deci- 
Remark  on        sions.    It  was  certainly  founded  on  a  very  partial  view 
Kenneii  v,         of  the  then  state  of  the  authorities,  as  neither  Cruse  v. 
^  Barley  nor  Collins   v.  Wakeman  was  noticed  by  the 

M.  E.,  though  the  latter  case  was  the  latest  upon  the  subject ;  hav- 
ing been  decided  only  a  short  period  before,  by  his  contemporary  on 
the  Equity  Bench. 

We  now  come  to  Oibbs  v.  Rumsey  (u),  where  a  testatrix  devised 
her  freehold,  copyhold,  and  personal  estates  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
Gibbi  V.  s®ll>  ^^^  out  of  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale,  together 

Rumsej.  ^i^h  her  ready  money  and  other  effects,  she  bequeathed 

Heir  held  to  Certain  charitable  legacies,  and  100^.  to  her  trustees  for 
take  void  their  care  and  trouble.    And  she  afterward  bequeathed 

the  residue  of  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale^  and  all 
the  residue  of  her  personal  estate,  to  her  trustees  and  executors  to 
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dispose  of  as  they  should  think  proper.     It  was  held,  that  these 
trustees  took  the  residue  for  their  own  benefit  under  this  bequest ; 
and,  with  respect  to  the  charitable  legacies,  Sir  W.  Grant  treated  it 
as  a  point  quite  clear,  that  they  went  to  the  heir-at-law,  and  not  to 
the  residuary  legatee  or  next  of  kin.    The  principal  question  in  the 
case  was,  whether  the  devisees  were  trustees  of  the  sur-  observations 
plus  or  not  (x)  ;  and  it  is  observable  that  the  point,  as   upoa  Gibbs  v. 
to  the  destination  of  the  void  legacies,  does  not  appear     ^^^y' 
to  have  been  discussed ;  nor  was  Kennell  v,  Abbott  cited,  or  a  single 
argument  advanced  in  favor  of  the  residuary  legatees. 

The  subject,  however,  was  much  more  fully  investigated  in  the 
subsequent  case  of  Amphlett  v.  Parke  (y),  where   A.  devised  free- 
hold and  copyhold  lands  to  M.  and  P.,  upon,  trust  for   Amphlett  v. 
sale,  and  directed  that  the  moneys  to  arise  from  such   P^^e. 
sale  should  be  considered  as  part  of  her  personal  estate ;  and  then 
went  on  to  direct,  that,  out  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale,  and 
all  other  her  personal  estate,  certain  legacies  should  be  paid,  and  all 
the  residue  of  her  personal  estate,  and  the  moneys  arising 
from  her  real  *  estate,  the  testatrix  gave  upon  certain  trusts.  [^605] 
Sir  J.  Leach,  Y.-C.,  held,  that  some  of  the  legacies  which  had 
lapsed  fell  into  the  residue ;  but  his  judgment  was  re-   ^^.^  j^^j^  ^^ 
versed  by  Lord  Brougham,  who  decided  in  favor  of  the   take  void 
heir,  after  an   elaborate  examination  of  many  of  the   ^««»*^*®*- 
authorities. 

The  only  case  which  his   Lordship  seemed  to  consider  to  press 
strongly  against  the  heir  was  Kennell  v,  Abbott,  which  he  deemed  to 
be  inconsistent  with  the  current  of  authority,  especially   lom 
Cruse  V.  Barley,  Digby  v.  Legard  («),  and  Gibbs  v.  Bum-   Brougham's 
sey,  and  to  have  been  founded  on  a  misconception  of   >tmp!hietti? 
Darour  v.  Motteux,  in  the  report  of  which  in  Vesey  the   ?»'*«. 
will  was  not  accurately  stated,  and  the  decision  appeared  from  a  MS., 
in  his  possession,  of  Lord   Hardwicke's  judgment,  to  have  chiefly 
turned  on  another  question.    Lord  Brougham  regarded  Mallabar  v, 
Mallabar  as  standing  on  special  grounds,  especially  that  of  a  legacy 
being  given  to  the  heir-at-law,  but  which  circumstance  has  not  in- 
variably, we  have  seen  (a),  been  considered  to  be  of  so  much  weight 
In  that  case,  however,  the  question,  as  already  shown  (b),  was  not,  as 
to  the  destination  of  a  lapsed  or  void  legacy  given  out  of  the  pro- 

(z)  Ante,  p.  355. 

(y)  1  Sim.  275«  4  Ross.  76,  2  R.  &  My.  221. 

(z)  3  P.  W.  22,  Cox's  note,  2  Dicki  500.  A.  devised  her  real  and  personal  estate  td 
trustees,  in  trust  to  sell,  to  discharge  debts  and  legacies,  and  to  pur  the  retidue  to  five  per- 
sons in  equal  shares.  One  of  them  died  before  the  testatrix,  and  Lord  Bathurst  held,  tnat 
the  share  of  the  deceased  rewiduary  lojgatee  in  the  real  estate  resulted  to  the  testatrix's  heir. 
The  case,  therefore,  doea  not  appear  immediately  to  belong  to  the  class  of  authorities  dis- 
cussed in  the  text,  but  ranks  with  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson,  stated  ante,  p.  587. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  629. 

(b)  Ante,  p.  59d. 
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ceeds  of  real  estate ;  but  whether  such  proceeds  passed  under  a  general 
residuary  disposition. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  in  several  of  the  preceding  cases,  inclnd- 
ing  Gibbs  v,  Rumsey,  and  Amphlett  v.  Parke,  the  entire  proceeds  of 
Remark  on  *^®  ^^^  estate  (not  merely,  as  in  Kennell  u  Abbott, 
preceding  the  surplus,  after  payment  of  the  legacies  in  question), 

CH8C8.  were  blended  with  the   personalty,  the   legacies  being 

charged  on  such  mixed  fund ;  so  that  the  fact  of  the  void  or  lapsed 
legacy  being  made  payable  out  of  the  personal,  as  well  as  the  real, 
estate,  was  not  considered  to  afford  a  ground  for  applying  to  such 
legacies,  in  toto,  the  rule  applicable  to  personal  estate. 

In  the  interval  between  the  original  decree  in  Amphlett  v.  Parke 
Green  i»:  *°^   ^^   reversal,  occurred  the  case  of  Green  v.   Jack- 

Jackwn.  son  (c)  where   a  testator  bequeathed  all   his  personal 

estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  some  legacies,  and  also  de- 
vised all  the  residue  of  his  real  estate  (after  some  particular 
[*606]  devises)  to  the  same  *  trustees,  their  heirs,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  to  sell.  The  testator  then  directed,  that  the  moneys 
which  should  be  received  by  his  trustees  by  such  sale,  and  by  virtue 
of  the  bequest  of  the  personalty,  and  all  other  his  moneys  which 
Void  legacies  should  come  to  their  hands,  after  his  debts  and  legacies, 
held  to/all  and  two  sums  directed  to  be  sunk  by  way  of  annuity, 
into  real  ue.  ^^^  ^jj  costs  attending  the  execution  of  the  will  should 
be  paid  and  provided  for,  should  be  placed  in  a  banking-house  until 
the  whole  (except  certain  sums)  should  he  got  in.  He  then  directed 
his  trustees  to  pay  considerable  sums  for  charitable  purposes,  and 
concluded  with  a  direction  to  them  to  pay  and  apply  sdl  the  residue 
of  the  moneys  which  should  then  be  in  their  hands,  after  full  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  the  aforesaid  several  payments  and  bequests, 
to  certain  persons.  It  was  admitted  that  the  charitable  legacies 
failed  in  the  proportion  which  the  produce  of  the  real  estate  bore 
to  the  produce  of  the  personalty  (d).  The  heir-at-law  claimed  the 
benefit  of  such  failure ;  but  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  K.,  on  the  authority  of 
Durour  t;.  Motteux,  and  also,  he  said,  upon  principle,  held  that  the 
failure  of  the  charitable  legacies  enured  for  the  benefit  of  the  resid- 
uary legatees ;  and  that  no  distinction  could  be  made  between  that 
part  of  the  residue  which  had  arisen  from  the  real  estate,  and  that 
part  which  had  arisen  from  the  personal  estate :  he  observed  that  the 
facts  in  Oibbs  v.  Rumsey  were  not  distinctly  stated,  and  the  argu- 
ment there  turned  on  another  point.  He  did  not  advert  to  the  other 
opposing  authorities. 

Green  v.  Jackson  was  referred  to  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Amphlett 
V.  Parke,  as  warranted  by  the  particular  terms  of  the  will ;  but  as  hifl 


(e)  6  Ron.  36,  3  R.  &  My.  SdS. 

[(0  On  this  subject,  vide  ant«,  p.  106. 
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remarks  went  to  impugn  the  aathoritj  of  Durour  v.   Remark  on 
Motteux,  on  which  it  was  chiefly  founded,  they  probably   j^^^q 
induced  the  appeal  which  was  brought  against  the  deci- 
sion of  the  M.  B.,  and  which  was  argued  before  Lord  Lyndhurst, 
who,  however,  affirmed  the  decree,  and  that,  too,  chiefly  on  the  au- 
thority of  Durour  v.  Motteux.    The  circumstance  that,  in  Green  v. 
Jackson,  the  legacy  was  void  ab  initio,  and  in  Amphlett  v.  Parke 
failed  in  event  by  lapse,  seems  to  furnish  no  solid  distinction  between 
these  cases ;  for  the  principle  applicable  to  each  species  of  case  is,  it 
is  conceived,  the  same. 

The  last  case  on  this  subject  appears  to  be  Salt  v.  Chattaway  (e), 
in  which  a  testator  devised  and  bequeathed  to  trustees  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  "  subject  to  the  payment  thereout  of  his 
just  *  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,"  upon  trust  [*607] 
to  sell  and  receive  the  purchase-money  and  all  money  that 
might  be  owing  to  him  at  his  decease,  **  and  thereout  and  out  of  the 
ready  money  he  might  die  possessed  of  to  pay,  among  other  legacies, 
a  legacy  of  lOOL  to  A.  w?ieii  he  should  attain  the  age  of  sait  o. 
twenty-one,  and  to  divide  the  residue  into  three  parts,  Chatuwaj. 
which  he  then  proceeded  to  dispose  of.  A.  died  under  twenty-one,  in 
the  testator's  lifetime :  the  contingency  upon  which  the  legacy  was 
given  thus  never  happened.  According  to  the  principle  before 
stated  (/),  this  would  seem  to  have  been  the  natural  ground  for 
holding  that  the  legacy  fell  into  the  residue.  Lord  Langdale,  how- 
ever, passed  over  this  ground :  he  said,  "  It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile 
all  the  cases  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  books  on  these  subjects ; 
and  the  question,  whether  the  lapsed  pecuniary  legacy  passes  by  the 
gift  of  residue  or  ought  to  be  considered  as  undisposed  of,  appears  to 
me  to  be  attended  with  more  doubt  than  the  other .  but  considering, 
however,  that  the  conversion  of  the  real  estate  must  be  deemed  to 
have  been  made  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  will,  and  that  besides  the 
intention  to  give  a  legacy  of  lOOL  to  A,  there  was  also  an  intention 
to  dispose  of  the  residue  after  payment  of  the  legacies;  that  the 
testator  had  determined  the  qualities  of  the  property  which  his  lega- 
tees were  to  take ;  and  that  the  gift  of  the  residue  is  made  in  terms 
to  give  the  residuary  legatees  of  personal  estate  the  benefit  of  lapsed 
legacies,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  proper  course  is  to  follow  the 
decisions  of  Durour  v.  Motteux  and  Green  v,  Jackson,  and,  in  con- 
formity with  those  cases,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  lapsed  legacy  of 
lOOL  must  be  held  to  have  fallen  into  the  residue  and  to  have  passed 
by  the  gift  of  the  residue." 

Here,  then,  closes  the  long  line  of  cases  respecting  the  destination 
of  pecuniary  legacies,  originally  void  or  failing  by  lapsei  so  far  as 


» 


a)  8  Bear.  676. 
)  Ante,  pp.  815  and  60S. 
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thougli  an  the  specifio  legacies  were  in  this  sitoatioiiy  so  that  a  be- 
quest, in  terms  embracing  the  **  residue/'  should  become^  in  event,  a 
Before  1  Vict.  S^^  ^^  ^^^  whole.  But  as  under  the  old  law,  a  testator 
c-  26i  ®^yy  •  could  only  devise  the  real  estate  to  which  he  was  actually 
ep^^fic  iiTitB*  entitled  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  it  follows  that 
nature.  every  residuary  devise  in  such  a  will,  however  general 

in  its  terms,  was  in  its  nature  specific  (b),^  being  in  fact  a  specific  dis- 
position of  the  lands  not  before  given,  or,  to  speak  more  accurately, 
not  before  expressed  to  be  given  by  the  will.*  Thus,  if  a  testator, 
being  seised  of  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre,  and  having  no  other  real 
estate,  by  a  will  made  before  1838  devised  Blackacre  to  A.  in  fee,  and 
all  the  rest  of  the  lands  to  B.,  B.  took  exactly  that  which  he  would 
have  taken  under  a  specific  devise  of  Whiteacre  and  no  more ;  and, 
consequently,  if  the  devise  to  A.  failed,  from  its  being  devoted  to 
charity,  or  from  the  devisee  being  dead  at  the  time,  or  from  his  sub- 
sequent death  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  B.  could  no  more  have 
[*610]  taken  by  virtue  of  his  residuary  devise,  the  interest  so  *  given, 
or  intended  to  be  given,  to  A.,  than  he  could  have  done  under 
Exceptions  to  a  specific  devise  of  another  property  (c).*  But  this  gen- 
this  rule ;  eral  rule  admitted  of  exception  in  certain    classes    of 

cases  which  will  be  here  very  briefly  indicated  (d), 

(b)  See  Lord  Eldon's  judgment  in  Howe  v.  Earl  of  Dartmouth^  Yes.  147  ;  Broome  v. 
Monck,  10  id.  606;  Hill  v.  Cock,  1  V.  &  B.  175;  Spong  v.  Spong,  1 Y.  &  J.  870. 

(c)  Goodrieht  v.  Opie,  8  Mod.  123;  Wright  r.  Half,  Foriej»c.  182;  *.  c.  nom.  Wright  v. 
Home,  8  Mod.  224;  Roe  v.  Fludd,  Fort.  184;  Sprig  r.  Sprig,  2  Vern.  394:  Doe  d.  Morris  «. 
L'udurdown,  Willen,  293;  Watson  o.  Earl  uf  Liiiculn,  Amh.  325:  Oke  v.  Heath,  1  Yes.  141; 
Cambridge  v.  Roui*.  8  Yes.  25;  Jones  v.  Blitchell,  1  S.  &  St.  2\*0.  See,  however,  as  to  the 
a  plication  of  this  principle  to  devisees  void  ab  initio.  Doe  d.  Stewart  v  Sheffield,  13  East, 
527.  where  observations  lell  from  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  which  appear  to  be  hardly  consistent 
witn  the  principle,  inasmuch  as  between  f'e  caries  of  a  lapsed  devire  and  a  devise  void  ab 
initio,  there  seems  to  be  no  substantial  distinction,  and  which  moreov*  r  are  clearly  inconsist- 
ent with  the  decisions  discussed  in  the  lasit  chapter,  in  which  ^{)ecilic  sums  given  out  of  real 
estate  deviled  to  be  sold,  and  which  were  void  ab  initio,  have  been  held  to  b*  toni;  to  the  heir, 
and  not  to  the  residuary  devisee  of  the  fund;  see  ante,  p.  598.  See  also  the  observations  of 
Wood,  Y.-C,  on  Doe  r.'  Sheffifld,  in  the  cave  of  Smith  r   J^inia>.  '6-i  L.  J  Ch.  582. 

(d)  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  old  law  on  this  subject,  see  the  4th  Edition  of  this  Work, 
Yol.  I.  pp.  646,  et  seq. 


man  v.  Snrman,  5  Madd.  128.  Further,  what 
a  residuary  clause  will  carry,  see  Davis  v, 
Callahan,  78  Maine.  313;  Grant  v.  Bodwell,  id. 
460 ;  Vaiden  r.  Hawkins,  59  Miss.  406;  Silsby 
V.  Sawver,  64  N.  H.  580;  Stout  v.  Stout,  44 
N.  J.  lEq.  479;  Delafield  9.  Shlpman,  103 
N.  Y.  463.  There  arises  a  presumption 
against  intestacy  where  the  language  may 
extend  to  the  whole  of  the  testator's  estate. 
In  re  Ehle,  73  Wis.  446  (citing  Randenbach*s 
Appeal,  87  Penn.  St.  61;  Ferry's  Appeal,  102 
Penn.  St.  207;  Given  r.  Hilton,  96  U.  S  591); 
Yaiden  v,  Hawkins,  supra;  Farish  v  Cook, 
78  Mo  217;  Milien's  Appeal,!  13  Penn.  St.459; 
Board  of  Missions  Appeal,  91  Penn.  St  607; 
Mills  V.  Franklin.  128  Ind.  444;  Phelps  v 
Phelps,  143  Mas*.  570.  When  however  the 
failure  of  disposition  is  in  the  residuum  itself, 
the  result,  so  far,  is  inteatacv.  De  Silver's 
fistate,  142  Penn.  St  74  (citing  Reed's  Es- 


tate, 82  Penn.  St.  428;  Williami  v.  Neff,  5S 
Penn.  St.  326). 

1  4  Kent,  610,  and  note. 

s  See  as  to  residuary  and  specific  devises, 
Anderson  r.  Anderson,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  560. 

<  This  was  the  rule  at  common  in  this 
country  also.  Deford  v.  Deford,  86  Md.  168; 
Rea  V.  Twillev,  86  Md.  409;  Yeaton  v.  Rob- 
erts, 28  N.  H.*459;  Yardr.  Murray,  86  Penn. 
St.  113;  Masaev's  Appeal,  88  Penn.  St. 
470;  Prescott  ».'Prescott,  7  Met.  141,  146. 
But  the  rule  haa  been  changed  by  statute; 
and  both  lapsed  or  void  legacies  and  devises 
fall  into  the  residue.  Id.;  Tha3'er  «.  Well- 
ington, 9  Allen,  283;  Blanev  v.  Blaney,  1 
Cnsh.  107;  Holbrook  9.  Mctlleary,  81  Ind. 
167;  Cruikshank  r.  Home  for  Friendless,  113 
N.  Y.  337.  Yoid  and  lapsed  devises  stand 
upon  the  same  footing  as  to  the  rights  of  tiM 
heir.    Tongue  v.  Nut  well,  18  Md.  416. 
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If  the  specific  devise  comprised   only    a  partial  or  contingent 
interest  in  the  lands,  leaving  an  ulterior  or  alternate   interest  un- 
disposed of,  which  would  in  the  absence  of  disposition, 
descend  to  the  heir,  such  undisposed-of  interest,  even   toparOaiand 
in  a  will  made  before  1838,  passed  by  a  general  resid-   contingent 

_  QoV ISO  I 

nary  devise. 

So,  where  a  person,  by  such  a  will,  devised  certain  lands  to  A.  for 
life  or  in  tail,  and  the  residue  of  his  lands  to  B.  and  his  heirs ;  B., 
under  this  devise,  took  the  reversion  in  fee  not  included 

*^  devises  oi 

in  the  devise  to  A.  (e)  ;  and,  consequently,  if  A.  died  in   partial  inter- 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  he  became,  at  the  testator's  ^^* 
death,  tenant  in  fee  in  possession. 

And,  where  a  testator  devised  that  A.  and  his  heirs  should  sell  his 
lands  for  payment  of  debts  or  other  purposes,  not  exhausting  the 
whole  beneficial  interest,  and  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  estate  to 
B.,  the  latter  devise  carried  the  beneficial  interest  not  comprised 
in  the  former  (/). 

The  same  doctrine,  it  is  clear,  applied  to  executory  and  contingent 
devises  in  fee ;  for  if  an  estate  in  fee  were  devised  to  a  person  on 
the  happening  of  a  certain  event,  it  is  obvious  that  the    _  executory 
alternate  fee  depending  or  the  converse  event  is  undis-  and  coatinKent 
posed  of,  and,  therefore,  is  an  interest  on  which  the  re-     ^^^'^  *"  ^' 
siduary  clause  will  operate  (^).* 

•  And  a  contingent  remainder  being  an  interest  which  had(A)  [*611] 
an  inherent  liability  to  fail,  as  well  through  the  event  upon 
which  it  was  limited  not  happening  before  the  determi- 
nation  of  the  prior  particular  estate,  as  through  its  not  remainder 
happening  at  all,  the  interest,  which  upon  a  failure  of  J^*|"Jction  of 
the  former  kind  was  left  undisposed  of  by  the  specific   particular 
devise,  was  held  to  pass  by  a  residuary  devise  in  the   ******* 
same  will  (t).* 

But  if,  after  carving  out  a  partial  or  contingent  interest,  the  tes- 


(e)  Wheeler  V.  Waldron,  Allen,  2S,  3  P.  W.  63,  n.;  Cooke  v.  Gerrard,  1  Lev.  212;  Rooke 
V.  Rooke,  2  Vem.  46i.  I  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  210,  pi.  17;  Willows  v.  Lydcot,  2  Vent.  285,  3  Mod. 
229;  see  also  Doe  d.  Briscoe  v.  Clarke,  2  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  343;  Bennett  v.  Lowe,  7  Bing.  535,  6 
Moo.  &  P.  485;  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez,  4  My.  &  C.  331. 

(/)  White  V.  Vitty,  2  Rusa.  484, 4  Ruse.  5^4;  see  also  Goodtitle  d.  Hart  v.  Knott,  Cowp.  43. 

(a)  Goodtitle  d.  Hart  v.  Knott,  Cowp.  43;  Willes,  300;  Doe  d.  Moreton  0.  Fossick,  1 
B.  &  Ad.  186;  Doe  d.  Wells  v,  Scott,  3  M.  &  Sel.  300;  see  also  Vick  v.  Sueter,  8  Kll.  & 
Bl.  219. 

(h)  Before  8  &  9  Vict  c.  106,  s.  8.  and  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  33. 

(t)  Perceval  v  Perceval,  L.  R.,  5  Eq.  386.  Upjohn  v.  Upiohn,  7  Beav.  59,  Is  difficalt  to 
reconcile  with  the  general  current  of  authority.  In  that  case  there  were  three  contingencies: 
first,  if  a  certain  purchase  could  be  and  was  completed;  secondly,  if  it  could  not;  thirdly,  if  it 
could  but  was  not;  of  these  the  first  and  second  were  provided  for;  but  in  the  opinion  of  the 
M.  R.  the  third,  which  actually  happened,  was  not :  yet  be  held  the  property  did  not  pass  by 
the  residuary  devise. 


1  De  Silver's  Estote,  143  Penn.  St.  74.  <  Id. 
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Effect  of  tator  limit  the  reversion  in  fee,  or  the  alternative  fee,  to 

t^utor*8€^  his  own  heirs,  such  devise,  though  inoperative  in  law  to 
heirs  in  break  the  descent,  until  the  enactment  on  this  point  (k), 

r«venio?from  ^^  considered  to  indicate  an  intention  to  exclude  this 
a  general  property  from  the  residuary  clause ;  and,  accordingly,  such 

*^***'  reversion  devolved  under  the  old  law  to  the  heir  (/). 

The  mere  fact,  however,  that  the  devisee  of  the  partial  or  con- 
tingent interest  specifically  devised,  was  also  the  general  residuary 
devisee,  did  not  exclude  him  from  taking  the  remaining  interest  in 
such  lands  in  the  latter  character  (m). 

If  a  will  made  before  1838  contained  alternative  contingent  re- 
mainders in  fee,  the  reversion,  if  not  otherwise  disposed  of,  vested 
J.        ^.  in  the  heir  pending  the  contingency,  and,  if  the  will 

of  revenion  Contained  a  residuary  devise,  would  have  passed  by  it 
pemw*©? "*^  during  the  same  period.  Thus  in  Egerton  v,  Massey  (n), 
alternative  where  a  testatrix  devised  estate  A.  to  her  niece  for  life, 
conungenaee.  ^^^j^  remainder  to  her  niece's  children  living  at  her  death 
in  fee,  and  for  want  of  such  child  then  to  P.  in  fee ;  and  gave  all  the 
residue  of  her  estate  and  effects  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of  to  her 
said  niece  in  fee:  it  was  held  that  the  reversion  in  fee  which, 
but  for  the  residuary  devise,  would  have  vested  in  the  heir-at-law 
pending  the  contingency  passed  by  that  devise  to  the  testator's 

niece. 

[*612]      *The  points  embraced  by  the  preceding  positions    can 

scarcely  arise  under  wills  which  are  subject' to  the  act  1  Vict. 

c.  26,  s.  25,  which  expressly  provides,  that,  unless  a  contrary  intention 

shall  appear  by  the  will,  real  estate,  or  the  interest  in  real  estate, 

comprised  in  any  void  or  lapsed  devise,  shall  be  included 
genenii devise  1°  ^^^  residuary  devise,  if  any;  and  as  such  act  (s.  3) 
""m'  ^  ^*^''  extends  generally  the  devising  power  of  a  testator  to  all 
the  real  estates  to  which  he  shall  be  entitled  at  his  de- 
cease :  and,  moreover  (s.  24),  makes  the  will,  with  reference  to  the 
real  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  it,  speak  from  that  period,  the 
result  of  the  whole  is,  that  any  testator  who  dies  leaving  a  will  made 
or  republished  since  1837,  containing  a  general  or  residuary  devise 
of  real  estate,  which  takes  effect,  must  be  completely  testate  in  regard 
to  every  portion  of  his  real  estate  to  which  he  is  entitled  at  his 
decease,  whensoever  acquired,  and  whether  originally  intended  to 

(k)  3&4Win.  4,c.  106, 1. 12. 

(0  Amesbury  v.  Brown,  cited  2  W.  BI.  739;  Robinson  v.  Knight,  2  Ed.  155;  Smith  d. 
Davis  V.  Saandens  2  W.  Bl.  736,  Cowp.  420. 

(m)  Morgan  v.  Surman,  1  Taunt.  2S9.  The  position  in  the  text  is  rather  an  inference 
from,  than  a  point  expressly  decided  in,  this  caste;  see  also  Williams  v.  Goodtitie  d.  Darid, 
10  B.  &  Cr.  895;  Saumarez  r.  Saumarex,  4  Mv  &  C.  331;  Ridgewaj  v.  Munkittrick,  1  D.  & 
War.  90;  Ef^erton  v.  Massej,  3  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  338. 

(n)  3  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  338.  The  niece  (who  never  had  a  child)  executed  a  conTejance  of  the 
estate  which,  as  the  reyersion  was  vested  in  her  by  the  residuary  devise,  deatroyed  the  ooo- 
tingent  lemaindeis. 
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have  been  otherwise  specifically  disposed  of  or  not,  if  such  intention 
should,  for  any  reason  whatever,  fail  of  effect  (o). 

A  gift  of  "all  other  land"  (j?),  or  "all  land  not  hereinbefore  de- 
vised "  {q)f  is  a  mere  gift  of  residue,  and  shows  no  in- 
tention,  within  the  act,  to  exclude  lapsed  specific  gifts,    umit  a  general 
although  it  gives  an  estate  for  life  to  the  same  person  as   ^  residuary 
is  named  specific  devisee  in  fee  (r). 

On  the  other  hand,  where  a  testator  erroneously  stated  that  a  speci- 
fied part  of  his  property  belonged  to  A.,  and  therefore  gave  all  his 
property  to  6.  and  nothing  to  A.,  the  specified  part  was 
held  to  be  undisposed  of  (s).  And  where  A.  was  entitled  ""^  * 
as  heir-at-law  to  freehold  houses,  of  which  wrongful  possession  was 
taken  by  another ;  A.  then  died  without  having  ever  been  in  posses- 
sion, having  devised  "  all  real  estate  (if  any)  of  which  she  might  die 
seised."  It  was  held  that  "seised  "  was  a  purely  technical  word,  and 
had  not  secondary  or  popular  meaning;  consequently,  as  A.  had  never 
been  seised  of  the  houses  in  the  technical  sense,  they  did  not  pass  by 
the  devise  (t). 

And  the  devise  of  a  partic\ilar  residue,  as  of  the  rest  of  a  testator's 
lands  in  a  particular  parish,  following  a  gift  of  a  certain 
*  part  in  that  parish,  is  not  within  s.  25,  which  requires  a  [*613] 
proper  residuary  devise,  t.  e.  so  worded  as  to  apply  to  all 
land  of  the  testator  that  is  not  otherwise  disposed  of,  and  assumes 
that  there  can  be  only  one  "residuary  devise"  in  a  particular 
will  (u).    A  particular  residue  may  indeed,  upon  failure   residue, 
of  the  gift  of  a  part,  include  that  part,  if  the  testator  has  used  lan- 
guage showing  an  intention  to  that  effect.  But  such  intention  must  be 
shown :  whereas  in  the  case  of  a  proper  residuary  devise  the  act  says 
it  shall  be  presumed  (x). 

The  word  "  devise  "  in  sect.  25  of  the  Wills  Act,  as  generally  through- 
out the  Act,  includes  a  gift  by  will,  in  exercise  of  a  general  power  of 
appointment,  of  real  estate  (j/) ;  and,  consequently,  where   Void  appoint- 
a  testator,  in  exercise  of  such  a  power,  makes  a  testa-  St"  rcsidiuuy 
mentary  appointment  of  realty  which  fails  or  is  void  the   devise. 


b)  Ab  to   whether  s.  24  applies   to  property  excepted  from  a  devise,  see  ante,  p. 
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(p)  Cogswell  V.  Armstrong,  2  K.  &  J.  227. 

(a)  Green  v.  Dunn,  20  Beav.  6.  See  also  Culsha  «.  Cheese,  7  Hare,  236 ;  Carter  v.  Has- 
well.  26  L.  J.  Ch.  676;  Burton  v.  Newbery,  1  Ch.  D.  241. 

(r)  Green  v,  Dunn,  sup. 

(«)  Circuitt ».  Perry,  23  Beav.  276.  Cf.  Doe  d.  Howell  v.  Thomas,  1  M.  &  Gr.  386,  844, 
post,  p.  617.  And  see  analogous  cases  on  exclusion  from  general  or  residuary  bequests  oi 
personalty.  Ch.  XXIU. 

J  I)  Leach  v.  Jay,  9  Ch.  D.  42. 
u)  Springett  v,  Jennincs,  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  488,  6  Ch.  833.    See  also  Re  Brown,  1  K.  &  J. 
,  stated  post,  s.  v.,  ad  nn. 

(x)  Id.    A  contrary  intention  is  not  inferred  by  reason  of  the  testator  using  words  import- 
ing the  present  time,  as  a  general  devise  or  bequest  of  property  '*to  which  I  am  entitled*'  or 
"  of  which  /  am  now  possessed  " :  see  ante,  Ch.  X. 
(y)  See  sect.  27  of  the  Act 
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gift  will  fall  into  the  residuary  devise  (if  any)  unless  a  contrary  in- 
tention appears  by  the  will  (z). 

If  a  general  residuary  devise  itself  fails  to  take  complete  effect,  the 
property  will,  to  that  extent,  be  undisposed  of.  ^  As  where  a  testator 
Effect  of  devised  land  to  several  in  certain  shares,  as  tenants  in 

residaanr  common,  and  devised  the  residue  of  his  real  estates  to 

uAVISC  IftlllDflT 

AS  to  aliquot  the  Same  persons  in  the  same  proportion :  some  of  the 
•**■"•  specific  devisees  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  where- 

upon their  shares  fell  into  the  residue;  but  so  much  of  the  same 
shares  as  came  back  to  them  (so  to  speak),  under  the  residuary  devise 
lapsed  to  the  heir  (a). 

And  here,  it  may  be  observed,  that,  where  a  specific  devise  is  to 
Future  general  take  effect  in  f uturo,  so  that,  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
wryimme^^  there  is  no  person  actually  entitled  to  the  immediate 
diata  income,     income,  the  rents  and  profits  will,  until  the  devise  vests 

in  possession,  pass  under  the  residuary  clause  if  any  (ft),' 
[*614]  SLudy  should  the  will  contain  *  no  such  clause,  will  descend  to 

the  testator's  heir-at-law  (e) ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  future  devise  in  question  be  vested  or  contingent.  So  in  the  case 
of  a  specific  bequest  to  a  person  not  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, the  intermediate  income  will  not  pass  under  the  bequest  [d).  If 
the  residuary  devise  itself  be  contingent  or  future,  i.  e.  deferred  in 
point  of  enjoyment,  the  income  accruing  in  the  interval  from  the  resid- 
uary real  estate  does  not  pass  by  such  devise,  but  is  undisposed  of  and 
goes  to  the  heir  (e).  A  residuary  bequest  of  personalty,  it  is  well  known, 
does  (though  contingent  in  its  terms)  carry  the  prior  income  (/)•• 
And  the  distinction  between    real  and  personal  estate   has  been 

(s)  See  Freme  v.  Clement,  18  Ch.  D.  499.  In  this  case  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  text  waa 
extended  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  to  appointments  in  exercise  of  special  powers;  but  bis  Lordship'a 
decision  on  ibis  point  was  disapproved  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  iu  Holy  land  v,  Lewiiii  96  Ch. 
D.  at  p.  272.    See  also  ante,  p.  325. 

(a)  Greated  v.  Greated,  26  Beav.  621.  The  same  rule  prevails  in  case  of  personalty, 
Skrynisherv.  Northcote,  1  Sw.  566,  post,  Ch.  XXIII. 

(b)  Stephens  v.  Stephens,  Ca.  t.  Talb.  228;  Duffield  9.  Duffield,  3  Bli.  N.  S.  621, 1  Dow  & 
CI.  895  (nor  would  this  result  have  been  varied  bv  the  residue  being  devised  upon  trust  for 
sale,  id.);  Holmes  «.  Prescott,  10  Jur.  (N.  S.)  60f,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  264;  ReMowlem,  L.  R.,  18 
£q.  9  (gift  to  child  en  ventre). 

(c)  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  Ca.  t  Talb.  44;  Bullock  v.  Stones,  2  Yes.  521;  Wills  9.  Wills,! 
D.  &  War.  439. 

(rf)  Guthrie  r.  Walrond,  22  Ch.  D.  573. 

(e)  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  Ca.  t.  Talb.  44,  extr.  from  R.  L.  Hawkins,  Ctmstniction  of 
Wills,  App.  I.;  Hodgson  v.  Bective,  1  H.  &  M.  876,  10  H.  L.  Ca.  656  (but  not  appealed 
on  this  point). 

(/)  Green  ».  Ekins,  2  Atk.  472;  Trevanion  v.  Vivian,  2  Ves.  430;  i.e.  until  accumula- 
tion is  stopped  by  the  law :  thenceforth  it  goes  to  the  next  of  kin,  Bective  v.  HodgM»n,  10 
H.  L.  Ca.  656,  671;  Wade-Gery  v.  Handley,  1  Ch.  D.  653,  3  id.  874.  And  it  makes  no 
difference  that  the  personalty  or  an  aliquot  share  of  it  is  to  be  laid  out  in  realty:  the  in- 
terim income  is  still  income'of  personalty,  and  follows  the  trust  of  the  corpus,  Bective  r. 
Hodg«on,  sup.  But  a  contingent  particular  bequest  does  not  cArrv  income,  Wyndham  r. 
Wyndham,  3  B.  C.  C.  57;  Shaw  v.  Cuncliffe,  4  B.  C  C.  144.  An  appointed  fund  carries  tfaa 
intermediate  interest.    See  Long  «.  Ovenden,  16  Ch.  D.  691 ;  2  Rop.  Leg.  by  Wh.  276. 

1  Burnet  r.  Burnet,  30  N  J.  Eq.  595.  *  Shelton  v.  Shelton,  1  Wash.  63;  Fleming 

*  Sandford  v.  Blake,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  247.  v.  Boiling,  3  Call,  76;  Sandford  v.  Blake,  45 
Bat  see  Brailsford  v.  Heyward,  2  Deaaua.  82.     N.  J.  Eq.  247. 
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said  to  flow  from  the  very  nature  (under  the  old  law)  of  a  residuary 
devise;  for  being  confined  to  what  the  testator  had  when  he  made  his 
will,  it  was  as  specific  as  if  the  property  was  particularly  described  (g). 
It  is  still  more  clearly  deducible  from  the  rule  of  law  that  the 
freehold  cannot  be  in  abeyance  (h).  And  the  profits  necessarily  go 
with  the  estate  (t).  It  is  impossible,  in  the  absence  of  any  words 
clearly  leading  to  what  the  Court  considers  judicially  to  imply  a  gift 
of  the  intermediate  rents  {k),  that  any  such  gift  can  be  introduced 
into  the  testator's  will.  Neither  the  persons  waiting  until  the  ex- 
ecutory devise  shall  take  effect,  nor  the  person  who  shall  first  come 
into  esse  when  the  executory  devise  has  taken  effect,  nor  all  the  per- 
sons who  may  be  interested  under  the  series  of  devises  following  that 
executory  devise,  by  way  of  accumulation  (of  the  rents)  can  establish 
their  claim  (I).  And  the  rule  is  the  same  with  regard  to 
trusts    (m). 

*  But  if  the  real  and  personal  estates  are  blended  in  one  gift,  [*615] 
it  is  considered  to  denote  an  intention  that  both  species  of 
property  shall  be  subject  to  the  rule  applicable  to  per-  otherwise  if 
sonalty.    Thus,  in  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  (n),  Lord  Eldon   real  and  per- 
decided  that  a  gift  of  all  the  residue  of  the  real  and  per-  are  blended 
soual  estate  to  the  eldest  of  three  persons  who  should   "*  **"»«  devise, 
attain  twenty-one,  charged  with  a  sum  of  money  to  the  others  if  they 
should  attain  that  age,  comprised  the  rents  accruing  between  the  tes- 
tator's decease  and  the  attainment  by  the  devisee  of  the  prescribed 
age.      He  said,  "  The  general  principles  are  these :  —  When  personal 
estate  is  given  to  A.  at  twenty-one,  that  will  carry  the  intermediate 
interest.     If  a  testator  gives  his  estate,  Blackacre,  at  a  future  period, 
that  will  not  carry  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits ;  but  where  he 
mixes  up  real  and  personal  estate  in  one  clause,  the  question  must  be 
whether  he  does  not  show  an  intention  that  the  same  rule  must  oper- 
ate on  both." 

(9)  By  Wood,  V.-C,  I  H.  &  M.  896. 

(k)  See  ace.  per  Lord  Westburv,  10  H.  L.  Ca.  665. 

(t)  1  Atk.  424,  2  Atk.  476,  Co*.  Lit.  55  b,  n.  (8). 


ik)  For  examples  of  Bucb  a  gift  in  a  shifting  clause,  see  Tarton  v.  Lambarde,  1  D.  F.  &  J. 
496:  D* Evncourt  p.  Gregorv,  34  Benv.  36. 

(/)  Per'Wood,  V.-C.,  1  rf  &  M  392;  and  see  Sir  E.  Sugden's  remarks  in  Wills  v.  Wills, 
1  D.  &  War.  451.  462,  upon  Duffield  v.  Elves.  2  S.  &  St.  544;  and  ante,  p  537.  Sidney  v. 
Wilmer.  4  D.  J.  &  S  84.  contra,  is  not  law,  Wade-Gery  r.  Handler,  3  Ch.  D.  374. 

(m)  Per  Lord  Talbot,  Hopkms  v.  Hopkins,  sup.  cited  bv  Sugdon^  C  .  1  D.  &  War.  455;  Re 
Eddel's  Trust,  L.  R.,  11  F^.  569;  Wade-Gerv  v.  Handlev,l  Ch.  D.  653,  3  id.  374. 

(»)  Jac.  468;  see  alw  Gibson  v,  Montfort,  1  Ves  496,  Glanville  v.  GlanriUe,  2  Mer.  38; 
Ackers  v.  Phipps,  6  Sim.  44,  9  Bli.  N  S  431,  3  CI.  &  Fm.  665;  Uchlan  v.  Re}^olds,  9 
Hare,  796;  Re  Dumble,  Williams  v.  Murrell.  23  Ch.  D.  360,  in  which  the  rule  was  applied 
where  realty  and  personalty  were  given  by  separate  clauses,  but  on  substantially  the  same 
trusts.  But  in  acting  upon  this  rule  care  must  be  taken  to  see  that  there  is  in  fact  a  blend- 
ing of  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  not  merely  a  gift  of  one,  by  reference  to  iome  of  the 
trusts  declared  of  the  other,  Hodgson  v.  Bectiye,'!  H.  &  M.  397.  'Distinguish  also  between 
a  postponed  or  contingent  gift  of  the  residue,  and  a  particular  interest  to  commence  in  fii- 
turo  in  a  fund  already  constituted,  which  latter  does  not  carry  int<;rmediate  income  even  of 

Sersonalty,  Talbot  r*  Jevers,  L.  R.,  20  Eq  266;  Wcatheralf  v.  Thornburyh,  8  Ch.  D.  261 
ee  also  Re  Drakeley^s  Estate,  19  Beay  895;  Marriott  v.  Tunier,  20  id.  557,  Re  Snnder- 
son's  Trust,  8  K.  &  J.  510;  Re  Townsend's  RsUte,  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  34  Ch.  D.  367. 
Re  Waiiams,  Spencer  v.  Brighonse,  64  L.  T.  831. 

TOL.  I.  41 
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It  should  be  obserred  that  this  question  regarding  intermediate 
income  of  residuary  real  estate  is  not  affected  by  the  act  1  Yict»  c 
26,  s.  24  (o). 

n.  —  In  Regard  to  ReTersioui.  —  It  remains  to  be  considered 
whether  reversions  will  pass  under  a  general  devise  of  lands.^  In 
Operation  of  a   regard    to    this    question,    an    undisposed-of    interest 

general  devtse         r^.*  i.-j  uv  -i*. 

on  reversions.  wQich,  ou  his  decease,  would  become  a  reversion  left 
in  the  testator  after  other  dispositions  of  his  own  will,  is  obviously 
distinguishable  from  a  reversion  of  which  he  is  the  owner  at  the 
time  of  his  will  (p)  ;  but  they  have  been  generally  treated  as  belong- 
ing to  the  same  class  and  sufficiently  approximate  in  principle  to 

warrant  at  least  their  juxtaposition. 
[*616]  *  Reversions  in  fee^  then,  will  pass  under  a  general  devise  of 
lands  or  hereditaments  (^),  although  the  testator  be  seised  of 
real  estates  in  possession  to  satisfy  the  words  of  the  devise  (a  fact 
which,  in  regard  to  wills  made  since  1837,  is  immaterial) ;  and  although 
he  may  have  been  ignorant  when  he  made  his  will  of  his  having  such 
a  disposable  interest  (r)  ;  or  it  may  have  been  unlikely,  from  its  re- 
moteness or  liability  to  be  defeated  by  the  act  of  another,  ever  to 
fall  into  possession,  as  in  the  case  of  a  reversion  expectant  on  an 
estate  tail  («). 

It  has  been  even  held  that  a  testator's  reversion  in  fee  in  settled 
lands  will  pass  under  a  devise  of  his  ^<  lands  not  settled "  (t),  or  of 

(o)  Hodgson  V.  Bective,  1  H.  &  M.  896  (will  dated  1858). 

(p)  See  Tennent  v.  Tennent,  1  Jo.  &  Lat.  388. 

<q)  Chester  «.  Chester,  8  P.  W.  56  ^  Pain  v.  Ridoat,  8  Atk.  486;  Atkyns  v.  Atkjms,  Cowp. 
8()8,  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  408;  see  also  Doe  d.  Crump  v.  Sparkes,  4  D.  &  Rj.  S46. 

(r)  Persons  not  professionally  informed  do  not  readilj  apprehend  the  aUenable  nature  of 
reversionary  contingent  interests. 

($)  Dalby  v,  Ctuimpemon,  Skinn.  681,  where,  however,  it  was  controlled  by  tlie 
context. 

(0  Cooke  «.  Gerrard,  1  Lev.  212:  Glover  «.  Spendlove,  4B.  C.  C.  887  0*  lands  not  settled  in 
iotnture").  The  dictum  contra  of  Lord  Ellenoorough,  in  Goodtitle  a.  Daniel  v.  Miles,  6 
East,  494  (except  so  far  as  it  may  be  supported  on  special  grounds),  must  be  regarded  aa 
untenable. 


1  It  has  been  established  from  the  earliest 
period  that  a  reversion  in  fee  however  re- 
mote, and  though  clearly  not  in  contempla- 
tion of  the  testator,  passes  by  general  words 
in  a  will,  even  thougn  there  are  other  lands 
to  natishr  the  words  of  the  devise.  Glover 
V.  Spendlove,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkins's  ed.)  388, 
Mr.  Eden'i  note  (a),  and  cases  cited ;  Steel 
f.  Cook,  1  Met.  281.  See  Teomans  v. 
Stevens,  2  Allen,  848.  In  this  case  it  was 
held  that  a  gift  of  the  residue  of  all  the  testa* 
tor's  estate,  real  and  personal,  after  his  wife 
shall  have  taken  her  thirds,  no  direct  provi- 
sion for  her  being  made  in  the  will,  includes 
the  reversion  of  the  land  assigned  to  her  m 
dower,  if  there  are  no  other  words  in  the  will 
to  show  that  such  was  not  the  intention. 


But,  though  genera]  words  of  this  nature  are 
sufficient  to  carry  a  reversion,  ^^et  their  effect 
may  be  restrained,  either  by  expressions  di- 
rectly controlling  them,  or  bv  the  dear 
mtention  of  the  testator,  to  be  collected 
from  the  whole  of  the  will.  Id.  As  to 
words  of  apparent  exception.  It  has  been  £r«- 
Guenlly  contended,  and  with  great  force, 
tnat  they  restrained  the  effect  of  the  generu 
clause,  and  that  the  testator  ought  thereby 
to  be  considered  as  intending  to  prevent  some 
lands  from  passing,  which,  were  it  not  for 
such  clause,  would  have  been  otherwise  m- 
eluded.  It  has,  however,  been  frequently 
decided  that  woras  of  exception  will  not  have 
that  effect.  Id.  \  Cniger  «.  Heyward,  2  D^ 
sans.  iiS. 
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hifl  lands  and  hereditaments  '^atU  of  settlement^'  (w),  or  Devise  of  lands 
"  in  the  tovms  of  Z.,  M,  and  iV.,  or  elsewhere^  not  by  him  includes  un-* 
formerly  settled  or  thereby  disposed  of  {x).  The  argu-  settled  rev^r- 
ment  in  these  cases  was,  that,  although  certain  estates  unds. 
in  those  lands  were  settled,  yet  that  the  reversion  was  not,  and  conse* 
quently  it  fell  within  the  restrictive  terms  of  the  testator's  description. 
So,  in  Att-Gen.  v.  Vigor  (^),  Lord  Eldon  expressed  a  decided 
opinion  that  the  reversion  in  lajids,  settled  on  the  marriage  of  the 
testator's  son  with  Lady  EL,  passed  by  a  devise  of  all  the  testator's 
lands,  which  he  had  not  settled  or  assuredy  or  agreed  to  settle  or  assure^ 
to  the  use  of  his  said  son  and  the  issue  male  of  his  body,  upon  his  mar- 
riage with  Lady  K.  his  wife.  And  in  Incorporated  Society  v.  Rich- 
ards (z)f  where  the  testator — having  upon  his  marriage  agreed  to 
settle  certain  estates  in  trust  for  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  pro- 
vide a  jointure  for  his  wife,  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail,  remainder 
to  himself  in  fee — devised  all  his  unsettled  real  estate  to  his  wife 
for  life,  remainder  over.  Sir  E.  Sugden,  C,  held  that  the  reversion 
passed  as  part  of  the  unsettled  estates. 

Though  the  rule  of  construction  established  by  the  preceding  cases 
has  been  much  condemned,  as  savoring  of  extreme  techni- 
cality *  and  inimical  to  popular  notions  and  probable  inten-  [*617] 
tion  (a) ;  they  have,  it  is  conceived,  placed  it  beyond  the  reach 
of  controversy.  They  also  show  that  the  possession  by  the  testator 
at  the  date  of  his  wUl  of  lands,  no  estate  or  interest  in  which  has 
been  settled,  and  to  which  the  devise  is  applicable,  will  not  exclude 
the  operation  of  the  will. 

On  a  principle  not  very  dissimilar,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  devise 
of  lands  "  not  before  devised,"  or  "  not  before  disposed  J*  ^"*'  °®* 
of,"  carries  the  reversion  in  lands  which  the  testator  jeybed." 
had  previously  devised  for  life  (b). 

The  inclination  of  the  Courts  at  the  present  day  not  to  exclude  a 
reversion  from  a  general  devise  upon  slight  or  equivocal  grounds,  is 
strongly  illustrated  by  Doe  d.  Howell  v.  Thomas  (c),  in  Force  of 
which  a  reversion  in  fee  in  an  estate  limited  to  the  testa-  Rene™*  deviw 
tor^s  first  and  other  sons  in  strict  settlement  was  held  to   by  ambiguous 
pass  under  a  devise  of  estates  over  which  the  testator  «*P'«»»o'm- 

(«)  Strode  v.  Bussell,  2  Vern.  621,  1  Eq,  Ca.  Ab.  210,  pi.  18,  3  Ch.  Rep.  169,  and  (nom. 
Falkland  «.  Lytton),  8  P.  B.  C.  Toml.  24. 

(x)  Chester  «.  Chester,  8  P.  W.  &6,  2  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  830,  pi.  9. 

(y)  8  Yes.  266,  272. 

(z)  1  D.  &  War.  258;  see  also  Jones  v.  Skinner,  6  L.  J.  (N.  S  )  Ch.  87:  Crowe  v.  Noble, 
Sm.  &  Bat.  12. 

(a)  Sir  J.  Sfansfield,  in  Morgan  v.  Surman.  1  Tannt.  292,  characterized  Chester  v.  Chester, 
as  " a  shocking  decision ; "  but  he  admitted  it  had  been  followed  bv  numerous  others;  and 
see  the  rule  defended  by  Sir  £.  Sugden,  1  Dr.  &  War.  285 ;  and  Sr  Pepys,  M.  R.,  5  L.  J. 
(N.S.)Ch.87. 

(6)  Rooke  9,  Rooke,  2  Vern.  461, 1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  210,  pi.  17;  Willows  v,  Lvdcot,  2  Ventb 
285,  3  Mod.  229;  TaaA  v.  Ferrall,  10  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  183;  bat  see  Hylev  v.  Hyley,  3  Mod. 
228 

(c)  1  Scott,  N.  R.  359, 1  M.  &  Or.  835. 
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had  a  power  of  disposal,  though  in  another  part  of  the  will  he  re- 
ferred to  the  estate  in  question  ds  property  over  which  he  had  no  power. 
And  in  Kidgewaj  v.  Munkittrick  {d)y  where  a  testator  directed 
his  trustees  to  let  a  certain  mill,  and  also  dispose  of  his  stock 
in  trade  and  otiier  properties  to  the  best  advantage.  Sir  E.  Sugden 
held  that  the  mill  was  included  in  the  term  '^  other  properties." 
Whether  But  the  great  question  which  has  been  agitated,  in 

lions  wiu'**^      regard  to  the  operation  of  a  general  devise  upon  a  rerer- 
exciude  a  sion  is,  whether  the  inaptitude  of  some  of  the  limitations 

reversion.  y^e  3,  ground  for  their  exclusion. 

^.  In  reference  to  this  question,  it  is  proper  to  consider 

is  other  real       Separately  those  cases  in  which  there  are  other  lands  to 
esute;  which  the  limitations  in  question  are  applicable,  and 

—where  not.     those  in  which  the  reversion  is  the  only  property  of  the 

testator  that  the  devise  could  apply  to. 
ikJ&Mno         ^^^^  Teg^vd  to   the  first,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
ground  of  impossibility  of  some  of  the  limitations  operating  on  the 

oMes  oMormer  reversionary  interest,  will  not  have  the  effect  of  exclud 
class.  ing  it  from  the  devise ;  as  the  limitations  inapplicable 

[*618]  to  the  reversion  will  be  considered  as  *  referring  exclusively 
to  the  other  lands,  and  the  other  limitations  as  applicable  to 
the  whole  referendo  singula  singulis. 

Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Earl  Cholmondeley  v.  Weatherby  (e),  where  a  re- 
versioner in  fee,  having  also  other  lands,  devised  his  real  estate  gen- 
Doe  V.  erally,  charged  with  annuities  to  three  persons  for  their 
Weatherbj.  lives,  one  of  whom  was  tenant  for  life  of  the  lands  in 
which  the  devisor  had  the  reversion,  and  as  to  whom,  therefore,  the 
chai'ge  in  respect  of  those  lands  was  void,  it  was  held  that  the  rever- 
BioTi  passed ;  for  though  that  annuity  could  not  be  charged  upon  this 
particular  property,  there  was  other  real  estate  which  might  be 
charged  with  it.  Referring,  then,  the  charge  of  the  three  annuitief 
to  the  several  properties  devised  by  the  residuary  clause,  singula 
singulis,  the  charge  would  attach  upon  all  the  estates  as  to  two  of  the 
annuities,  and  upon  all  but  this  reversion  as  to  the  three. 

So,  in  William  d.  Hughes  v.  Thomas  (/),  it  was  argued  that  a  charge 
of  debts,  legacies  and  funeral  expenses  on  real  estates  generally 
William  r.  showcd  that  the  testator  could  not  have  contemplated 
Thomas.  a  distant  reversion;   but,  if  the   testator  having  also 

other  lands,  it  was  held  to  be  quite  clear  that  the  reversion  was 
included. 

To  this  principle  may  also  be  referred  the  case  of  Freeman  v.  Duke 
of  Chandos  (g),  where  A.,  having  the  reversion  in  fee  of  estates  in 

(d)  1T).&  War.  84. 

(e)  11  East,  322;  S.  P.  Doe  d.  Moreton  v.  Fossick,  1  B.  &  Ad.  186. 
(/)  12  Ea»t,  Ul. 

<^)  Cowp.  868.    The  report  of  this  case  is  very  defectiTe :  it  neithsT  states  tha  nsas  to 
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Gloucester  and  Worcester  which  were  settled  on  his  mar-  Freeman  v. 
riage,  and  of  other  estates  in  two  other  counties  which  Sj?^/^ 
were  not  included  in  that  settlement^  devised  all  his 
lands  and  hereditaments  in  the  counties  of  Gloucester  and  Worcester^ 
and  elsewhere  in  the  kingdom  of  England ;  and  all  his  estates  or  in- 
terest in  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  subject  to  certain  charges 
and  to  certain  limitationsy  to  his  brothers  and  their  respective  first  and 
other  sonSy  in  and  by  his  marriage  settlement,  bearing  date,  &c,,  ex- 
pressedy  in  trust,  in  case  himself  and  his  brothers  should  all  die  with- 
out issue  male  of  their  bodies,  or  his  brother  should   die  before 
twenty-one,  for  certain  persons.    It  was  contended  that  from  these 
words  it  was  manifest  that  the  testator  had  no  other  than  the  settled 
estates  in  his  contemplation ;  but  it  was  held  that  the  reversion  in 
the  other  lands  passed. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Nethercote  v,  Bartle  (A),  where  a  man,  having 
in  *  the  parish  of  A.  lands  of  which  he  was  tenant  in  fee,  and  [*619] 
also  lands  which  had  been  settled  to  the  use  of  himself  for 
life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  issue  in 
tail,  leaving  the  ultimate  reversion  in  hhnself  (both  of   _        _  _, 

,  '  •      i_.  i.-      \     J      •     J         i.      I.-       Doer.  Bartle. 

which  were  in  his  own  occupation),  devisea  unto  his 
wife  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  of  which  he  was  then  in  the 
immediate  possession,  lying  in  the  several  parishes  of  A.  and  B., 
and  also  all  his  reversionary  estate  expectant  on  the  death  of  his 
mother  in  other  lands  in  A.  and  6.,  to  his  said  wife  for  life ;  remain- 
der to  his  daughter  in  fee.  It  was  held  that  the  reversion  in  the 
settled  lands  passed,  although  the  wife  was  tenant  for  life,  and  the 
daughter  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  of  those  lands,  under  the  set- 
tlement. 

These  decisions  have  established  that  the  inapplicability  of  some 
of  the  limitations  will  not  exclude  a  reversion,  if  there   Conclu«on 
be  other  lands  upon  which  those  limitations  can  operate,   cases. 
And  the  same  rule  of  construction  has  been  applied  even  to  deeds  (t). 

In  Mostyn  v.  Champneys  (A;),  an  attempt  was  made  to  exclude  a 
reversion  in  fee  expectant  on  an  estate  tail  from  a  devise  of  all 
the  testator's  real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  Moitynv. 
over  which  he  had  any  disposing  power,  to  trustees  for  a  Champneys. 
term  for  raising  debts,  funeral  charges,  and  legacies,  on  the  ground 
that  the  testator  himself  was  tenant  in  tail  of  the  lands  in  question ; 
and  that  he  could  not  intend  to  describe  such  a  remote  reversion 
as  property  over  which  he  had  a  disposing  power,  he  having  taken  no 

which  the  property  in  question  was  subject,  nor  the  nature  of  those  limited  by  the  will ;  see 
also  Strong  v.  Teatt,  8  Burr.  912:  t.  c,  in  D.  P.,  3  B.  P.  C  Toml.  219. 

(A)  5  B.  &  Aid.  492 ;  and  see  Ford  v.  Ford,  6  Hare,  486;  Honywood  v.  Honywood,  2  T.  & 
C.  C.  C.  471.  The  latter  case  appears  contrary  to  the  authorities,  but  the  ground  of  the  de- 
cision (which  is  not  stated)  may  have  been  tliat  the  devise  of  the  reversion  was  revoked  by 
subseouent  conveyance. 

(i)  Doe  d.  Jeyes,  1  B.  &  Ad.  698. 

(k)  1  Scott,  298,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  341. 
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steps  to  enlarge  his  estate  tail,  as  he  might  have  done,  into  a  fee 
simple.  The  testator  had  other  real  estate  in  possession,  to  which  it 
was  admitted  the  devise  in  question  extended.  The  Court  of  C.  P- 
certified  that,  the  words  of  the  devise  being  sufficient  to  include  the 
reversion,  and  no  intention  to  exclude  it  being  expressed,  or  necea- 
sarily  implied  from  other  parts  of  the  will,  such  reversion  passed. 

The  other  class  of  cases,  namely,  where  the  reversion  is  the  only 
Rule,  where  real  estate  of  the  testator  upon  which  the  general  devise 
ti.e  miiy'liro^  '^  ^^  Operate  in  the  case  of  a  will  made  before  1838,  was 
perty  subject  formerly  environed  with  more  difficulty,  both  upon  prin- 
devise.    ^         ciple  and  the  authorities  (/),  but  the  question  is  not  now 

of  importance. 
[*620]      *  The  sound  conclusion  seems  to  be,  that  a  general  devise 

will  in  all  cases  operate  on  a  reversion  or  remainder  belong- 
ing to  the  testator,  notwithstanding  the  remoteness  of  such  rever- 
Generai  con.       ^^^^  ^^  remainder,  as  being  expectant  on  an  estate  tail  ^ 
elusion  from       or  Otherwise  (whether  such  estate  tail  be  vested  in  the 
^  ^^"^*  testator  or  another),  and  notwithstanding  the  inapplica- 

bility of  some  of  the  limitations  or  purposes  of  the  devise  to  the 
interest  in  question ;  and,  that,  too,  whether  the  testator  had  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  will  any  other  real  estate  to  which  such 
inapplicable  limitations  or  purposes  can  be  applied  or  not.'  Indeed, 
the  latter  fact  would,  of  course,  be  wholly  immaterial  in  the  case  of 
a  will  made  or  republished  since  1837,  any  general  devise  in  which 
would  comprise  after-acquired  real  estate;  precluding,  therefore, 
all  inquiry  into  the  then  state  of  the  testator's  property,  as  affording 
any  insight  into  the  intention.* 

But  if  the  testator  is  possessed  of  a  reversion  to  which  none  of  the 
limitations  are  applicable,  the  question,  it  is  conceived,  is  by  no 
^«"  no."«  means  the  same.  Sir  W.  Grant,  indeed,  thought  there 
tionsare  would  be  uo  room  for  arguing  such  a  case;  for  that 

cT  m'ion  of  Sir  ^^^^^  ^  *^  ^^Jf  ^^  reversion  passed,  although  it  were 
w.  Grant.  SO  given  that  nobody  could  take  it  (m).  There  seems  to 
be  no  decision  on  the  point. 

(I)  An  examination  of  the  following  cases,  which  are  stated  and  considered  in  the  4th  Edi- 
tion of  this  Work,  Vol.  I.  p.  658  et  seq.,  will  show  that  the  earlier  decisions  inclined  a^fainst* 
and  the  later  in  favor  of  the  application  of  the  device  to  the  reversion.    See  Strong  v.Teatt, 

2  Burr.  912;  t.  c.  m  D  P.  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml  219;  Roe  d.  James  v.  Avis,  4  T.  R.  605;  Good- 
title  d.  Daniel  v.  Miles,  6  East,  493,  which  are  in  favor  of  the  restrictive  construction.  Sea 
contra,  Att.-Gen.  r.  Vigor,  8  Yes  256;  Church  r.  Mondav,  15  Ves.  396;  Wintour  9.  Clifton, 

3  Jur.  (N.  S.)  77;  Alliston  v.  Chappie,  6  Jar.  (N.  S.)  28^;  Taa£fe  v.  Ferrall,  10  Ir.  Ch.  £cp. 
183;  Tennent  v.  Tennent,  1  Jo.  &  Lat.  388;  and  see  cases  ante. 

(m)  Welby  v,  Weiby,  2  V.  &  B.  197.    The  point  was  touched  upon  in  argument  in  Ten- 

1  Steel  V.  Cook,  1  Met.  281.  on  condition  snbseqaent.  Brattle  Sq.  Church 

s  Glover  r.  Spendlove,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  (Per-  v.  Grant,  3  Gray,  142,  159;  Austin  «.  Cam- 

kina'fi  ed.)  338,  note  (a).  brid^eport  Parish,  21  Pick.  215;  Brigham  v. 

*  The  residuary   clause   will,    under   the  Shattuck,  10  Pick.  306;  Harden  v.  Stough- 

statutes  of  Massachusetts,  carry  the  right  or  ton,  5  Pick.  628.    Tliis  would  not  be  the  casa 

possibility  of  reverter  remaining  in  the  donor  at  common   law.     Brattle   Sq.  Church   v. 

and  his  heirs  after  the  creation  of  an  estate  Grant,  supra;  4  Kent,  10. 
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m. — In  Regard  to  Copyholds.  —  The  statutes  dispensing  with  the 
necessity  of  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will  (n)  have  placed  free- 
holds and  copyholds  pari  passu  in  regard  to  the  operation  of  a  gen- 
eral devise.     Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Clarke  v.  Ludlam  (o),  where  a 
*  testator,  having  both  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  at  C,  [*621] 
devised  the  whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estates  and  Eff^c^  q^  ^on. 
effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  he  might  be   "truction  of 
possessed  of  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  to  A.,  his  heirs   ^n^jnff  wfth 
and  assigns,  forever;   it  was  held  that  the  copyholds,   J?"*®°    £***„ 
as  well  as  the  freeholds,  passed  by  the  devise.    And  in 
Reeves  v.  Baker  (p),  a  devise  of  "  all  the  rest,  residue,   S"yh^^^n''ow 
and  remainder  of  my  property,'*  though  followed  by  the   fwuis  by  ^n- 
words  "  whether  freehold  or  personal,  and  wheresoever   ^^^  devise, 
situate,"  was  held  to  include  copyholds,  the  latter  words  being  con- 
sidered to  be  merely  an  imperfect  enumeration  of  particulars. 

And  the  circumstance  that  some  of  the  limitations  and  clauses  in 
the  will  were  inapplicable  to  copyholds  (for  instance,  estates  for  life, 
limited  without  impeachment  of  waste),  would  not  prevent  their  pass- 
ing by  such  a  general  devise  (^),  the  testator  having  other  property 
to  which  the  inapplicable  clauses  might  be  referred. 

If  the  testator  had  only  the  equitable  estate  in  copyholds,  it  did 
not,  at  Ifast  before  the  statute  55  Geo.  3,  pass  by  a  general  devise  of 
lands ;  for  it  could  not  be  surrendered,  and    there  was   Eq„it,^bie 
no  other  clear  indication  of  an  intention  to  pass  copy-   interests  in 
holds  (r).     But  it  has  been  said  («),  that  possibly,  since  ^P-^^°  *^"- 
the  statute,  equitable   interest  in  copyholds  would  pass  under  such  a 
general  devise,  for  equity  would  follow  the  law ;  and  as,  since  the 
statute,  general  words  included  legal  copyholds  {t),  the  same  rule 
might  apply  in  cases  of  trusts  of  copyholds. 

nent  v.  Tennent,  Dru.  161,  1  Jo.  &  Lat.  379,  where,  first,  the  T.  estate  was  entailed  on  R.  J., 
and  then  the  residue  was  devised  to  R.,  with  a  direction  at  his  death  to  entail  the  subject  of 
disposition  on  R.  J.  in  the  same  numner  as  the  T.  estate  was  entailed  on  him.  It  was  argued 
that  as  the  prescribed  entail  would  be  wholly  inoperative  upon  the  reversion  in  the  T.  estate, 
this  reversion  was  not  subject  to  the  direction ;  and  if  not,  so  neither  were  certain  other  es- 
tates which  were  included  with  it  in  the  devise  to  R.,  and  which  he  thus  took  in  fee.  But 
Sugden,  C,  rejected  this  argument;  he  treated  the  gift  to  R.  and  the  direction  to  entail  as 
parts  of  one  device  or  series  of  limitations,  so  that  the  case  became  one  where  some,  not  all, 
of  the  limitations  were  inapplicable  to  the  reversion.  '^  It  U  now  settled,'"  he  fsaid,  "  that  a 
reversion  in  fee  will  (wss  under  a  general  devise  unless  a  clear  intention  to  exclude  it  is  shown, 
though  It  is  limited  in  part  to  the  same  uses  to  which  the  particular  estate  is  alread}'  dedi- 
cated."   There  was  thus  no  decision  on  the  point  in  question. 

(n)  55  Geo.  3,  c.  192;  1  Vict.  c.  26,  ss.  3  &  4.     See  ante,  p.  56. 

{o)  7  Bing  275,  5  Moo.  &  P.  48;  see  also  Edwards  r.  Barnes,  2  Scott,  411;  2  Bing.  N.  G. 
252;  Doe  d.  Edmunds  v.  Llewellin,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  503;  Usticke  o.  Peters,  4  K.  &  J.  437. 
T.t'o  Stat.  55  Geo.  3,  c.  192,  was  held  not  to  be  retrospective.  Doe  d.  Smith  v.  Bird,  695. 

(/7)  18  Beav.  372. 

iq)  Car  v.  Ellison,  3  Atk.  73;  Weigall  v.  Brome,  6  Sim.  99;  see  also  Borrell  v.  Haigh,  2 
Jur.  229:  Jackmn  v.  Noble,  2  Kee.  590. 

(r)  Torre  v.  Brown,  5  H.  L.  Ca.  655,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  757. 

(s)  By  Lord  Cranworth,  id. 

(0  Referring  to  Doe  v,  Ludlam.  See  also  Seaman  v.  Woods,  24  Beav.  372,  where  this 
point  seems  to  have  been  assumed  in  £iyor  of  the  devisee.  The  devise  was  of  "all  the  es- 
tate of  whatever  kind  or  nature." 
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Lord  Eldon  in  White  v.  Yittjr  (u),  suggested, whether,  as  the  act  of 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  192,  makes  a  surrender  unnecessary  for  a  devise  of  copy- 
holds, a  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  will  could  now  be  considered  as  any 
evidence  of  intentioD  that  copyholds  should  pass  by  a  general  devise ; 
and,  certainly,  if  unsurrendered  copyholds  had  been  held  not  to  pass 
in  Doe  v.  Ludlam,  it  might  have  been  a  question  whether  the  same 
ProyiiioD  in  principle  did  not  apply  to  surrendered  copyholds ;  but 
1  Vict.  c.  26.  the  sound  decision  of  the  Court  of  C.  P.  in  that  case 
precludes  any  such  question.  However,  it  was  deemed  ezpe- 
[♦622]  dient  to  provide  expressly  by  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  26,  ♦  that  copy- 
hold  estates  shall  pass,  together  with  freeholds,  under  a 
general  devise  (x). 

Before  the  statute  dispensing  with  surrenders  to  the  use  of  the  will, 
an  exception  to  the  rule  that  unsurrendered  copyholds  would  not  pass 
Exception  with  freeholds  under  a  general  devise,  occurred  where 
wmTu^pIv!  *^®  devise  was  for  payment  of  debts,  and  the  freeholds 
ment  of  debts,  alone  were  inadequate  to  the  payment  of  them  (y) ;  the 
inference  being,  that  the  testator,  who  must  be  presumed  to  bave  in- 
tended  to  provide  a  sufficient  fund,  meant  the  copyholds  (which  then 
were  not  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts)  to  be  included  (z). 

Now,  however,  these  cases  of  lands  charged  with  debts  no  longer 
exist  as  a  distinct  class ;  but  with  regard  to  them,  also,  the  statute 
Effect  of  the  ^^  introduced  an  alteration  as  to  the  order  of  the  appli- 
new  doctrine  cation  of  freeholds  and  copyholds  so  charged.  Thus, 
ci^s,8i^  suppose  the  testator  charge  his  lands  generally  with  the 
•  gested.  payment  of  his  debts,  and  then  devise  a  freehold  estate 

to  A.  and  a  copyhold  estate  to  B. ;  A.'s  freehold  would,  according  to 
the  construction  established  before  the  statute,  have  been  applied  in 
the  first  instance,  and  then  B.'s  copyhold  (a) ;  but  now  it  is  clear  they 
would  be  applicable  pari  passu,  and  in  proportion  to  their  respective 
value,  as  was  the  rule  before  the  statute,  where  the  copyholds  were 
surrendered  (b). 

Under  a  general  devise  of  copyhold  lands,  unsurrendered  copyholds 
were  held  to  pass  even  before  the  statute  of  b6  Geo.  3  (c);  although  the 
General  devise  testator  had  other  copyholds  which  were  surrendered  (cQ. 
of  copyholds.  i^j  order  to  restrain  the  devise  to  the  surrendered  copy- 
holds in  such  a  case,  it  was  necessary  to  show  restrictive  words  (e) ; 
which  brings  us  to  a  question   much  discussed,  namely,  whether 

(u)  2  Rum.  488.  ^  *  v  u  •         ^t 

(x)  As  to  devises  bv  unadmitted  deviwjes  or  surrenderees  of  copvholds,  m«  Mte,  p.  57. 
(y)  1  P.  W.  443;  3  id.  322;  Cas.  t.  Talb.  78;  1  B.  C.  C.  273;  8  id.  257;  2  Cox,  397;  12 
Ves.  136;  13  Yes.  168;  15  id.  393. 
(e)  See  15  Ves.  394. 
(o)  Coombes  v.  Gibson,  1  B.  C.  C.  273. 
(5)  Growcock  «.  Smith,  2  Cox,  397.  «  ^  ^  .««        «  «.      •** 

(c)  Bvas  V.  Bvas,  2  Ves.  164;  Frank  v.  Standish,  1 B.  C.  C  588,  n.,  15  Yes.  »1,  n. 

(d)  Blunt  V.  Olitheroe,  10  Ves.  589. 

(e)  Wilson  v.  Mount,  8  Ves.  191. 
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a  reference  to  the  fact  of  the  testator  having  surrendered  the  copy- 
holds, restricts  the  devise  to  copyholds  so  surrendered. 

In  Banks  v.  Denshaw  (/),  Lord  Hardwicke  thought   Restrictive 
that  a  devise  of  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  ("  having   erence^to*^' 
surrendered  the  copyhold  part  thereof  to  the  use  of  my   copyholds  as 
will "),  did  not  restrict  the  devise  to  surrendered  copy-  '""*°  ^ 
holds.     On  the  other  hand,  in  *  Gascoigne  v.  Barker  (g),  he  [*623] 
held  that  a  devise  of  all  the  testator's  lands,  freehold  and 
copyhold,  in  the  parish  of  Chiswick,  and  elsewhere,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex  ('^  which  I  have  surrendered  to  the  use  of  my  will"),  was 
restricted  by  the  parenthetical  clause  to  the  copyholds  surrendered. 
In  Wilson  r.  Mount  (A),  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.B.,  on  the  authority  of 
the  last  case,  held  that  a  devise  of  all  the  testator's  freehold  and  copy- 
hold lands  (<<  the  copyhold  whereof  I  have  surrendered  to  the  use  of 
my  will"),  was  confined  to  surrendered  copyholds. 

But,  in  a  more  recent  case  (i).  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  held  that  the 
words  ("  and  which  I  have  surrendered  to  the  use  of  this  my  will ") 
following  a  devise  of  copyhold  lands,  did  not  restrict  it  to  surrendered 
copyholds.  He  said  the  expression  was  affirmative  and  not  exceptive, 
and  that  the  copulative  **  and  "  distinguished  the  case  from  Wilson  v. 
Mount  (k).  And  in  another  case  (I)  he  came  to  the  same  conclusion 
upon  the  words,  "the  copyhold  part  thereof  having  been  duly  sur- 
rendered to  the  uses  of  this  my  will."  Even  this  case  he  thought 
different  from  that  before  Sir  B.  P.  Arden,  who,  he  said,  considered 
himself  as  yielding  to  authority  in  making  a  decision  "  which  had  not 
given  universal  satisfaction." 

So  refined  are  the  distinctions  which  these  cases  present.  It  seems 
to  be  clear,  however,  that,  if  all  the  testator's  copyholds  be  unsur- 
rendered, no  expressions  of  this  kind  will  restrict  tiie  devise,  as  the 
effect  would  then  necessarily  be  to  render  it  wholly  inoperative  (m), 

TV. — ^In  regard  to  Zieaseholda. — The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  prop- 
erty in  which  the  testator  is  possessed  for  a  term   of  . 
years  only,  will  pass  by  a  general  devise.     In  reference   years,  when  ^^ 
to  wills  made  before  the  year  1838,  the  rule  on  this  sub-   unacrT* 
ject,  of  which  the  early  case  of  Bose  v.  Bartlett  {n)  is  the   general  devise. 

(f)  3  Atk.  686,  1  Ve«.  «3. 

S^}  ?  d**^  8 ;  see  also  King's  Head  Inn  case,  cited  1  Ves.  63, 181. 
(A)  3  Ves.  191.  ' 

(i)  Strutt  «.  Finch,  2  S.  &  St.  229;  but  nee  also  Pullin  v.  Pullin,  10  J.  B.  Moo.  464, 
3  Binj^  47,  and  other  cases  cited  post,  Ch.  XXIV. 

(k)  The  M.  R.  said  (3  Ves.  193),  th  t  the  words  in  Gascoicrne  v.  Barker  were  "and  which," 
&c,.  according  to  the  R.  L.    Therefore,  even  this  slender  distinction  disappears. 

(/)  Ox^^nforth  v,  Cawkwell,  2  S.  &  St.  668.    It  is  remarkable  that  the  customary  heir  did 

not  contend  that  the  alleged  devisees,  being  the  testator's  nephews,  wer«  not  within  the  equity 

extended  to  creditors,  wives,  and  children;  or,  at  lea»t,  that  the  nephews  wer«  not  nnt  to 

prove  that  the  testotor  had  placed  himself  in  loco  parentis. 

(m)  Rnmbold  v.  Rumbold,  3  Ves.  66;  Wilson  v.  Mount,  id- 194;  Hills  v.  Downton,  6  Vea. 
667. 

(«)  Cro.  Car.  293 ;  the  rule  was  alao  applicable  to  a  grant  of  land  by  deed,  but,  it  would 
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[*624]  well-known  leading  authority,  *  was,  that  ''where  a  man  hath 
lands  in  fee  and  lands  for  years,  and  deviseth  all  his  lands 
Rules  under  ^^  tenements^  the  fee  simple  lands  pass  only,  and  not 
the  old  law.  the  leases  for  years  (o)  ;  but  if  he  hath  no  fee  simple, 
the  lease  for  years  passeth,  for  otherwise  the  will  should  be  merely 
void."  1 

It  has  even  been  held  (p),  with  regard  to  the  second  branch  of  this 
"F  h  Id  proposition,  that  where  a  man  devised  all  his  ^^ freehold 
house;!  in  A."  houscs  in  Aldersgate-strcct,"  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  he 
feluSiolds^       had  some  leasehold  but  no  freehold  houses  there,  the 

leaseholds  passed;  it  being  the  plain  intention  of  the 
will  to  pass  some  houses,  and  the  word  << freehold"  should  rather  be 
Also  since  rejected  than  the  will  rendered  void.  And  as  such  a  gift 
8.24^*^'^*      points  to  a  specific  property  as  then  belonging  to  the 

testator,  the  construction  of  it  is  not  affected  by  sect.  24 
of  1  Vict  c.  26  (q). 

Leases  for  livesy  being  freehold  interests,  clearly  will  pass  under  a 
general  devise,  with  freeholds  of  inheritance,  unless  an  intention  to 
Leaseholds  exclude  them  can  be  collected  from  the  context.  In  one 
withirthe**'  case  (r)  it  was  contended,  that  they  did  not  pass  with 
rule  in  Rose  v.    freeholds  of  inheritance,  under  a  general  devise  of  lands 

'  ^^^  to  tises  in  strict  settlement,  on  account  of  the  iuapplica- 

bility  of  the  limitations,  it  being  impossible  to  entail  them  ;  but  the 
will  contained  other  grounds  of  exclusion.  And  in  subsequent  cases 
it  was  decided,  that  freeholds  for  lives  did  pass  by  a  general  devise, 
though  in  one  (s)  the  devise  contained  limitations  in  tail,  and  the 
testator  was  also  seised  of  freeholds  of  inheritance ;  and  in 
[*625]  another  (t),  although  *some  of  the  limitations  were  inappli- 
cable, being  remainders  expectant  on  life  estates,  which  were 
given  to  persons  who  were  the  cestuis  que  vie  in  the  leases. 

seem,  with  some  rariations  arising  out  of  the  different  natures  of  the  instniments,  Shep. 
Touch.  88,  91,  92;  Doe  r.  Williams,  1  H.  BI  25;  Francis  r.  Minton,  L.  R.,  2  C.  P.  543. 

(o)  Davis  V.  Gibbs,  1  P.  W.  26,  2  Rq.  Ca.  Ab.  326,  pi.  34,  Fitzgibb.  116;  Knotsford  9. 
Gardiner,  2  Atk.  460,  where  the  devise  was  cf  *' estates;'*  Pistol  r.  Kiccardson  (limitation 
in  Uil),  1  H.  BI.  26,  n.,  more  fully  2  P.  W.  459,  n.,  by  Cox  to  Addis  v,  Clement;  Thompson 
9.  Lawley,  2  B.  &  P.  303,  where 'Lord  Eldon  reviewed  the  authorities  and  fully  recognized 
the  rule.'  See  also  Whiiaker  r.  Ambler,  1  Ed  151,  where,  however,  the  expression  was  "real 
estates,''  which,  it  should  s*  em,  would,  independentlv  of  the  rule  in  question,  exclude  lease- 
holds for  vears;  see  also  6  Sim.  99;  and  Parker  v.  Aarchant,  5  M.  &  Gr.  498,  2  Y.  &  C.  C 
C.  279.  I^he  rule  applied  where  the  will  was  inoperative  from  defect  of  execution.  Chapman 
V.  Hart.  1  Yes.  271;  see  also  Sampson  r.  Sampson,  2  V.  &  B.  337;  Watkins  9.  Lea,  6  Ves. 
633.  The  rule,  of  course,  yielded  to  an  indication  of  contrary  intention.  As  to  what  was 
deemed  to  amount  to  evidence  of  such  intent,  see  Hartley  v.  Hurle,  5  Yes.  540;  Swift  o. 
Swift,  1  D.  F.  G.  160;  Doe  d.  Belasyse  r.  Lucan,  9  East,  448;  Lane  v.  Stanhope,  6  T.  R.  345; 
Arkell  v.  Fletcher,  10  Sim.  299;  Addis  v.  dement,  2  P.  W.  456;  Dixon  9,  Dawson,  2  S.  & 
St.  327 ;  Goodman  9.  Edwards,  2  Mv.  &  K.  759.  As  to  leaseholds  passing  with  copyholds  of 
inheritance,  see  Roe  d.  Pve  v.  Bird*  2  W.  BI.  1301. 

(p)  Day  9.  Triff,  1  P.  W.  286;  Doe  d.  Dunning  v.  Lord  Cranstoun,  7  M.  &  Welsh.  1. 

(q)  Nelson  9.  Hopkins,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  410.    As  to  s.  24  of  1  Vict.  c.  26,  see  ante,  Ch.  X. 

(r)  Sheffield  r.  Musgrave,  5  T.  R.  571,  2  Ves.  Jr.  526. 

(<)  Fitzroy  t*.  Howard,  3  Rubs.  225. 

(0  Weigall  V.  Brome,  6  Sim.  99. 

I  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  47  Md.  295. 
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The  exclusion  of  leaseholds  from  a  general  devise,  where  the  tes- 
tator had  freeholds,  founded  as  it  was  on  a  distinction  purely  techni- 
cal, was  considered  to  militate  so  strongly  against  inten-  i  yict.  c.  26, 
tion,  that  this  rule  of  construction  was  abrogated  by  the  ^^  Lease- 
act  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  26  of  which  provides,  that  a  devise  by  a  general 
of  the  land  of  the  testator  or  of  the  land  of  the  testator  ^^^^^ 
in  any  place,  or  in  the  occupation  of  any  person  mentioned  in  his 
will,  or  otherwise  described  in  a  general  manner,  and  any  other  gen- 
eral devise,  which  would  before  the  act  (x)  have  described  a  cus- 
tomary, copyhold,  or  leasehold  estate,  if  the  testator  had  no  freehold 
estate  which  could  bo  described  by  it,  shall  be  construed  to  include 
the  customary,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates  of  the  testator,  or  his 
customary,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  or  any  of  them,  to  which 
such  description  shall  extend,  as  the  case  may  be,  as  well  as  freehold 
estates,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  thus  shifted  to  those  who  assert  that  lease- 
holds do  not  pass  by  a  devise  of  'Uands ; "  and  the  proof  must  appear 
on  the  will  itself.    The  subject  was  much  discussed  in   ^^j     ^  ^^ 
Wilson  V.  Eden  (t/),  where  a  testator,  after  bequeathing   trary  iDten- 
his  personal  estate  to  A.  absolutely,  devised  all  his  mes-   byVe^wm? 
suages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments   situate  at 
or  near  W.,  and  other  specified  places  in  the  county  of  D.,  and  at  other 
places  in  the  county  of  Y.,  and  all  other  his  real  estates  in  the  said 
coilnties  and  elsewhere  in  Great  Britain,  to  uses  in  strict   wiison  v. 
settlement   in  favor  of  A.  and  his  issue.     Lord  Lang-  ^^®'»- 
dale,  M.  E.,  thought  that  renewable  chattel  leaseholds  situate  near 
W.  and  contiguous  to,  and  occupied  with,  the  freeholds,  were  not 
included  in  this  devise :  not  only  were  uses  in  strict  settlement  in- 
applicable in  their  integrity  to  leaseholds,  but  the  ambiguity  of  the 
word  "  land "  was   removed   by  the   subsequent  words  "  other  real 
estates.'^     So  that  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  act  {z).    fiut  on 
a  case  from  Chancery  the  Courts  of  Exchequer  and  Q.  B.  successively 
came  to  the  opposite  conclusion.     Lord  Campbell  observed 
that  if  (as  was  admitted)  the  devise  of  lands  at  or  near  *  W.,  [*626] 
taken  by  itself,  was  within  the  act  (a),  he  could  not  under- 
stand why  it  was  the  less  so  because  of  the  use  of  the  subsequent 
words.     Accordingly,  it  was  decided  by  Sir  J.  Eomilly  that  the  lease- 
holds passed ;  he  remarked  that  though  general  words  might  be  cut 
down  by  the  effect  of  previous  enumeration,  yet  it  was  new  to  him  to 
say  that  those  general  words  cut  down  the  prior  enumeration. 

(x)  See  judgment  in  Wilson  v.  Eden,  6  Ex.  752. 

(v)  11  Beav.  237,  6  Ex.  752,  14  Beav.  317,  18  Q.  B.  474, 16  Bear.  153. 

h)  See  also  per  K.  Brace,  V.-C,  Parker  v.  Marchant,  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  282. 

(a)  It  is  stated  in  the  report  that  seventy-two  acres  of  the  leaseholds  were  on  the 
northern  side  of  a  high  ridge,  the  greater  portion  being  on  the  southern  side,  and  that  the 
former  were  two  miles  from  the  house  and  estate  at  W.  It  is  not  stated  whether  thev  were 
disconnected.  If  they  were,  it  mi^ht  be  a  little  difficnlt  to  reconcile  the  decision  as 'to  the 
seventy-two  acres  witn  Doe  d.  Ashforth  v.  Bower,  8  B.  &  Ad.  458. 
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But  in  Presoott  v.  Barker  (jb),  a  testator  having  freeholdfl  in  the 
county  of  B.,  and  freeholds  and  leaseholds  in  the  county  of  M.,  de- 
Presoou  v,  viscd  hls  *^  mausion-house,  land,  and  hereditaments  in  the 
Barker.  counties  of  B.  and  M.,  and  all  other  lands  and  heredita- 

ments in  England,"  to  uses  in  strict  settlement.  During  the  minority 
of  any  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase,  the  trustees,  after  providing  for  his 
maintenance,  were  to  accumulate  the  rents,  and  if  he  attained  major- 
ity or  died  leaving  issue  inheritable  under  the  entail,  to  pay  the 
accumulations  to  him ;  if  not,  to  invest  them  in  the  purchase  of  free- 
hold lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  to  be  settled  to  the  same 
uses  as  were  by  the  will  declared  of  the  said  hereditaments  therein- 
before devised  in  strict  settlement.  A  power  of  sale  and  exchange 
was  given  to  the  trustees,  and  they  were  to  invest  money  arising 
thence  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  lands  or  hereditaments,  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses,  or  of  leaseholds  or  copyholds  convenient  to 
be  held  therewith,  the  leaseholds  and  copyholds  to  be  settled  on  cor- 
responding  trusts,  but  so  that  the  leaseholds  should  not  vest  abso- 
lutely in  a  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase  unless  he  attained  majority, 
but  if  he  died  under  age,  should  devolve  as  if  they  had  been  free- 
holds. And  the  testator  bequeated  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
upon  trusts  corresponding  to  the  uses  of  the  hereditaments  devised 
in  strict  settlement,  with  a  similar  proviso  to  prevent  the  absolute 
vesting  of  it  in  any  tenant  in  tail  of  those  hereditaments  by  purchase 
who  should  die  under  age.  It  was  held  that  the  leaseholds  in  the 
county  of  M.  passed  not  by  the  devise  of  lands,  &c.,  in  strict  settle- 
ment, but  by  the  residuary  bequest,  and  therefore  did  not  vest  abso- 
lutely in  a  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase  dying  under  age.  It  was  admitted 

that  after  Wilson  v.  Eden  (with  which  in  this  respect  the 
[*627]  Court  did  not  seem  perfectly  satisfied),  the  uses  *in  strict 

settlement  were  not  alone  sufficient  to  exclude  the  leaseholds 
from  the  devise  :  but  whereas  (said  Lord  Selborne)  in  that  case  there 
was  a  gift  of  land  in  strict  settlement  to  one  set  of  persons  and  a  gift 
of  the  personal  estate  absolutely  to  another  person  (c),  here  there 
was  on  the  whole  will  the  most  perfect  evidence  of  intention  to  keep 
the  whole  estate,  personal  as  well  as  real,  together.  Whenever,  lease- 
holds or  personal  property  were  expressly  dealt  with,  they  were  sub- 
jected to  a  proviso  that  they  should  not  vest  absolutely  id  any  tenant 
in  tail  by  purchase  who  should  die  under  age ;  whereas,  if  leaseholds 
passed  by  the  devise  in  strict  settlement,  they  vested  absolutely  in 
the  first  tenant  in  tail  on  his  birth  (for  in  this  devise  there  was  no 
such  proviso)  ;  a  result  which  it  was  moreover  difficult  to  reconcile 
with  the  direction  that  during  the  minority  of  such  tenant  in  tail  the 
trustees  should  accumulate  the  rents,  and  in  case  he  died  under  age, 
invest  them  in  the  purchase  of  freeholds  to  be  settled  to  the  same 


n 


b)  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  174, 

\c)  This  la  not  quite  accnnite:  Me  the  case  sap. 
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uses  as  the  devised  freeholds,  —  a  direction  which  would  in  the  event 
mentioned  take  them  away  from  the  tenant  in  tail. 

In  Wilson  t;.  Eden,  Lord   Langdale   was  clearly  of 
opinion,  and  (for  the  purpose,  at  least,  of  the  ultimate   ©f  °*r^i  *^'* 
decision)  it  was  assumed  by  the  other  judges,  that  the   ®*^'/  Y?®™ 
act  had  not  the  effect  of  making  leaseholds  pass  by  a 
general  devise  of  "  real  estate."     And  in  Butter  v.  Butter  (d),  the 
point  was  so  decided  by  Sir  J.  Chitty.  J. 

But  if  the  devise  were  of  "  real  estate  at  A.,"  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  leaseholds  at  A.  would  have  passed  under  the   _ 
old  law  if  the  testator  had  had  no  freeholds  there  i  and   «•  na\  esute 
notwithstanding  that  the  words  appear  rather  to  point  to   *'  ^•" 
specific  property,  it  seems  to  have  been  assumed  since  the  act,  that 
this  is  a  '^  general  devise  "  within  the  meaning  of  s.  26. 

Thus,  in  Moase  v.  White  («),  a  testator  having  freeholds 
and  *  long  leaseholds  at  E.,  and  long  leaseholds  but  no  free-  [*628J 
holds  at  W.,  devised  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  in  trust  to  convert  his  ^'  residuary  personal  es- 
tate (except  leaseholds),"  and  out  of  the  income  thereof  and  ^*the 
rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estate  "  to  pay  a  life  annu-  Moase  v. 
ity  to  his  wife  and  accumulate  the  surplus;  after  her  White, 
death,  '^  as  to  all  his  real  estate  at  E.  and  W.,"  in  trust  for  J.  and  his 
issue  in  strict  settlement.  And  '^  as  to  his  leasehold  messuages,  lands, 
and  hereditaments  at  M.,"  in  trust  '*  as  nearly  as  the  different  tenure 
would  allow  according  to  the  limitations  thereinbefore  declared  of  his 
real  estate  at  E.  and  W.,"  with  a  proviso  to  prevent  his  leaseholds 
vesting  absolutely  in  any  tenant  in  tail  dying  under  age.  After  the 
death  of  his  wife  ^^  the  residue  of  his  real  estate,  including  the  residue 
of  his  leasehold  estate,"  was  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce,  with  the 
produce  of  his  residuary  personalty,  divided  among  the  children  of 
his  sister.  It  was  argued  that  the  leaseholds  at  E.  and  W.  did  not 
pass  by  the  gift  of  real  estate  in  those  places,  for  that  the  expression 
'<  my  personal  estate  except  leaseholds  "  showed  that  the  testator  con- 
sidered leaseholds  to  be  personal  and  not  real  estate.  But  it  was 
answered,  that  having  no  freeholds  at  W.,  he  must  necessarily  have 
intended  his  leaseholds  there  to  pass  as  "  real  estate,"  and  that  such 
would  have  been  the  construction  even  before  the  act :  the  attempt  to 
show  that  he  considered  leaseholds  not  to  be  real  estate  therefore 

(d)  28  Ch  D.  66  See  also  Turner  v  Turner,  21  L  J  Ch.  843,  20  L  T.  30.  In  Gully  v. 
Davis,  L  R.,  10  Eq  562,  leaseholds  were  held  to  pass  by  a  general  devise  of  ''real  estate.** 
There  were  no  freenolds;  this  would  seem  to  be  as  material  as  ever  since  s.  24  of  the  act, 
except  that  now  the  death  of  the  testator  not  the  date  of  the  will  must  be  considered.  (See 
on  this  point,  Heasman  v.  Fryer,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  420,  426.)  Moreover,  the  case  turned  on  the 
admission  (by  demurrer)  that'  the  testator  thought  his  leaseholds  were  freeholds :  whether  it 
was  right  to  admit  such  a  fact  as  evidence  on  a  question  of  construction,  qu.  See  Ellis  v. 
Houston.  10  Ch.  D.  236.  It  js  remarkable  that  the  question,  whether  a  devise  of  real  esUte 
(generally)  would  have  nassed  leaseholds  if  the  testator  had  no  freeholds,  appears  never  to 
tuive  distinct! V  arisen  before  the  act. 

C«)  3  Ch.  D'.  763.  See  also  Best  dl  Standeven,  W.  N.  1872,  p.  44 ,  Re  Davison.  Greenwell 
V.  Davison.  W.  N.,  1888,  p.  41,  58  L.  T.  304. 
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failed.  The  act  then  came  in,  and  made  the  devise  operate  also  on 
the  leaseholds  at  E.  Sir  J.  Bacon,  V.-C.,  held  that  the  leaseholds  at 
E.,  as  well  as  those  at  W.,  passed  as  "  real  estate "  in  those  places, 
and  not  as  parts  of  the  residuary  personal  estate. 

Specific  devi-         ^"f  ^T"?^?}^  ^^^  /^'!^'  ^  ^,^^'^  *^®  *^^  P^  ^"^"^ 

of  "freehold '•  as  "freehold,"  if  the  devise  is  clearly  specific  in  form, 
u^hoiT.  ^^^  ^^  testator  has  at  the  date  of  his  will  no  freehold 

property  to  answer  the  description  (/). 
Where  a  testator  devised  all  his  freehold  lands,  messuages,  or  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments  forming  part  of  a  specified  set  of  buildings, 
and  died  possessed  of  other  property  thus  situate  for  a  term  of  years, 

and  also  seised  of  the  reversion  of  the  same  property  in  fee  at 
[♦629]  the  expiration  of  three  years  after  the  end  of  *  the  term  5  it 

was  held  that  both  the  leasehold  and  freehold  interest  in  the 
property  passed  by  the  devise  (g) 

General  devise  7'~^  "^^'^  ^  ^^^"»  ^'  Appointment.  —The  re- 
operates  as  an    mainmg  question  is,  whether  a  devise  or  bequest  in  gen- 

-when?*"'      ®^^  termB  Will  operate  as  an  execution  of  a  power  of 
appointment  over  real  or  personal  estate.^    This  point, 

(/)  Nelson  v  Hopkins,  21  L.  J  Ch  410  In  Stone  v  Greening  18  Sim.  800,  tesUtor  began 
bjT  devisinff  '*  all  his  real  esUtes  and  all  his  leasehold  esUtes"  to  trustees,  m  trust  **as  to 
his  freehold  messuage,  farm  lands,  and  hereditaments  in  the  county  of  B."  in  one  way,  and 
as  to  "  his  personal  estate  *'  m  another:  showing  that  he  did  not  understand  leaseholds  to  be 
included  in  '*real  esUtes,"  much  less  in  <* freehold."  But  the  case  was  heard  as  a  abort 
cause 

(g)  Matthews  v.  Katthews,  L.  R.,  4Eq  278. 

1  It  is  laid  down  in  the  later  American  property  which  is  the  subject  on  which  it  ia 

cases,  contrary  to  the  early  English  rule,  that  to  be  executed;  (8)  or  when  the  provision 

where  there  is  a  general  power  of  disposal,  a  of  the  will  or  other  instrument,  executed  by 

general  bequest  or  devise  is  presumed  to  in-  the  donee  of  the  power,  would  otherwise  m 

elude  an  exercise  of  the  power,  if  there  be  ineffectual,  or  a  mere  nullity;  ra  other  word*, 

nothing  to  show  a  contrary  intent;  and  this  where  it  would  have  no  operation,  except  as 

presumption  is  decisive  in  a  case  where  the  an  execution  of  the  power.    He  adds  that 

general  power  of  disposal  is  accompanied  by  these  are  not  all  the  cases,  and  that  it  is 

the  beneficial  use  of  the  property  made  the  always  open  to  inquire  into  the  intention  un 

subject  of  the  power,  and  where  the  power  is  der  all  the  circumstances;  while  he  agrees 

created  by  the  testator.    Cumston  e.  Bartlett.  that    "the  intention  to  execute  the  power 

149  Mfli^s.  248  (citini;  Bangs  v   Smith,  98  must  be  apparent  and  clear,  so  that  the  tran."- 

Mass.  270;  Sewellv.  Wilmer,  182  Mass  181);  action  is  not  fairly  susceptible  of  any  other 

Amorye.  Meredith,  7  Allen,  397:   Willard  0.  Interpretation.**    See  Sewall  n  Wilmer,  132 

Ware,  10  Allen,  263,  Funk  v.  Eggleston,  92  Mass    131;  Lee  «.  Simpson,  184  U.  S.  672; 

III.  615,  639  i  Andrews  v  Brunefleld.  32  Miss.  Warner  o.  Conn.  Life  Ins.  Co,  109  U  &  857. 

108;  White  r.  Hicks,  33  N.T.  383.   See  Bangs  And  it  has  uniformly  been  held  that  a  mert 

V.  Smith,  98  Mass.  270;  Hollister  e.  Shaw,  46  residuary  clause  shows  no  sufficient  mdication 

Conn.  248:  Bolton  v.  De  Pepter.  26  Barb.  639,  of  intention  to  execute  a  power 

664;  In  re  Collier,  40  Mo.  287,  329.  White  The  earlier  rule  (which  was  based  on  Clere's 

V.  Hicks,  38  N.  T.  383,  407.  Rellly  s.  Chou-  Case,  6  Coke,  17)  as  derived  from  the  cases 

3nette,  18  Mo.  220;  In  re  Wilkinson,  L.  R  .  which  had  been  decided  when  he  wrote,  H 

Ch.  687,  Wildav  v.  Bamett,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  thus  sUted  by  Mr.  Chancellor  Kent:  ^The 

198;  Van  Wert  n  Benedict,  1  Bredf.  114  power  mav  be  executed  without  reciting  it. 

This  subject  is  discuMed  by  Mr.  Justice  or  even  referring  to  it,  provided  the  act  snows 

Story   in   Blagge  v.  Miles,  1    Story,  426,  that  the  donee  had  in  view  the  subject  of  the 

where  he  gives  three  tests  of  intended  exe-  power.'*    If  there  were  no  reference  to  the 

cutionof  a  power:  (1)  where  there  has  been  power  the  will  operated  as  an  appointment 

§ome  reference  in  the  will,  or  other  instru-  under  the  power,  provided  it  could  not  have 

ment,  to  the  powers ,  (2)  or  a  reference  to  the  effect  without  the  power.    The  intent  in  thia 
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in  regard  to  the  former^  depends  on  the  fact  which,  we  have  seen, 
determines  the  applicability  of  such  a  devise  to  leaseholds,  namely, 
whether  there  is  any  other  subject  for  its  operation.    Thus,  if  a  tes- 
tator, by  a  will  made  before,  and  not  republished  on  or  since  the  1st 
of  January,  1838,  devised  all  his  hereditaments  or  real  estate,  and  it 
appeared  that  he  had  no  real  estate  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  but 
that  he  had  a  testamentary  power  over  real  estate,  the  devise  operated 
as  an  appointment  under  such  power  (h).    And  a  devise  by  a  married 
woman  who  was  not  shown  to  be  entitled  at  the  date  of 
her  will  to  any  separate  real  estate  (upon  which  alone   W>"  of  feme 
the  will  could  have  operated  as  a  devise  oipivperty\  took 
effect  as  an  appointment  under  such  a  power  (t).    Parke,  B.,  said  it 
could  not  be  intended  that  she  had  other  property  which  she  could 
devise,  being  a  married  woman. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  testator  had  real  estate  on  which  the  will 
could  operate,  it  was  presumed  that  the  devise  was  made  with  a 
view  to  such  property,  and  not  as  an  exercise  of  the  power  (A;),  even 
though  the  terms  descriptive  of  the  subject-matter  of  disposition  are 
rather  more  extensive  than  is  required  to  comprise  the  testator's  own 
property.    Thus,  where  a  testator  having  real  estate,  and  also  a  power 

(A)  Wallop  «.  Lord  Portaraonth,  Sugd.  Pow.  p.  916,  8th  ed.;  Standen  v.  Standen,  8  Yes. 
Jr.  689;  affirmed  in  D.  P.  6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  193.  noin.  Standen  o.  Macnab.  But  an  argu- 
ment against  such  an  operation  is  furnished  if  toe  testator  has  by  the  same  will  expressly 
exercised  other  powers  vested  in  him:  Att.-Oen.  v.  Vigor,  8  Yes.  m. 

(t)  Curteis  v,  Kenrick,  8  M.  &  Wei.  401,  9  Sim.  443. 

(k)  Sir  Edward  Clere*s  case,  6  Co.  176:  fix  parte  Caswell,  1,  Atk.  659.  The  burthen  lies 
upon  the  party  claiming  under  the  alleged  appointment  to  prove  that  the  testator  had  no 
other  real  estate,  Doe  d.  Caldecott  v,  Johnson,  7  M.  &  Gr.  1047. 

tate,  the  condition  of  the  property  and  other 
facts  dehon  the  will  may  be  regarded  in 
solving  the  doubt.  Under  the  English  act, 
as  has  oeen  intimated  above,  it  is  held  that  a 
will  may  operate  as  an  execution  of  a  power 
subsequently  created.  Bores  v.  Cook,  supra, 
Cofield  V.  Pollard,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  1203;  Patch  v, 
Shore^  2  Dr.  &  S.  689,  Kodsdon  v.  Dancer, 
16  W.  R.  1101.  A  testator  can,  however, 
execute  by  will  only  such  powers  as  are  in 
existence  at  his  death,  and  therefore  he  can- 
not execute  a  power  contained  in  the  will  of 
a  person  who  survives  him.  Thus,  if  A. 
bequeaths  property  to  such  person  as  B. 
shall  bj  deed  or  will  appoint,  B.*8  will  is  no 
execution  of  this  power  if  he  predecease  A. 
Jones  V.  Southall,  82  Beav.  31.  Where  there 
are  two  wills,  one  before  and  one  after  the 
creation  of  the  power  which  is  directed  to  be 
executed  by  the  last  will  of  the  donee,  and  the 
later  will  purports  to  be  the  last  will,  but  does 
not  refer  in  any  way  to  the  prior  one,  it  is  a 
question  of  intention  which  is  to  be  consid- 
ered as  the  last  will  and  an  execution  of  the 
power.  Pettinger  v.  Ambler,  L.  R.,  1  £q. 
610. 

A  general  power  of  appointment,  to  be  ex- 
ercised by  wilt  only,  is  treated  as  a  special 
power.    Genet «.  Hunt,  113  N.  T.  168. 

Ferrier  «.  Jay,  L.  R.,  10  £q.  660. 


view  must  be  so  clear  that  no  other  can  rea* 
sifuably  be  inferred;  and  if  the  will  does  not 
refer  to  a  power  or  the  subject  of  it,  and  if 
the  words  of  the  will  may  be  sati.'ified  without 
supplying  an  intention  to  execute  the  power, 
then,  unless  the  intent  to  execute  the  power 
be  clearlv  expressed,  it  is  not  an  execution 
of  it.  4  'Kent,  834,  336.  See  also  Mory  «. 
Michael,  18  Md.  227,  241;  Johnson  p.  Sun- 
ton,  30  Conn.  297;  Bingham^s  Appeal,  64 
Penn.  St.  346 ;  Coryell  9.  Dunton,  7  Penn. 
St.  630;  Bradish  v.  Gibbs,  3  Johns.  Ch.  623, 
661 ;  Blake  v.  Hawkins,  98  U.  3.  316. 

By  the  later  English  authorities,  however, 
as  by  the  later  American,  it  is  held  under  the 
Wills  Act  of  1  Yict.  c.  26,  §§  24,  27,  that  a 
will  containing  a  general  devise  or  bequest, 
and  made  before  or  after  the  creation  of  a 
general  power  to  appoint  by  will,  and  re- 
maining unrevoked  at  the  testator's  death, 
is  a  good  execution  of  the  power.  Boyes  o. 
Cook,  14  Ch.  D.  62. 

In  determining  whether  the  will,  in  a  case 
of  doubt,  is  an  execution  of  the  power,  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  testator  at  the 
time  of  its  execution  only  can  be  regarded, 
subsequent  facts  cannot  be  considered.  Id., 
ovemuing  In  re  Ruding's  Settlement,  L.  R., 
14  Eq.  260.  See  Thomas  v.  Jones,  2  Johns. 
&  H.  476 ;  Funk  v.  Eggleston,  92  111.  616,  646, 
that  when  the  subject  of  the  power  is  real  es- 
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over  real  estate,  devised  all  his  *'  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,"  the  power  was  held  not  to  be  exercised,  though  the 
property  of  the  testator  consisted  of  houses  only  (I).  It  has  also 
been  decided,  that  where  a  testator  who  had  freehold  property,  and  a 
power  over  freeholds  and  copyholds,  devised  his  freehold  and  copy- 
hold estates,  the  devise  operated  as  an  execution  of  the  povrer 
[*630J  with  ♦  respect  to  the  copyholds  (there  being  no  other  property 
of  this  description  on  which  it  could  operate),  but  not  as  to 
the  freeholds  (m). 

General  da-  -^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^7  ^  observed,  that  a  clause  of  dis- 

vise  which  position  framed  in  general  but  rather  equivocal  terms, 

OD  real^MUte*  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  distinctly  comprising  real  estate,  may  not 

not  n«c«»j:  amount  to  an  exercise  of  a  power  of  appointment,  though 

to"xerci8e^'^°  it  might  have  been  held  to  embrace  realty  to  avoid  in* 

power.  testacy  (n). 

The  principles  regulating  the  construction  of  general  devises,  in 
regard  to  the  subject  now  under  consideration,  for  the  most  part  ap- 
Ab  to  devises  P^J  ^^  devises  of  land  circumscribed  by  locality.  Thus, 
of  property  if  a  testator  devises  all  his  lands  in  the  parishes  of  A. 
a"ccrtain^  **  and  B.,  having  lands  in  A.  only,  and  a  power  over  lands 
locality.  in  x^  ami  also  in  B.,  the  devise  will  exercise  the  power 

over  the  lands  in  B.,  but  not  the  power  over  those  in  A.  (o).  And 
where  a  testatrix,  being  seised  in  fee  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  lands 
in  Surrey,  the  other  moiety  in  which  had  been  limited  to  her  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  such  uses  as  she  by  deed  or  will  should  appoint, 
devised  all  her  freehold  estates  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  this  devise 
was  held  to  be  satisfied  by  embracing  the  first-mentioned  moiety,  and 
did  not  operate  as  an  appointment  of  the  second  (p). 

The  ground  on  which  a  general  devise  has,  under  the  old  law,  been 
held  to  operate  as  an  appointment  of  real  estate,  it  is  obvious,  does 
General  be-  ^^*  ^PP^J  *^  personalty  (q) ;  for  as  a  will  of  personal  es- 
quest  does  not,  tate  Comprises  whatever  property  of  this  description  a 
exerciM  IJwIi  testator  dies  possessed  of,  without  regard  to  the  period 
over  per-  of  its  acquisition,  it  is  not  necessarily  to  be  presumed 

sonalty.  ^j^^^  ^-^^  testator  had  any  specific  property  in  his  view 

when  he  made  it :  and  therefore,  even  if  it  should  happen  that  the 
testator  had  no  other  disposable  property  at  the  time  of  making 

(/)  Hoste  0.  Blackman,  6  Mad.  190. 

(m)  I^ewis  v.  Llewellvn,  T.  &  R.  104.  Bat  if  the  estate  subject  to  the  power  be  specifically 
dealt  with,  the  power,  though  not  referred  to,  will  be  executed,  Da  vies  v.  Davies,  4  Jnr.  N  b. 
1291. 

(n)  Jones  v.  Curry,  1  Sw.  66.    As  to  which  see  Bug  Pow.  p.  842,  8th  ed. 

(o)  Napier  v.  Napier,  1  Sim.  28. 

Ip)  Koake  v.  Denn,  4  Bli.  N.  S.  1.  See  also  Doe  p.  Roake,  8  Bing.  497  j  Denn  •.  Roake, 
6  B.  &  Cr.  720;  Wildbore  r.  Gregory,  L.  U.,  12  Eq.  482. 

(q)  Leaseholds,  of  course,  are  unaistinguii«hable  from  other  personal  estate  in  this  respect, 
though  in  some  cases  thev  have  most  mconsiderately  been  treated  as  governed  by  the  same 
principle  as  devises  of  freehold  estates.  See  Grant  v.  Lynam,  4  Buaa.  296,  and  T«m«r  v. 
Elworthy,  4  Beav.  487. 
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bis  will,  or  at  his  death,  than  the  subject  of  the  power  (r),  or  that  its 
exclusion  from  the  will  will  leave  nothing  for  the  residuary  clause  to 
operate  upon,  or  will  leave  the  personal  estate  inadequate  to 
the  *  payment  of  pecuniary  legacies,  still  the  will  does  not  [*631J 
operate  as  an  appointment  under  the  power  («). 

And  the  circumstance  that  the  donee  being  a  married  woman  has 
no  general  testamentary  capacity  (but  who  may  have  iseparate  estate, 
which  is  disposable  by  will)  has  been  held  not  to  con-        .     . 
stitute  a  ground  for  varying  the  construction  (t).    But  where  the 
it  must  be  observed  that  in  all  the  cases  where  it  was  so  ^t*trix 
held  it  appeared  that  in  fact  the  married  woman  at  the 
time  of  making  her  will  had  separate  estate  which  would  or  might 
pass  by  the  general  bequest ;  and  it  seems  that  unless  this  is  proved 
affirmatively  the  bequest  will  operate  as  an  appointment  (u). 

Of  course,  if  an  intention  to  exercise  a  power  by  a  general  or  residu- 
ary bequest,  can  be  collected  by  implication  from  the  whole  instru- 
ment, such  construction  will  prevail  (x) ;  *   but  it  has   ^jj^j  denotes 
been  held,  that  the  bequest  of  a  sum  of  money,  corre-   intention  to 
spending  in  amount  to  that  which  is  the  subject  of  the   over^^V^^*' 
power,  raises  no  such  inference,  though  the  testator,   wnaity. 
when  he  made  his  will,  was  not  possessed  of  any  other  property 
affording  a  fund  for  payment ;  as  it  is  possible  that  he  may  have  cal- 
culated on  the  future  acquisition  of  property  adequate  to  satisfy  the 
legacy  (y).    For  the  same  reason,  the  mention  of  "  money  in  the 
funds  "  in  a  general  bequest  of  personal  estate,  and  the  fact  of  the 
testator  having  no  stock  of  his  own  at  the  date  of  the  will,  will  not 
cause  such  bequest  to  operate  as  an  appointment  of  stock  over  which 
the  testator  had  a  general  power  of  disposition  (z). 

On  the  other  hand,  a  gift  of  pecuniary  legacies,  followed  by  a 
general  bequest  of  "  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  Bank  stock,  goods, 
&c.,  ani  all  other  property,  &c.,  excepting  50^  of  my  Bank  stock," 
contained  in  the  will  of  a  testator  who  had  a  power  to  appoint  a  sum 

(r)  Buckland  »,  Barton,  2  H  BI.  136,  Langham  v  Nenny,  3  Ves.  467:  Croft  v,  Slee.  4 
Ves  60;  Bradley  v.  Westcott,  13  Ve«  446.  '  ^ 

(«)  Andrews  v.  Emmot,  3  D.  C.  C.  297;   Bennett  v  Aburrow,  8  Ves  609 

(t)  Luvell  V,  Knight,  3  Sim.  276,  Lempriire  v.  Valpy,  6  Sim,  108,  Evans  v.  Evans.  23 
Beav.  1. 

(tt)  Shelford  r.  Acland,  23  Beav.  10  (which  was  decided  on  this  ground,  though  the  wHl 
was  since  1837,  and  was  therefore  a  good  appointment  under  1  Vict,  c  26.  s  27);  Att.-Gen.  v. 
Wilkinson,  L.  R.,  2  Ea.  816.  But  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,'  1882,  seems  greatlv 
to  lessen,  if  not  entirely  to  do  away  with,  the  force  of  any  presumption  that  aftor-acqulncl 
separate  property  was  not  In  the  contemplation  af  a  married  testatrix. 

(x)  Hunloke  v.  Gell,  1  R.  &  Mv.  616. 

(y)  Jones  v.  Tucker,  2  Mer  633;  Davies  v.  Thorns,  3  De  O.  &  S.  847. 

(a)  Webb  9.  Uonnor,  IJ.  &  W.  862. 

1  See  Att.-Gen.  V.  Wilkinson,  L.R.,  3  Eq  contains  no  reference   to  it.     Churchill  v 

816:  Hever  v.  Burger,  1  Hoff.  2;  Bradish  v,  Dibben,  9  Sim.  447;    Heyer  c   Burger,   1 

Gibbs,  3   Johns.   Ch.  623.     If   a   married  Hoff  2.    But  see  where  she  gave  all  to  her 

woman  having  a  testamentary  power  of  ap-  husband  Lemprf^re  v.  Valpv,    6  Sim.  108, 

polntmeiit,  makes  a  will,  It  must  be  intended  Lovell  «.  Knight,  3  Sfm.  276  j   Bradish  v- 

to  be  an  exercise  of  the  power,  although  it  Gibba,  3  Johna.  Ch.  623. 
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of  Bank  stock,  has  been  held  to  denote  an  intention  to  include  in 
such  bequest  the  residue  of  the  stock  which  was  subject  to 
[*632]  the  power,  and  to  charge  it  with  the  legacies  (a).  *  Here, 
the  expression,  my  Bank  stock,  joined  with  the  other  terms 
in  the  will,  was  prima  facie  evidence  tiiat  the  testator  was  pointing 
What  denotes  ^  *  Specific  existing  fund ;  parol  evidence  was  therefore 
intenUon  to  admissible,  to  show  whether  he  had  any  such  fund  of  his 
over^reon^*'  own  to  which  the  bequest  was  applicable ;  and  this  being 
^^r-  proved  in  the  negative,  the  decision  was  inevitable.    And 

it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  the  bequest  is  on  the 
face  of  the  will  thus  specific,  and  it  is  ascertained  by  parol  (in  that 
case  legitimate)  evidence  that  the  testator  has  no  other  such  fund, 
the  power  will  (other  things  attended  to)  be  well  executed  (6). 
Beyond  this,  of  course,  parol  evidence  cannot  be  adduced  to  influence 
the  construction  in  any  of  these  cases  (c). 

Again,  where  (d)  a  testatrix  bequeathed  certain  pecuniary  legacies 
and  gave  ''  all  the  residue  of  her  property  of  whatever  kind  and  over 
which  she  had  any  power  of  appointment  or  disposition,"  it  was  held, 
on  a  principle  discussed  in  another  chapter  (e),  that  the  legacies 
were  charged  on  the  whole  residue,  including  the  subject  of  the 
power,  out  of  which,  therefore,  the  pecuniary  legacies  were  payable 
in  due  order.  And  where  a  testatrix  with  a  special  power  bequeathed 
certain  legacies  to  strangers,  and  then  gave  specific  parts  of  the  fund 
subject  to  the  power  to  objects,  and  '<as  to  all  the  residue  of  her 
personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  after  payment  of  her 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  before^mentumed 
legacies"  she  gave  the  same  to  persons  who  were  also  objects  of  the 
power,  it  was  held,  by  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.-C,  that  the  remainder  of 
the  fund,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  power,  was  well  appointed  by 
the  residuary  gift ;  the  funds  over  which  she  had  the  power  being 
alone  made  (by  the  gift  of  the  specific  parts),  applicable  to  satisfy 
some  of  those  legacies  (/).  But  the  Y.-C.  thought  that  if  it  had 
been  a  gift  of  all  the  residue  simply,  it  would  not  have  been  an  ex- 
ercise of  the  power  (^). 

(a)  Walter  v.  Mackie,  4  Rubs  76,  Re  Davids*  Trusts,  Johns  495;  Re  Wait,  Workman  9, 
Petgrave.  30  Ch  D  617.  In  the  former  case  it  was  also  decided  that  leaseholds  subject  to 
the  same  power  passed  by  the  words  "other  property.*'  This  part  of  the  decision  was 
questioned  bv  Pepys,  M.  R.,  Hughes  r.  Turner,  3  My.  &  K.  697;  but  see  Standen  v  Macnab, 
6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  193.  decreeing  tbe  pergonal  estate  to  pass  with  the  real;  and  see  Sugd. 
Pow.  321,  8th  ed.  i  Harvey  r.  Stracey,  I  Drew.  73. 

(b)  Saver  v.  Saver,  7  Hare,  381,  3  Mac.  &  G.  607;  Horwood  v,  Griffith,  4  U  M  &  a  706; 
Rooke  V  Rooke,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  38,  Re  Gratwick's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  177. 

(c)  Standen  v  Standen,  2  Ves.  Jr ,  589  And  as  to  the  subject  generally,  see  further 
Sugd  Pow.  8th  ed.  289.  2  Chance  on  Powers,  83 

(d)  Gainsford  v,  Dunn,  L.  R.,  17  Eq.  405.  This  case  seems  inconsistent  with,  but  wonM 
probably  be  preferred  to,  Lowe  v.  Pennington,  10  L.  J.  Ch.  83  (cor.  Cottenham,  C). 

(e)  Ch.  XLV.  s.  I, 

(/)  Elliott  V,  Elliott,  15  Sim.  821.  And  see  Re  Comber's  Tmsts,  14  W.  R.  179 ;  and 
Reid  r  Reid,  25  Beav.  469,  where  the  subject  of  a  power  was  held  to  pass  by  a  geoenl 
bequest  by  virtue  of  an  exception  therefrom  of  a  specific  part  of  the  subject. 

(g)  See  aoc.  Butler  v.  Gray,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  26. 
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*  A  general  devise  of  ''  all  my  real  and  personal  estate  and  [*633] 
effects  whatsoever  whereof  I  have  power  to  dispose/'  or  the 
like,  will  generally  be  taken  not  as  a  mere  superfluoas  mention  of  the 
ordinary  powers  which,  as  owner,  the  testator  has  of  disposing  of 
his  own  property,    but  as    a   reference  to  any  power   Devise  of  all 
which  he  may  possess  of  appointing  property  not  strictly  that  testator 
his  own.    Real  (A)  and  personal  {%)  property  here  stand  di^pSTof,*^ 
on  the  same  footing,  and  the  power  is  held  to  be  ex-  executes  a 
ecuted  whether  the  gift  would  or  would  not  otherwise  be   P®''®^* 
inoperative.    A  contrary  intention  (which  will  of  course  prevail  if 
shown  by  the  will)  is  not  inferred  from  the  circumstance  of  the  tes- 
tator having  in  some  respects  exceeded  his  power,  as    (where  the 
power  is  special),  by  directing  his  debts  to  be  paid  out  of  the  subject 
of  disposition  (A;) ;  or  by  giving  to  non-objects  (/) ;  or  by  giving  the 
object  an  absolute  interest,  the  power  authorizing  the  gift  of  a  life, 
estate  only  (m). 

Whether  the  testator  had  or  had  not  another  power,  which  the  pro- 
visions in  question  do  not  exceed,  is  of  little  moment.  If  he  had 
not,  the  exceeded  power,  being  the  only  one,  is  necessarily  pointed 
at  (n)  ;  if  he  had,  the  provisions  which  are  excessive  as  to  one  may  be 
referred  exclusively  to  the  other,  and  30  both  powers  may  be  held 
well  executed.  An  example  of  the  latter  kind  is  found  in  Thornton 
V.  Thornton  (0),  where  a  testator,  having  distinct  powers  over  sepa- 
rate funds,  one  to  appoint  among  his  children  subject  to  an  interest 
in  his  wife  during  widowhood,  the  other  to  appoint  to  his  wife  a  life 
interest  in  a  fund  which,  subject  thereto,  was  held  in  trust  for  his 
children  equally  at  twenty-one,  '^  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his 
property  over  which  he  had  any  disposing  power  "  in  trust  for  his 
wife  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  remainder  to  his  children  equally 
at  twentyK>ne,  and  on  failure  of  such  children  over ;  and  it  was  held, 
by  Sir  B.  Malins,  V.-C,  that  reddendo  singula  singulis  both  powers 
were  well  executed. 

But  a  devise  of  '^all  my  real  estate  over  which  I  have  any 
*  disposing  power  "  by  a  testator  who  had  real  estate  of  his  [*634] 
own,  was  held  not  to  be  an  exercise  of  a  special  power,  where, 
if  it  had  been,  it  would  have  defeated  certain  interests  under  the 
settlement  creating  the  power,  which  interests  the  testator  treated  as 

(A)  Bailey  0.  Uoyd,  5  Ross.  380;  Cowx  «.  Foster,  IJ.  &  H  81. 

r»)  Ferrier  «.  Jay,  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  550. 

\k)  Bailey  r.  Libvd,  Cowx  v.  Foster,  Ferrier  v.  Jar,  bud.;  Re  Swinburne,  Swinburne  «. 
Pitt,  27  Ch.  D.  696:  Re  Denton,  Bannerman  9.  Toosey,  W.  X.,  1890,  p.  46.  See  also  Re 
Boyd,  Neild  9.  Bovd,  W.  N.,  1890,  p.  113,  where  evidence  that  the  testatrix  had  forgotten 
the  existence  of  tlie  settlement  creating  the  power,  was  held  by  Stirling,  J.,  not  to  be 
admissible. 

(/)  Pidgely  v.  Pidgely,  1  Coll.  266. 

(m)  Re  Teape's  TYusts,  L.  R ,  16  Eq.  449.  Glogstonn  9.  Waloott,  18  Sim.  523,  and  the 
dicta  in  Hope  v.  Hope,  5  Gif.  18,  contra,  are  overruled. 

(n)  Re  Teape's  Tmsts,  Cowx  v,  Foster,  sup.;  Be  Swinburne,  Swinburne  v,  Pitt,  sup.;  Re 
Bovd,  Neild  v.  Boyd,  W.  N.,  1890,  p.  U8. 

(0)  L.  B.,  20  £q.  599. 


660    OPERATION  OP  GKNEBAL  DEYISI  OP  REAL  ESTATE.   [CH. 

Unless  a  coo-     to  take  effect  after  his  death  (p).    And  where  a  testa- 
lioZippMui.      *'"^  ^^'^  specifically  devising  an  estate  of  her  own, 

devised  **  all  other  the  lands  which  she  had  power  to  dis- 
pose of/'  it  was  held,  that  a  share  of  money  to  arise  by  sale  of 
lands,  over  which  money  she  had  merely  a  power  of  appointment, 
did  not  pass  (q).  So,  in  Ames  v.  Gadogan  (r),  a  gift  of  all,  *^  over 
which  I  have  any  beneficial  power  of  disposition "  was  construed  by 
Fry,  J.,  all  which  I  can  dispose  of  for  my  own  benefit,  and  therefore 
not  to  be  an  exercise  of  a  special  power. 

And  a  power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment  requires  some 
stronger  evidence  of  an  intention  to  exercise  it  than  is  required  by  a 
General  power  of  appointment    Thus,  in  Pomf ret  v.  Perring  (*), 

reference  to  where  a  testatrix  having  a  power  under  her  marriage 
BorfnciudT  settlement,  and  another  under  her  father's  will,  executed 
power  of  the  latter  by  deed  reserving  a  power  of  revocation  and 

reTocadon.  ^^^  appointment ;  and  then  by  will  gave  and  appointed 
all  the  real  and  personal  estate  which  she  might  at  her  death  be 
entitled  to,  or  by  virtue  of  the  power  contained  in  the  settlement  or 
otherwise  have  power  to  appoint ;  it  was  held  that  the  power  of  re- 
vocation and  new  appointment  was  not  exercised,  though  if  the  will 
had  shown  an  intention  to  exist,  which,  without  so  construing  the 
words,  could  not  be  effectuated,  they  might  have  been  so  construed. 

The  preceding  doctrines,  however,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  general 
powers,  do  not  apply  to  wills  made  or  republished  since  1837,  the  act 

1  Vict.  c.  26,  8.  27,  having  provided,  that  a  general  devise 
to  an  a'ppoint-  of  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  or  of  the  real  estate  of 
ment  in  wills  ^he  testator  in  any  place,  or  in  the  occupation  of  any  per- 
repubiinhed  ,  SOU  mentioned  in  his  will,  or  otherwise  described  in  a  gen- 
since  1837.         g^gl  manner,  shall  be  construed  to  include  any  real  estate, 

or  any  real  estate  to  which  such  description  shall  extend  (as 
[*635]  the  case  may  be)  which  *he  may  have  power  to  appoint  in 

any  manner  he  may  think  proper,  and  shall  operate  as  an  exe- 
cution of  such  power,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the 
will ;  and  in  like  manner  a  bequest  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator, or  any  bequest  of  personal  property  described  in  a  general  man- 
ner {t),  shall  be  construed  to  include  any  personal  estate,  or  any 
personal  estate  to  which  such  description  shall  extend  (as  the  case 

ip)  Cooke  V.  Canlifle,  17  Q.  B.  S45;  Re  Cotton,  Wood  v.  Cotton,  40  Ch.  D.  41. 

{q)  Adams  v.  Austen,  8  Ross.  461.  But  the  lands  were  still  unsold  at  the  date  of  tho  will; 
fee  Standen  v.  Standen,  S  Ves.  Jr.  689. 

(r)  19  Ch.  D.  868.  But  this  construction,  so  far  as  it  wa^  intended  to  be  of  ^neral  appli- 
cation, WHS  dissented  from  by  Pearson,  J.,  in  Von  Brockdorff  v.  Kalcolm,  80  Ch.  D.  172, 
where  a  similar  cxpres:«ion  was  used,  and  where  his  Lordship,  being  of  opinion  that  the 
context  of  the  will  strongly  indicated  an  intention  to  exercise  a  special  power,  held  that  the 
power  was  sufficiently  exercised  by  the  wlU. 

(«)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  775. 

(O  **  The  language  of  the  section  is  addressed  to  beqoasts  of  a  general  description,  not  to 
bequests  of  particular  property/'  per  Fry,  J.,  Be  GreavM'  Settlement  Tmita,  S8  Ch.  D.  US. 
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may  be),  which  he  may  have  power  to  appoint  in  any  manner  he  may 
think  proper,  and  shall  operate  as  an  execution  of  such  power,  un- 
less a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will.^ 

A  power  is  not  the  less  general  within  the  meaning  of  this  section, 
because    it  is  to  be  executed  by  will  only,  and  not  by  deed  («). 
But  it  has  been  held  that  a  general  gift  will  not  be   po^er  general 
deemed  an  exercise  of  a  power  of  revocation  and  new   though  ouij 
appointment,  unless  the  gift  would  otherwise  be  wholly   *«»**™«"*«7- 
inoperative  (x). 

A  general  gift  will  operate  as  an  exercise  of  a  power  to  appoint  a 
sum  not  exceeding  a  specified  amount  to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
specified.     So  where  (y)  a  testator,  after  devising  and   Power  of 
bequeathing  his  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  upon  appointment 
certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  issue,  de-  specified 
clared  that  notwithstanding  the  trusts  it  should  be  law-  »mount. 
ful  for  his  widow  by  will  to  appoint  that  any  sum  or  sums  of  money 
not  exceeding  20,000/.  should,  after  her  death,  be  raised  and  applied 
as  she  should  think  fit;  the  widow  by  her  will  gave  and  bequeathed 
all  her  estates  and  effects  to  her  daughter  absolutely;  it  was  con- 
tended in  argument  that  having  regard  to  the  previous  trusts,  that 
this  power  was  in  the  nature  of  a  power  of  revocation  and  non-ap* 
pointment  within  Pomfret  v.  Perring  and  Palmer  v.  Newell .  but  Sir 
E.  Kay,  J.,  held  that  the  general  gift  in  the  will  of  the  widow  was 
within  s.  27,  and  by  force  of  that  section,  and  exercise  of  the  power 
to  the  extent  of  20,000/. 

Greneral  pecuniary  legacies  are  '^  bequests  of  personal  property  de- 
scribed in  a  general  manner,''  and  operate  under  this  section  as 
appointments,  so  far  as  the  subject  of  the  power  is  required  in 
*  aid  of  the  testator's  own  estate  for  payment  of  the  lega-  [*636J 
cies  (z).    To  the  same  extent  a  direction  to  pay  the  testator's 
deblilill  operate  as  an  appointment  (.).    /nl  although  ,_^ 
in  the  cases  where  these  points  were  decided  executors   legacies  in 
had  also  been  appointed,  that  circumstance  does  not  ap-  t^thin  &^27^' 
pear  to  be  essential  (6).     "  It  seems  not  unreasonable  to  aoti  directions 
hold  that  a  testator  having  a  general  power  and  directing    ^  ^*^  *  ^' 

(if)  Hawthorn  v.  Shedden,  3  Sm.  k  Gil  80S,  Lefevre  v.  Freeland,  S4  Bear.  403;  Re 
Powell's  Trusts,  89  L.  J.  Ch.  188.  See  ss  to  restraints  imposed  by  the  donor  on  the  exercise 
of  a  power  to  appoint  by  wilL  Phillips  o.  Cayley,  43  Ch.  D.  222,  post,  p.  638. 

(«)  Palmer  v  Newell,  20  Beav.  88.  See  also  Pomfret  v.  Perring,  6 IX  M.  &  G.  775.  Bat 
see  contra,  the  decision  of  North,  J.,  in  Re  Gibbes*  Settlement,  White  v.  Randolph,  87  Ch.  D. 
143.  A  general  clause  in  a  will  revokmg  all  fonner  wills  revokes  a  prior  testamentary  ap- 
pointment, Sotheran  c.  Dening,  20  Ch.  D.  99. 

(tf)  Re  Jones,  Greene  v  Gordon,  84  Ch.  D.  68. 

(z)  Hawthorn  v.  Shedden,  3  Sm.  &  Gif.  293;  Wilday  v  Bamett,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  193 ;  Re  Wil- 
kinson, L  R.,  8  Eq.  487,  4  Ch.  687;  notwithstanding  Hnrlstone  v.  Ashton,  11  Jur.N.  S  726. 

(a)  Att.-Gen  v.  Brackenbury.  1  H.  &  C  782;  Laing  v.  Cowan,  24  Beav.  112. 

(6)  Per  Wickens,  V.-C,  Re  Davies'  Tmsts,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  166. 

1  On  the  distinction  between  power  and  property,  see  Amory  «.  Meredith,  7  Allen, 
897. 
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a  certain  application  of  his  property  must  be  taken  in  all  cases  to  ex- 
ercise the  power  to  the  extent  to  which  the  direction  is  effectual "  (e). 
But  "  it  has  not  yet  been  decided  that  an  appointment  of  an  execator 
without  more  would  make  the  fund  assets :  and  so  to  hold  would  ap- 
pear to  give  a  very  unnatural  construction  to  the  section  "  (d). 

The  effect  of  this  section  is  to  reverse  the  old  rule  and  to  throw  on 
those  who  deny  that  a  general  devise  or  bequest  executes  a  general 
power  the  burden  of  proving  by  what  appears  on  the  face 
traiy  mteo^       of  the  will  the  testator's  intention  that  it  shall  not  do 
tion  may  go  ^^y    xhe  fact  that  an  appointment  has  been  actually 

^^^'  made,  will  not  show  an  intention  to  exclude  the  appointed 

property  from  a  general  residuary  gift,  where  the  appointment  fails 
by  lapse  (/),  or  through  uncertainty  (g).  Nor  will  the  fact  that  the 
property  is  reversionary ;  the  devise  on  bequest  will  take  effect  in 
possession  when  the  reversion  falls  in  (A).  And  where  the  property 
was  overridden  by  a  power  to  sell  and  reinvest  to  the  same  uses,  and, 
after  the  execution  of  the  will,  the  property  was  sold  accordingly ;  it 
was  held,  that  the  express  appointment  was  adeemed,  but  that  the 
substituted  property  passed  by  the  residuary  devise  in  the  will  (t). 
The  effect  of  the  residuary  gift  upon  the  void  or  imperfect  particular 
appointment  is  analogous  to  its  effect  upon  a  void  or  imperfect  par- 
ticular bequest ;  and  the  suggestion  of  a  learned  Judge  (k), 
[*637]  that  the  gift  of  a  partial  *  interest  (as  a  life  estate)  in  the 
subject  of  a  power  is  so  absolutely  inconsistent  with  an  ap- 
pointment of  the  entire  interest  to  the  same  person  as  to  show  an  in- 
tention to  exclude  it  from  a  residuary  bequest  to  that  person,  would 
probably  not  be  followed. 

And  in  Hutchins  v,  Osborne  (Q,  where  leaseholds  were  settled  on 
the  testator's  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  as  he  should  appoint^ 
and  in  default  of  appointment  for  (in  effect)  his  next  of  kin  by 
statute,  it  was  held  that  a  general  residuary  gift  of  the  testator's 
property  '*  subject,  as  to  such  parts  thereof  as  are  comprised  in  my 
marriage  settlement,  to  the  said  settlement  and  the  trusts  thereby 


Tnmt  %  Clement,  18  Gh. 
D.  499,  612. 

(a)  Bernard  v.  MinnhoII,  Johnt.  278.    See  also  Hickson  v.  Wolfe,  0  Ir.  Gh.  Rep.  144. 

M)  Re  Ladlam,  Ludlam  v.  Ladlam,  W.  N.,  1890,  p.  162. 

(t)  Galo  V.  Gale,  21  Bear.  349.     Bat  as  to  the  ademption,  vide  ante.  p.  180. 

{k)  Wood,  y.-C..  Scriven  t.  Sandon,  2  J.  &  H.  745.  See  Hopewell  9.  Ackland,  Scott  v 
Alberry,  Roe  v.  Gilbert,  Day  v.  Dareron.  (all  stated  in  next  chapter),  where  remainders  in  fee 
were  held  to  pass  by  general  residuary  devises  to  the  same  persons  to  whom  life  eetates  in  the 
same  property  were  specifically  devised  in  a  former  part  of  the  wiU.  See  also  ante,  p.  611,  n. 
(m; ;  p.  612.  n.  (r) ,  and  Bush  v.  Cowan,  32  Beav.  228. 

(/)  4  K.  &  J.  252. 3  De  G.  &  J  142;  see  also,  as  to  the  confirmation  of  the  settlement,  Lake 
V.  Currie,  2  Dl  M.  oc  G-  536-  And  see  Atherton  v.  Langford,  25  Beav.  5,  where  an  expressed 
intention  that  lands  over  which  the  testator  had  a  power  should  not  be  indnded  in  his  will, 
but  should  go  according  to  the  settlement,  was  held  not  to  prevent  a  share  in  the  luide  vetted 
m  the  testator  in  default  of  the  exercise  by  him  of  the  power  ftnm  paaiing  ooder  the  reaiduaiy 
gift  in  his  will. 
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declared,  and  which  settlement  I  hereby  ratify  and  confirm  in  all 
respects/'  operated  as  an  execution  of  the  power  notwithstanding  the 
reference  to  the  settlement,  which  was  explained  by'the  wife  having 
a  life  interest  in  the  property. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Moss  v.  Harter  (w),  where  by  voluntary 
settlement  personalty  was  settled  as  the  settlor  should  appoint  gen- 
erally, and  in  defaidt  on  himself  for  life,  and  after  on  ^^^  ^  Harter 
several  named  persons.     The  settlor  then  under  his 
power  executed  a  deed  appointing  part  of  the  fund ;  and  afterwards 
made  a  will  by  which  he  bequeathed  his  residue  "  not   Effect  where 
otherwise  effectually  disposed  of/'    It  was  held  by  Sir  ^PPJiy^™/^^^ 
J.  Stuart,  V.-C,  that  this  bequest  did  not  include  the   tesutor^e  own 
unappointed  portion  of  the  settled  fund,  on  the  ground   M"i«™en^- 
that  the  whole  fund  was  in  fact  "effectually  disposed  of"  by  the 
partial  appointment,  and,  so  far  as  that  did  not  extend,  by  the  limi- 
tation in  default  contained  in  the  settlement.    It  was  argued  strongly 
against  this  construction  that  the  words  "  not  otherwise  effectually 
disposed  of"  must  be  read  "  not  otherwise  by  the  will  effectually  dis- 
posed of : "  but  the  V.-C.  thought  that  this  would  be  to  violate  the 
express  language  of  the  will.    He  added,  that  it  was  probably  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  that  s.  27  should  apply  only  to  cases  like 
Cox  V.  Chamberlain  (n),  where  the  power  was  in  such  ample  terms  as 
to  amount  to  absolute  property.     The  terms  of  this  section,  however, 
are  certainly  of  more  extensive  import. 

With  reference  to  this  decision,  Lord  St.  Leonards  says  (o),  **  The 
case  is  not  without  difficulty ;  but  where  the  property  is,  as 
*  in  this  case,  settled  by  the  testator  himself  upon  others  in  [*638] 
default  of  appointment  by  him  under  his  power,  it  would 
seem  to  require  some  indication  of  an  intention  by  him  to  defeat  his 
settlement  in  order  to  hold  a  general  gift  in  his  will 
which  can  be  satisfied  by  other  property,  to  be  an  exe-  MoTs^l^Harter. 
cution  of  the  power."     But  this  observation  was  disap- 
proved of  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Be  Clark's  Estate,  Maddick  v. 
Marks  (p),  where  it  was  held  that  the  will  would  execute  the  power, 
whether  the  property  was  settled  by  the  testator  himself  or  by 
another  person.    In  that  case  Sir  H.  Cotton,  L.  J.,  said :  "  With  re- 
spect to  the  extract  that  has  been  read  from  Lord  St.  Leonards' 
Treatise  on  Powers,  I  do  not  quite  understand  whether  it  is  a  state- 
ment of  his  own  opinion  or  merely  a  comment  on  Moss  v,  Harter. 
But  if  it  is  to  be  taken  as  an  expression  of  his  opinion  that  in  the 
case  of  a  power  of  appointment  in  a  settlement  created  by  the  testa- 
tor himself,  an  indication  of  his  intention  to  defeat  his  settlement 
must  be  shown,  that  appears  to  me  to  contradict  the  words  of  the 
statute,  and  I  should  hesitate  to  act^  even  upon  Lord  St.  Leonards' 

(m)  a  Sm.  &  Oif.  468.  («)  4  Yes.  681. 

(o)  Sag.  Pow.  p.  805,  8th  ed.  (p)  14  Gh.  D.  4Si. 
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authority,  against  the  expressed  intention  of  the  Legislatoxe."  And 
Sir  W.  James,  L.  J.,  expressed  himself  to  the  like  effect.  And  in 
Boyes  v.  Cook  (q)  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  that  the  x>ow'er 
was  duly  exercised  by  the  will  though  the  settlement  creating  the 
power  was  after  the  will,  for  that  only  the  will  could  be  looked  at  to 
show  a  contrary  intention. 

But  the  settlement  creating  the  power  may  prescribe  conditions  on 
the  exercise  of  the  power  not  being  conditions  as  to  the  mode  of  exe- 
cution, and  in  such  case  a  general  devise  or  bequest  will  not,  under 
s.  27,  be  a  good  execution  of  the  power  unless  the  conditions  are  com- 
plied with.  So  where  a  settlement  gave  to  the  settlor  a  general  power 
of  appointment  over  a  sam  of  stock  to  be  exercised  by  will  or  codicil 
expressly  referring  to  the  power,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
that  a  general  bequest  of  his  personal  estate  not  referring  to  the 
power  was  invalid  to  pass  the  stock  (r). 

Where  (s)  a  testator  specifically  devised  certain  freehold, 
[*639]  *  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  and  gave  all  other  the  real 
and  personal  estate  which  he  should  be  entitled  to  at  his 
death,  or  over  which  he  had  or  should  have  any  power  to  dispose,  on 
Settlement  certain  trusts ;  then  by  voluntary  settlement,  dated  Au- 
«/^rwiii.  gust,  1862,  he  conveyed  the  specified  freehold  estates 
and  all  other  his  freehold  estate  to  C.  and  A.  and  their  heirs  in  tnist 
for  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  E.  for  life,  remainder  as  he  ^'by 
his  last  will  or  any  codicil  thereto  should  appoint^"  and  in  default 
for  E.  in  fee ;  and  he  assigned  his  leasehold  and  personal  estate  on 
trasts  for  the  benefit  of  E.  In  November,  1862,  by  testamentary 
instrument  commencing  ''  This  is  my  last  will,"  he,  in  pursuance  of 
the  power  in  the  settlement,  charged  the  freeholds  with  an  annuity, 
and  devised  all  his  copyholds  to  C,  and  appointed  C.  and  A.  execu- 
tors, but  made  no  other  disposition.  Both  wills  had  been  proved.  It 
was  held  by  Lord  Bomilly,  M.  K,  that  he  must  look  at  the  settlement 
and  the  testamentary  instrument  together  to  understand  the  matter 
properly ;  and  seeing  that  the  testator  had  made  a  ''  last  will "  after 
the  date  of  the  settlement,  he  held  that  the  previous  will  had  no 
operation  under  the  power ;  though  if  there  had  been  no  such  subse- 
quent will  he  would  have  held  that  the  former  will  was  an  execution 
of  the  power,  —  meaning,  apparently,  that  this  would,  in  that  events 
have  been  de  facto  the  ''last  will." 

Where,  by  marriage  settlement,  a  testatrix  had  power  to  appoint 
estates  A.  and  B.,  and  made  her  will  reciting  the  power  and  giving 

(q)  14  Ch.  D.  58.  See  also  Re  Hernando,  Hernando  v.  Sawtell,  S7  Ch.  D.  2Si;  AireT  «. 
Bower,  12  App.  Ca.  263;  Re  Marsh,  Mason  «.  Thome,  38  Ch.  D.  680 

(r)  Phillips  V.  Carlev,  43  Ch.  D.  222;  see  also  Charles  a  Burke,  id.  928  n.;  Robinson  v. 
Burke,  41  Ch.  D.  417;  Re  Tarrant's  Settlement,  W.  N.  1889,  pb  146.  The  decision  of  North, 
J.,  m  Ke  Marsh,  88  Ch.  D.  630,  contra,  is  overruled  on  this  point. 

(t)  PeUinger  v.  Ambler,  L.  R.,  1  £q.  610.  See  also  Re  Rading*8  Settlement,  L.  R.,  14  Eq. 
266,  the  anthoritj  of  which,  however,  is  impaired  by  the  adminion  of  paru  evidence  of 
wUnHon, 
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A.  to  one  person,  and  ''all  other  the  hereditaments  com-  Particular 
prised  in  the  settlement  not  hereinbefore  disposed  of  "   ^l^^^^ 
to  another ;  she  then  by  codicil  revoked  the  appointment 
of  estate  A.  and  appointed  it  on  charitable  trusts,  which  were  void. 
It  was  held  that  estate  A.  did  not  pass  by  the  appointment  of  ''all 
other  hereditaments/'  &c.,  for  that  this  was  not  a  general  or  residuary 
gift,  hut  clearly  specific  {t).    And  a  gift  by  a  married  woman  of  the 
"residue  of  her  separate  property"  was,  of  course,  held  not  to  include 
a  lapsed  share  of  a  fund  over  which  she  had  a  general  power  (u). 

If  the  residuary  gift  itself  fail  either  wholly  or  partially,  and  either 
through  lapse,  or  through  an  original  incompleteness  of  disposition, 
it  would  seem  on  principle  that  the  property  included  under  the 
power  ought  to  go  as  if  there  had  been  no  appointment, 
*  or  (as  the  case  may  be)  an  incomplete  appointment  (v).  [*640] 
And  the  point  was  so  decided  by  Sir  J.  Wickens,  V.-C,  in  a 
case  where  the  residue  was  given  direct  to  the  beneficiary,  without 
the  intervention  of  a  trustee  (x).    But  where  the  residue  is  given 
(and  the  subject  of  the  power  is  thus  appointed)  to  the   g^^  ^^^^ 
donee's  executors  (y),  or  to  other  persons  («)  as  trustees,   «»{duary  gift 
it  has  been  held  that  the  subject  of  the  power  is  thus    "  *' 
taken  completely  out  of  the  instrument  creating  the  power,  and  made 
part  of  the  appointor's  own  estate,  that  the  trusts  take  effect  as 
simple  bequests  out  of  that  estate,  and  that  if  any  of  them  fail,  the 
undisposed-of  interest  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  appointor. 

The  applicability  of  this  section  to  the  construction  of  the  wills  of 
married  women  has  been  disputed,  but  without  success,   i  vict.  c.  86, 
Their  testamentary  capacity  is  not  enlarged  by  the  stat-  J^^jiJJf^PJ*** 
ute,  but  their  wills,  when  made,  have  the  benefit  of  the   married 
more  liberal  rules  of  interpretation  laid  down  by  it  (a),      '^o™*"* 

In  Lake  v.  Ourrie  (6)  it  was  contended  that  s.  24  of  the  Wills  Act 
prevents  a  general  devise  of  real  estate  from  operating  under  s.  27  as 

(0  Re  Brown,  1  K.  &  J.  62S.    And  see  Springett  v.  Jennings,  ante.  p.  618. 

(«)  Wilkinson  v.  Schneider,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  423,  439.  See  Freme  v.  Clement,  18  Ch.  D.  511, 
612. 

(«)  Per  Wickens,  V.-C.,  L.  R.,  13  Eq.  166. 

(x)  Re  Diivies*  Trusts,  t.  R.,  13  £a.  163.  The  testatrix  appointed  an  execntor.  Bat  see 
Willonghby  Onborne  9.  Holyoake,  23  Ch.  D.  838, 840,  where  Fry,  J.,  laid  stress  on  the  ap- 
pointment of  executors  as  showing  that  a  f.  c.  had  made  the  property  her  own. 

iy)  Chamberlain  v.  Hutchinsoi,  32  Bea7.  444.  See  also  Brickenden  t.  Williams,  L.  K.,  7 
Eq.  310;  Wilkinson  v.  Schneider,  L.  R.,9  Eq.  423.  Cf.  Bristow  v,  Skirrow,  L.  R.,  10  Eq.  1. 
In  Re  Pinede*s  Settlement,  12  Ch.  D.  667,  there  was  no  trustee,  but  the  testatrix,  a  married 
woman,  appeared  on  the  whole  will  to  treat  the  property  over  which  she  had  the  power  as  her 
own,  and  had  subjected  it  to  the  payment  of  her  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and 
legacies.  The  rule  in  Chamberlain  v.'Hutchinnon  was  therefore  held  to  apply.  See  also  Re 
Ickeringiirs  Estate,  17  Ch.  D.  161.  And  in  Re  Van  Hagan.  16  Ch.  D.  18,  the  doctrine  was 
applied  to  a  general  gift  of  real  estate  to  a  trustee  in  trust  tor  a  person  who  died  before  the 
testatrix. 

(a)  Lefevre  9.  Freeland,  84  Beav.  403. 

(a)  Bernard  9.  MinshuU,  Johns.  876;  Thomas  e.  Jones,  8  J.  &  H.  476, 1  D.  J.  &  S.  63; 
Koble  9,  Willock,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  778, 7  H.  L.,  681 ;  Re  Ludlam,  Lndlam  9.  Lndlan^  W.  K.  1880, 
p.  168. 

(6)  8  D.  M.  &  0.  686. 
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Effect  of  th«      an  exercise  of  a  general  power  over  lands,  althongli  the 
Act  on  general    testator  bas  no  other  lands  when  he  makes  his  will,  on 

powers  oyer 

realty.  the  ground  that  any  lands  which  he  may  afterwards 

Lake  9.  Carrie,  acquire  and  hold  at  his  death  will  pass  by  such  a  devisey 
and  that  so  this  case  is  assimilated  to  a  general  be- 
quest of  personalty  before  the  act.  But  to  this  Lord  St.  Leonards 
answered,  '^The  statute,  so  far  from  operating  in  this  way,  gives 
greater  extent  to  the  intention  of  testators,  and  provides  as  to  general 
powers  of  appointment  that  they  shall  be  deemed  well  executed  by  a 
devise,  unless  a  contrary  intention  appears  by  the  will.  The  inten- 
tion was  to  extend  and  not  to  narrow  the  operation  of  devises,  and 
therefore  to  hold  tliat  cases  which  before  the  statute  would 
[*641]  have  been  an  *  execution  are  not  so  now  would  be  contrary  to 
the  whole  scope  of  the  Act ;  and  if  the  new  law  is  to  operate 
at  all  it  must  be  in  favor  of  the  appointment.  It  is  now  absolutely 
necessary  to  show  a  contrary  intention  to  exclude  the  execution  of 
the  power,  while  under  the  old  law  it  was  needful  to  show  the  inten> 
tion  to  exercise  the  power ;  the  case  is  therefore  stronger  in  favor  of 
the  appointees  under  the  new  than  under  the  old  law."  The  same 
reasoning  will  obviously  apply  in  cases  where  the  testator  has  lands 
of  his  own  besides  those  which  are  subject  to  the  power. 

Special  powers  to  appoint  in  favor  of  particular  persons  or  classes, 
as  children  (c),  or  kindred  (rf),  are  not  within  s.  27.  Generally,  there- 
S.  V  doea  not  ^^™>  ^^^  question  whether  such  powers  are  executed  by 
appl^  to  a  general  devise  or  bequest  still  depends  on  the  old  law. 

special  powers,  g^^  ££  ^^le  question  arises  with  regard  to  a  special  power 
over  realty,  then,  inasmuch  as,  by  s.  24,  a  will  now  takes  effect  as  if 
made  immediately  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  no  presumption 
can  be  raised  in  favor  of  the  appointment  by  reason  of  the  testator 
having  no  real  estate  of  his  own  at  the  date  of  the  will,  however  short 
may  be  the  interval  between  the  execution  of  the  will  and  the  testa- 
tor's death. 

So  in  Ee  Williams,  Foulkes  v.  Williams  (e),  W.  R.  W.,  having  under 
the  will  of  his  mother,  E.  W.,  a  special  power  by  will  to  direct  her 
trustees  to  pay  to  his  wife  the  income  of  certain  real  estate  held  by 
them  upon  trust  for  sale,  made  his  will  the  day  before  his  death, 
whereby  he  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
his  wife  absolutely.  The  will  contained  no  reference  to  the  special 
power  or  to  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the  power  was  exercis- 
able.   The  testator  was  not  entitled  to  any  real  estate  of  his  own 

(c)  Cloves  V,  Awdry,  IS  Beav.  60i;  Pidgely  9,  Pidgely,  1  Coll.  956;  EUiott  v.  EQiott,  U 
Sfm.  321 ;  Cronin  r.  Roche,  8  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  103. 

(d)  Hawthorn  v,  Shedden,  8  Sm.  &  Gif .  606 ;  Re  Caplin's  Will,  3  Dr.  &  Sm.  897. 

U)  49  Ch.  D.  93.  See  Re  Mills,  Mills  v.  Mills,  84  Ch.  D.  186,  where,  however,  the  decidoa 
of  Kay,  J.,  was  partly  based  on  evidence  of  an  intention  not  to  execute  the  power  supplied  bj 
the  fact  tliat  the  general  gift  included  persons  who  were  not  objects  of  the  power.  See  also 
Freme  v.  Clemen^  18  Ch.  D.  499. 
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either  at  the  date  of  the  will  or  at  his  death.  It  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  (affirming  the  decision  of  Sir  E.  Kay,  J.)  that  the 
general  devise  and  bequest  in  the  will  of  W.  E.  W.  did  not  operate  as 
an  exercise  of  the  special  power.  Sir  H.  Cotton,  L.  J.,  said,  "  Can  we 
say  that  there  is  on  the  face  of  this  will  any  sufficient  evidence  of  an 
intention  on  the  testator's  part  to  exercise  this  power  ?  It  is 
a  special  power,  and  s.  27  of  the  Wills  Act,  *  which  deals  with  [*642] 
general  powers  of  appointment,  does  not  apply.  There  is  no 
reference  by  the  testator,  who  is  the  donee  of  the  power,  to  the  will 
which  gave  the  power,  or  to  any  property  taken  under  that  will.  The 
24th  section  of  the  Wills  Act  provides  that  every  will  is  to  be  con- 
strued, with  reference  to  the  real  estate  comprised  in  it,  to  take  effect 
from  t^e  death  of  the  testator.  Under  that  section  the  will  would 
operate  upon  any  real  estate  which  the  testator  might  have  at  the  time 
of  his  death.  He  had  no  other  real  estate,  and  it  is  said  that  he  must 
have  intended  to  execute  the  power,  and  that  to  hold  that  he  had  not 
done  so  would  be  to  cut  down  the  will.  That  argument  might  have 
held  good  before  the  Wills  Act,  because  the  testator  had  not  any  real 
property  upon  which  his  will  could  operate  except  the  real  property 
which  was  subject  to  the  power.  But  the  reason  which,  under  the  old 
law,  might  have  made  it  effectual,  fails,  because  since  the  Wills  Act 
we  never  can  tell  that  the  testator  may  not  after  the  date  of  his  will 
acquire  fresh  real  estate  before  his  death,  and  we  cannot  in  any  par- 
ticular case  speculate  upon  the  improbability  of  his  doing  so."  And 
Sir  N.  Lindley,  L.  J.,  said,  "  We  must  bear  two  things  in  mind.  First, 
that  sect.  27  only  applies  to  a  general  power  of  appointment,  as  to 
which  a  general  devise  operates  as  an  exercise  of  the  power,  unless 
there  is  some  indication  in  the  will  of  a  contrary  intention.  Secondly, 
that,  as  regards  special  powers,  the  old  law  applies,  which  is  that 
you  must  find  some  indication,  either  by  reference  to  the  power  or  by 
reference  to  the  property,  of  an  intention  to  exercise  the  special  power." 

Where  a  testator  by  his  will  gave  to  his  sister  a  life  interest  in  a 
share  of  his  residuary  estate  and  a  special  power  of  appointment  over 
the  corpus  of  the  share,  and  by  a  codicil  revoked  all  devises  and  be- 
quests in  favor  of  his  sister,  it  was  held  by  Sir  E.  Kay,  J.,  that  the 
power  was  revoked  (/). 

It  will  be  remembered  that  all  peculiarities  in  the  execution  of  tes- 
tamentary appointments  are  abolished  by  s.  10,  which  Execution  of 
makes  a  will  attested  according  to  the  statute  sufficient  tesumenuiy 
for,  as  well  as  requisite  to,  the  validity  of  all  such  ap-  nnd^rpresent 
pointments,  without  distinction  {g).  ^^' 

(f)  B«  Brongb,  durey  «.  Broogfa,  88  Ch.  D.  456. 

&)  NotwithBtandiiig  Lord  Kin^own's  Act  (see  ante,  p.  7).  Be  Kirwan's  Tnuto,  25  Ch. 
D.878. 


[*643] 


•CHAPTEE  XXL 


DXYTSBS    BT  HOBTOAOSB8   AND  TRUSTEES* 


FAM 


I.  In  ngud  to  th«  beneficial  Interest  in 
Mortgages.  —  As  to  the  Extinc- 
tion of  tlie  Chuge  bj  Union  of 
Character  of  Mortgagor  and 
Motgagee 648 


II.  Operation  of  General  Devise  on  the 
Legal  Estate  of  Mortgagee  or 
Tkiistee 647 

ni.  Whether  Derisee  of  IVastee  can 
exercise  the  Powers  given  to  the 
Trustee 661 


As  mortgages  are  of  a  complex  nature,  involying  on  the  one  hand  a 
personal  debt,  with  all  the  claims  and  obligations  incident  to  the  rela- 
Devises  by  tion  of  creditor  and  debtor,  and  on  the  other  an  interest 
mortgagees.  in  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  debt  abso- 
lute at  law  after  forfeiture,  but  redeemable  in  equity,  it  follows  that 
the  testamentary  disposition  of  a  mortgagee  presents  two  distinct 
subjects  for  consideration.^ 


I.  — In  regard  to  the  benefioial  Interest  in  Mortgages.  — With  re- 
spect to  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  mortgage,  it  is  clear  that  a  gen- 
eral devise  of  lands  will  not  commonly  have  the  effect 
of  including  it  (a).  The  established  principle  of  equity 
considers  the  mortgagee  as  holdiug  the  land  in  a  fidu- 
ciary character  only,  and  the  estate  as  still  substantially 
belonging  to  the  mortgagor.  The  person  taking  the 
mortgaged  lands  therefore,  by  devise  or  descent  from 
the  deceased  mortgagee,  it  is  obvious,  is  a  trustee  for 
the  person  entitled  to  the  money  or  debt,  by  virtue  of 
the  will  or  otherwise  (b),  unless,  of  course,  both  these  interests  hap- 
pen to  unite  in  the  same  person. 


Whether 
beneficial 
interest  in 
mortgage  will 
pass  under 
devise  of  lands. 

Principle 
governing  the 
cases. 


(a)  Strode  v.  Russell,  8  Yem.  621,  8  Ch.  Hep.  169,  8  Vent.  861,  S  P.  W.  61 ;  Gasborne  f. 
Scarfs,  1  Atk.  605,  and  n.  bv  Sanders,  8  J.  &  W.  194. 

(b)  Att-Gen.  v.  Meyrick,  8  Ves.  44. 


1  Lands  held  hy  the  testator  as  mortgagee 
or  trustee  will  pass  bj  the  usual  general  words 
in  a  will,  unless  it  can  be  collected  from  the 
language  of  the  will,  or  the  purposes  and  ob- 
jects of  the  testator,  that  the  intention  was 
otherwise.  Ram  on  Assets,  c.  4,§  7,  pp.  68, 69; 
Duke  of  Leeds  «.  Mundaj,  3  Ves.  (Sumner's 
ed.)  348,  note  (a) ;  4  Kent,  688,  589:  Jackson 
9,  Delancj,  18  Johns.  587 ;  Wall  v.  Bright,  1 


Jac.  &  W.  494;  Galliers  9,  Moss.  9  Bam.  k 
C.  867:  Bravbroke  «.  Inskip,  8  Yes.  417; 
Lindsell  o.  thacker,  18  Sim.  178;  Heath  r. 
Knapp,  4  Barr,  888.  See  Cogdell  v.  Cogdell, 
8  Deeaus.  846.  But  a  gift  of  all  the  tesUtor's 
right,  title,  and  interest  in  land  held  by  him 
as  mortgagee  is  a  gift  of  personalty  onlv, 
passing  no  title  in  the  land,  martin  v.  SmitL 
184  Mass.  111. 
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Nor  is  it,  I  apprehend,  universally  true,  that  an  express  devise  of 
the  lands,  or  (which  seems  to  be  the  same  in  effect)  a  devise  of  all  the 
testator's  lands  in  a  particular  place,  he  having  no  other   Effect  of 
than  mortgaged  lands  there,  will  carry  the  beneficial  in-  ^^^^f^^**" 
terest  to  the  devisee,  though  the  affirmative  has  been   on  beneficial 
sometimes  laid  down  in  very  unqualified  terms  (c).  interest. 

*  It  is  observable  that  in  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  [*644] 
doctrine  referred  to,  tJie  testator  was  in  possession  at  the 
time  ((f),  and  in  most  of  them  the  operation  of  the  devise  was  not 
called  in  question,  the  only  point  being  as  to  the  right 
of  redemption.     The  fact  of  such  possession,  particularly   mOTtgagee* 
where  it  has  been  of  long  continuance,  and  accompanied  ^i°s  in 
with  acts  of  ownership,  certainly  strongly  favors  the  sup- 
position  that  the  testator,  in  expressly  devising  the  property,  means 
to  give  the  beneficial  interest.    Having  himself  enjoyed  the  property 
beneficially,  he  can  hardly  but  intend  that  his  devisee's  enjoyment 
should  be  of  the  same  nature,  especially  where  it  is  given  not  to  the 
devisee  simply  in  fee,  but  to  several  persons  consecutively  for  limited 
estates  (e).     The  testator,  too,  may  be  ignorant  whether  the  right  of 
redemption,  on  which  the  nature  of  the  property  depends,  be  barred 
or  not,  and  may  therefore  choose  to  avoid  using  any  expressions 
which  might  be  construed  into  a  recognition  of  it  (/).    Indeed,  in 
such  cases  there  would  be  strong  ground  to  contend  that  the  beneficial 
interest  would  pass,  even  under  a  general  devise  of  lands. 

In  Martin  d.  Weston  v.  Mowlin  (^),  Lord  Mansfield  held  that  a 
copyhold  estate,  of  which  the  testator  was  in  possession  as  mortgagee, 
did  not  pass  under  a  devise  of  all  his  ''  lands,  tenements,  and  hered- 
itaments, within  and  parcel  of  the  manor  of  W.,"  the  surrender  to 
the  use  of  the  will  referring  to  the  property  as  subject  to  a  condition 
of  redemption  and  resurrender;  and  the  will  containing  a  recital 
that  the  mortgagor  stood  indebted  to  him,  and  giving  her  time  for 
payment  of  the  debt.  It  appeared,  moreover,  that  the  testator  was 
seized  of  other  lands,  also  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will,  in  the 
manor  of  W. 

In  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith  (h),  Sir  W.  Grant  held  that  the  tes- 
tator's beneficial  interest  in  leasehold  property  at  K.,  of  which  he 
was  in  possession  as  mortgagee,  and  of  which  an  assign-  g^ngfl^ii^j 
ment  in  trust  for  sale  had  been  executed  to  him,  passed  interest  in 
under  a  devise  of  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  "**JlS^nder* 
messuages,  farms,  lands,  and  tenements  whatsoever  and  devise  of  lands 
wheresoever,  in  the  county  of  H.  and  the  toum  of  ^.,  to   ™    " 

(e)  1  Pow.  Mortg.  Gov.  Ed.  409. 

((/)  Clarke  v.  Abbott,  3  Eq.  Ab.  006,  Bam.  Ch.  Rep.  457.    In  How  v.  Vigures,  1  Ch.  Rep.  39, 
this  fact,  though  not  stated,  seems  very  probable,  as  the  object  of  the  sait  was  to  foreclose* 
(e)  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith,  1  Mer.  450. 
If)  But  now  see  sUt  87  &  88  Vict  c.  57,  s.  7. 
(a)  2  Bur.  977. 
(A)  1  Mer.  450. 


( 
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various  limitations,  the  testator  having  no  other  than  the  mortgaged 
lands  at  K.,  though  the  will  contained  a  subsequent  devise  of 
[*  645]  all  estates  vested  in  him  as  *  mortgagee  or  trustee,  but  vrhich 
was  satisfied  by  other  lands  of  which  the  testator  was  seized 
as  mortgagee.  The  same  observation  applied  to  the  bequest  of  secu- 
rities for  money,  which  also  occurred  (t). 

It  is  observable  that  the  M.  B.  considered,  from  the  nature  of  the 
limitations  and  provisions  in  the  will  (which  consisted  of  successive 
estates  for  life,  with  an  estate  interposed  in  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders),  that,  if  the  property  passed  at  all,  it  was  the  bene- 
ficial interest,  and  not  the  mere  legal  estate,  which  was  disposed  of. 

But  cases  might  be  suggested  in  which  an  express  devise  of  lands, 
even  by  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  would  not  carry  the  beneficial 
Cases 8U)(-  interest;  for  instance,  if  the  will  contained  a  specific 
gested  in  bequest  of  the  mortgage  debt,  which  would  show  that 

ofmort^i^  ^^®  devisee  of  the  land  was  intended  to  be  a  trustee 
esute  would  for  the  legatee.  But  it  is  clear  that  a  general  bequest 
benefidS  of  mortgages  or  securities  for  money  would  not  have 

interest.  guch  effect  (A),  for,  as  such  a  bequest  would  pass  after- 

acquired  property  of  this  description,  the  testator  is  not  necessarily 
presumed  to  have  any  specific  subject  in  his  contemplation  when  he 
makes  his  will. 

In  Bowen  v.  Barlow  (I)  an  owner  in  fee  demised  a  piece  of  land  for 
a  term  of  years  to  B.,  who  assigned  the  term  by  way  of  mortgage  to 
the  lessor,  and  afterwards  built  four  houses  on  the  land.  The  lessor 
then  made  his  will,  and  thereby  devised  his  four  freehold  houses 
specifically  on  one  set  of  trusts,  and  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  on 
another  set ;  at  his  death  he  was  in  possession  as  mortgagee ;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  mortgage  debt  was  a  distinct  subject  from  the 
reversion,  and  did  not  pass  by  the  devise,  but  by  the  bequest  of  per- 
sonal estate.  That  the  debt  was  charged  on  the  term,  that  the  term 
was  merged  at  law,  and  that  the  testator  had  entered  into  possession, 
were  considered  immaterial  facts,  so  long  as  the  equity  of  redemption 
remained  unbarred. 

And  here  it  may  be  observed,  that  a  devise  by  a  tes- 
contracted  to  tator  to  his  wife  of  an  estate  which  he  had  '^  lately  con- 
^**?*^™**^      tracted  to  sell  to  A."  has  been  held  to  be  a  mere  devise 

not  to  nsss 

benefit  of  the  of  the  legal  estate  to  enable  her  to  carry  the  contract 
contract.  ^^^  execution,  and  did  not  entitle  the  devisee  to  the 

purchase-money  (m). 
[*646]      ♦  That  a  benefit  of  a  mortgage  will  pass  by  the  word  "  mort- 

(t)  But  as  to  which  see  next  note. 

(k)  See  judgment  of  Lawrence,  J  ,  in  Doe  d.  Freestone  9.  Parratt,  S  T.  E.  653;  and  Lord 
Eldon'8  in  Thompson  o.  Lawlev,  2  B.  &  P.  314. 
(/)  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  464,  8  Ch.  171. 
(m)  KnoUjs  v.  Shepherd,  cited  IJ.  &  W.  489,  ante,  p.  65,  note  (o). 
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word  *'  mort' 
gages.'' 


gages''  collocated  with  other  personal  chattels^  is  per-  pasMsbj 
fectly  clear  (»). 

In  conclusion  of  this  branch  of  the  subject^  it  may  be 
observed,  that  where  a  person  having  a  mortgage  or  other  charge 
upon  lands  becomes  himself  entitled  to  the  inheritance  of  the  lands  so 
charged,  a  question  frequently  arises  between  his  repre-   cbaige  when 
sentatives,  whether  the  charge  is  to  be  considered  as  sub-  wttinjruiahwi 

'  *^  by  union  of 

sisting  for  the  benefit  of  his  personal  representatives,  or  is  character  of 
merged  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  taking  the  land.  The  ^iTSX' 
rule  in  these  cases  is,  that  if  it  be  indifferent  to  the  party  gagee. 
in  whom  this  union  of  interest  occurs,  whether  the  charge  be  kept  on 
foot  or  not,  it  will  be  extiiiguished  in  equity  by  force  of  the  presumed 
intention,  unless  an  act  declaratory  of  a  contrary  intention,  and  con- 
sequently repelling  such  presumption,  be  done  by  him  (o).  But  if  a 
purpose  beneficial  to  the  owner  can  be  answered  by  keeping  the  charge 
on  foot,  as  if  he  be  an  infant,  so  that  the  charge  would  (under  the 
old  law  allowing  infants  to  bequeath  personal  estate)  be  disposable  by 
him,  though  the  land  would  not  (p),  or  a  beneficial  use  might  have 
been  made  of  it  against  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  (q),  or  the  other 
creditors  of  the  person  from  whom  the  party  derived  the  onerated 
estate  (r) ;  in  these  and  similar  cases,  equity  will  consider  the  charge 
as  subsisting,  although  it  may  have  become  merged  by  mere  operation 
of  law  (5).^    And  the  same  rule  obtains  in  favor  of  the  creditors  of 

(ft)  Att.-6en.  v.  Bowver,  3  Ves.  714;  Dicks  v.  Lambert^  4  Yes.  730. 

(0)  Price  V.  Gibson,  i  Ed.  115;  Donisthorpe  v.  Porter,  id.  162|  Amb.  800;  Lord  Compton 
9.  Ozenden,  2  Yes.  Jr.  261 ;  Johnson  «.  Webster,  4  D.  M.  &  G.  474.  The  union  of  interest 
must  happen  in  the  lifetime  of  the  party,  and  no  other  person  must  at  that  time  have  any 
interest  in  the  charge.  Tucker  v.  Loverid^,  1  Gif.  377,  2  De  G.  &  J.  650;  Wilkes  v.  Collin,  L. 
R.,  8  Eq.  338.  General  powers  to  appomt  the  land  and  the  charge,  which  (in  default)  are 
respectively  limited  to  the  heirs  and  next  of  kin  of  the  donee,  do  not  produce  the  required 
union,  Clifford  v.  Clifford,  9  Hare,  075. 

(p)  Thomas  0.  Kemish,  2  Yem.  348,  I  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  269,  pi.  0. 

(q)  Gwillim  v,  Holland,  July  29,  1741,  ctt.  2  Yes.  Jr.  263. 

(r)  Forbes  v.  Moffatt.  18  Yes.  384;  Lord  Clarendon  0.  Barham,  1  T.  &  G.  C.  0.  688;  Davis 
V.  Barrett,  14  Beav.  542;  see  Wigsell  v.  Wigsell,  2  S.  &  St.  364;  Anderson  v.  Pignet,  L.  R., 
8  Ch.  188.  The  relative  values  of  the  estate  and  such  other  chmes  will  not  generally  bo 
inquired  into;  but  semb.  the  charges  must  be  substantial,  per  Wood,  Y.-C.,  Richards  9. 
Richards,  Johns.  767. 

(s)  See  Sir  W.  Grant's  judgment  in  Forbes  v.  Moffatt.  Those  cases,  where  the  charge  and 
the  inheritance  become  united  by  descent  or  devise,  are  to  be  distinguished  from  Mocatta  9. 
Murgatroyd,  1  P.  W.  393;  Toulmin  v.  Steere,  3  Mer.  210,  as  to  which,  see  1  LI.  &  Go.  251, 1 
D.  H.  &  G.  244,  and  Adams  o.  Angell,  5  Ch.  D.  634. 


1  See  4  Kent,  102;  James  v.  Johnson,  6 
Johns.  Ch.  417;  James  v,  Morev,  2  Cowen, 
246;  Gardner  V.  Astor,  3  Johns.  Ch.  58;  Starr 
9,  Ellis,  6  Johns.  Ch.  393;  Freeman  9.  Paul, 
3  Greenl.  260;  Gibson  9.  Crehore,  8  Pick.  475. 
In  Savage  9.  Hall,  12  Grav,  363,  365,  Mr. 
Justice  Dewey,  having  cited  Gibson  9,  Cre- 
hore, supra;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  14  Pick.  374; 
Freeman  v.  M'Gaw,  15  Pick.  82;  and  Brown 
9,  Lapham,  3  Cush.  551,  said  that  those  cases 
fully  sustained  the  right  of  the  owner  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  to  be  the  assignee  of  the 
mortgage;  that  it  may  be  transferred  by  a 
deed  of  quitclaim,  and  that  such  assignment, 
when   thus  taken,  did   not  eztingmsh  the 


mortgage.  Meiger  was  considered  not  to  take 
effect  vrhere  the  manifest  interest  of  the  party 
taking  such  conveyance  was  to  acquire  the 
mortgage  interest  Especially  was  the  merger 
not  to  take  effect  wnen  the  interest  of  the 
party  reanired  that  he  should  continue  to  hold 
nis  two  aifferent  titles  distinct  to  protect  him 
against  some  other  interest  which  might  affect 
the  two  estates  in  case  they  were  held  to  be 
merged.  See  New  England  Jewelry  Com- 
pany 9.  Merriam,  2  Allen,  390;  Strong  v. 
Converse,  8  Allen,  557;  McCabe  9.  Swap,  14 
Allen,  188,  and  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Justice 
Wells  concerning  merger  "on  p.  191  of  that 
case. 
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the  person  in  whom  these  interests  centre  (t).  So,  if  mesne 
[*  647]  estates  intervene  *  between  the  charge  and  the   estate  of 

inheritance  of  the  person  entitled  to  it^  the  charge  will 
subsist  (u). 

XL  Operation  of  General  DeTiae  on  Xiagal  Bstate. — We  now  pro- 
ceed to  consider  the  question  of  a  general  devise  on  real  estate  vested 
Opermtioii  of  a  ^  ^^®  testator  as  mortgagee  or  trustee*  The  important 
genermi  deviae  changes  in  the  law  as  to  the  devolution  of  trust  and 
on  legal  estate,  ^jortgage  estates  which  have  been  successively  intro- 
duced by  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874^  and  the  Convejan- 
oing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  in  cases  of  deaths  of  testators 
after  the  6th  August,  1874,  and  the  31st  December,  1881,  respectiTely, 
render  it  convenient  to  consider  separately  different  classes  of  cases 
which  may  arise  according  to  the  date  of  the  testator's  death. 

First,  as  regards  testators  who  died  before  the  7th  August^  1874, 
the  date  on  which  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874,  came  into 
operation  (a;),  the  rule  at  length  established  after  much  fluctuation  of 
authority  (y)  is,  that  such  property  does  pass  under  a  general  devise 
of  lands,  unless  a  contrary  intention  can  be  collected  from  the  tes- 
tator's expressions,  or  from  the  purposes  or  limitations  to  which  he 
has  devoted  the  subject  of  disposition.^  And  it  is  clear  that  the  cir- 
cumstance of  there  being  other  property  to  which  the  devise  is  appli- 
cable, is  no  ground  of  exclusion. 

Lenl  eflUte  Thus,  in  an  early  case  (z),  it  is  laid  down^  that  if  a 

hem  to  paas.  man  had  but  the  trust  of  a  mortgage  of  lands  in  D.  and 
had  other  lands  in  D.,  by  a  devise  of  all  his  lands  in  D.  the  trust 
would  pass. 

(0  Powell  «.  Morgan,  cit  9  Vern.  208.  See  aim  Lord  Kortbington'i  jadgment  in 
Donwthorpe  v.  Porter,  2  Ed.  163;  Pears  v.  Weightman,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  686. 

(«)  Wyndham  o.  Earl  of  Egremont,  Amb.  753.  Aa  to  the  evidence  reoaired  to  rebat  the 
presumption  of  extinguishment,  see  Tyrwhitt  «.  Tjrwhitt,  82  Beav.  244,  and  caaea  there 

cited. 

(x)  Although  the  effect  of  recent  legislation  is  to  render  obsolete  as  regards  persons  dvinr 
after  1881  (with  certain  exceptions  which  will  hereafter  be  conridersd)  the  decisions  discaased 
in  the  following  pages,  yet  these  decisions  are  still  of  practical  importance  as  affecting  titles 
in  which  questions  may  arise  respecting  the  devolution  of  trust  and  mortgage  eatatea  genarallj 
of  persons  who  died  before  that  date,  and  also  as  affecting  copyholds  and  customary  lands 
Tested  in  persons  who  have  died  since  that  date,  as  trustees  or  mortgagees.  It  has  therefore 
been  thought  advisable  to  reproduce  here  in  a  slightly  abbreviated  form  the  elaborate  diacus- 
sion  of  this  difficult  and  complicated  question,  which  was  conUined  in  previoiu  editiona  of 

this  Work. 

(tf)  See  contra,  the  decisions  of  T>ord  Loughborough,  Att.-Gen.  «.  Buller,  6  Vea.  840;  and  of 
Lord  Eldon,  Ex  parte  Brettell,  6  Ves.  577 ;  but  see  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon  on  these 
decisions,  8  Ves.  484.  ^^^ 

(a)  Littleton's  case,  2  Vent  861.    See  also  Mariow  v.  Smith,  2  P.  W.  198. 

1  See  Jackson  v.  Delancv,  18  Johns.  687;  10  Rich.  Eq.  484,  that  nnder  a  devise  by  a 

Heath  v.  Knapp,  4  Penn.  St.  228;  Cogdell  9.  mortgagee,  not  in  poaseasion,  of  mortgi^ 

Cogdell,  3  DeMus.  346;  4  Rent,  69«,  639;  premises,  the  devisee  takes  tlM  mortgage  and 

In  re  Packman,  1  Ch.  D.  214;  In  re  Brown,  all  the  securities  by  which  the  title  to  the 

8  Ch.  D.  156 ;  Martin  o.  Tiverton,  L.  R.,  9  premises  is  to  be  sustained.    See  Woods  t . 

Eq.  663.    It  was  held  in  Gibbea  v.  Holmes,  Moore,  4  Sandf .  679. 
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In  Ex  parte  Sergison  (a),  a  mortgagee  in  -fee  devised   £^    j^^ 
all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  estate,  both   Sergison. 
real  and  personal,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  and 
wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  specifically  given,  devised,  and 
bequeathed,  to  A.,  his  *  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  [*648] 
assigns,  forever,  on  the  side  of  his  mother,  and  appointed  A. 
executor.     A.  was  an  infant.    On  petition  for  an  order  for  him  to 
convey  under  stat.  7  Anne,  c.  19,  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  was  of 
opinion  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  lands  passed  by  the 
devise,  though  as  the  infant  was  executor,  and  therefore  entitled  to 
the  money,  he  could  not  compel  him  to  convey.    Lord  Loughborough 
also  inclined  to  think  that  the  estate  passed  by  the  devise ;  and  it 
was  stated  at  the  bar  that  this  corresponded  with  the         . 
opinion  of   Lord  Northington  and  Lord  Thurlow,  who   Lord  North- 
had  overruled  Lord  Hardwicke's  dictum  in  Casborne  v.   T^Sw^and 
Scarf e  (6).     In  the  principal   case,    however,   the  heir,   SirR.  p/ 
under  the  circumstances,  was  ordered  to  convey ;  the  L.  C.   '^'^®°' 
observing,  that  the  infant  devisee,  when  he  was  of  age,  might  join, 
which  would  give  a  title  quHcunque  vift. 

The  present  doctrine  was  finally  established  by  Lord  Braybroke  v, 
Inskip  (c),  where  real  estate  having  been  devised  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  pay  debts,  and  settle  the  estates  to  certain  uses  >!.,«„ 
the  question  was,  whether  the  estate  passed  by  the  will  estabiiBhe/in 
of  the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee,  who  gave  and  de-  f^^?  ^'■f^'. . 

,     __  _  ,  _  ,  °  »•     ,  broke clnskip. 

Vised  all  his  real  estates  whatsoever  and  wheresoevery  unto 
his  wife  S.,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  forever,  and  gave  all  his  personal 
estate,  to  her ;  and  appointed  his  said  wife  and  B.  executrix  and  ex- 
ecutor.    The  heirs-at-law  were  two  infants  and  a  married 
woman.    Lord  Eldon  held  that  the  legal  estate  passed  by  wnTpiwsun^ 
the  will.    After  reviewing  the  cases,  he  stated  the  rule   d«r «  general 
to  be,  that  trust  estates  would  pass  under  a  general  de-  taining  notb- 
vise,  unless  it  could  be  collected,  from  expressions  in  the   Jng  »ncon- 
will,  or  purposes  or  objects  of  the  testator y  tha^  he  did  not 
mean  that  they  should  pass}    In  this  case  he  observed  there  was  no 
one  circumstance  to  cut  down  the  effect  of  the  devise. 

(a)  4  Ves.  147. 

(6)  1  Atk.  605.  But  it  bas  been  sujrgested  tbRt  his  Lordship  may  have  referred  to  the  bene- 
ficial interest  (see  Mr  Sanders* s  note) ;  and,  perhaps,  in  regard  even  to  the  legal  estate,  the 
position  is  not  erroneous,  as  a  devise,  in  the  terms  supposed,  would  confer  only  a  life  estate ; 
and  it  has  never  been  held  that  a  general  devise  conferring  less  than  a  fee  would  operate  to 
pass  estates  vested  in  the  testator  as  mortgagee  or  trustee.  Such  a  question,  of  course,  is  less 
likely  to  arise  now  that  nnder  a  will  made  or  republished  since  1837,  an  unrestricted  devise 
will  carry  the  fee.  In  Greenwood  r.  Wakeford,  1  Beav.  576,  it  was  held  that  the  legal  estate 
of  lands  vested  in  a  surviving  trustee  during  the  life  of  a  married  woman,  passed  bv  a  devise 
of  "all  the  lands  and  hereditaments  vested  in  him  as  trustee  or  mortgagee  in  fee/*^  the  ques- 
tion apparently  being  whether  the  words,  '*in  fee,"  referred  ai  well  to  ** trustee"  as  to 
"mortgagee/* 

(c)  8A^s.417. 

1  4  Kent|  588,  689;  Jackson  e.  Delancy,  13  Johns.  637« 
VOL.  X.  43 
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So,  in  Bainbridge  v.  Lord  Ashbarton  (d),   where  the  suryiviag 
trustee  under  a  will,  after  devising  certain  specific  real  es- 
[*649]  tates  to  *  various  persons,  gave  and  devised  all  his  real  es- 
tates, not  thereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of,  unto  his  god- 
son,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  ac- 
Lord  AahW     cording  to  the  tenure  and  nature  thereof  respectively,  to 
^^  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit    It  was  held 

that  the  trust  estate  passed  under  the  devise. 

It  is  clear  that  the  fact  of  the  testator  having  reserved  to  the  devi- 
Beserration  of  ^®®  *  power  of  appointment  does  not  constitute  a  ground 
power  of  ap-      for  excluding  trust  estates  (e). 

pointment.  j^^  converse  of  the  rule  established  by  the  preceding 

cases  is  equally  clear ;  namely,  that  if  the  property  comprised  in  the 
What  will  ex-  general  devise  be  subjected  to  tiie.  payment  of  debts, 
elude  trust  e»-  legacies,  annuities,  or  any  other  species  of  charge  (/),  op 
general  the  will  contain  any  limitations  or  provisions  to.  which 

^^^^^  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  testator  inteuded  to  sub- 

ject property  not  beneficially  his  own,  as  uses  in  strict  settlement  (^), 
Chances  of  ^^  executory  limitations  (A) ;  or  a  trust  for  sale  (t) ;  or 
debts,  execa-  for  a  charity  (k),  or  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married 
tions  Sc!*"  woman  (Q,  or  for  an  unascertained  class  (w)  ;  or  words 
will  exclude  of  severance  making  the  devisees  tenants  in  common, 
trust  esutes.  ^^^^  ^  clause  of  accruer  amongst  them  (n),  the  mortgage 
or  trust  lands  will  not  pass.  And  considering  the  inconvenience 
arising  from  the  devolution  of  a  trust  estate  in  shares,  it  would  seem 
that  the  words  of  severance  alone  are  sufficient  to  exclude  it  from  a 
general  devise  (o). 

(d)  iY.  &  C.  a47;  and  see  Sharpe  e.  Sharpe,  17  L.  J.  Ch.  3S4,  IS  Jur.  S9Si  Laogfoid  v. 
Auger,  4  Hare,  313. 

[e)  Ex  parte  Shaw,  8  Sim.  169;  but  qu.  was  anj  power  created  in  that  case? 
')  Wynne  t.  Littleton,  S  Ch.  Rep.  51,  1  Vem.  8  (but  as  to  this  see  I  Gov.  Pow.  Morrg. 

Roe  d  Reade  v.  Reade,  8  T.  K.  118  i  ExparU  Mornn,  10  Yea.  101;  Backham  v. 
Siddall,  16  Sim.  297, 1  Mac.  &  6  607 ;  Hope  v.  Liddell,  81  Beav.  183;  Dimes  v.  Grand  Junc- 
tion Canal  Company,  9  Q.  B.  490,  3  H.  L.  Ca.  794;  Re  Bellis'  Trusts,  6  Ch.  D.  604.  The 
foregoinf^  are  cases  of  trunt  entates.  The  following  are  cases  of  mortgage :  Duke  of  Leeds  v. 
Mundav,  3  Ves.  348;  Re  Horafall,  M'Clel.  &  T.  SMI;  Doe  d.  Roylance  «.  Lightfoot  8  M.  & 
Wels.  558;  Re  Packman  and  Moss,  1  Ch.  D.  814.  As  to  Re  Steyens*  Will,  L.  R.  6  £q.  597^ 
▼ide  post,  p.  653. 


414); 


{g)  Thompson  v.  Grant,  4  Bfad.  438;  Att  Gen.  «.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  876;  oyermling  ExparU 
owes,  cited  1  Atk.  605,  n.,  by  Sanders,  where  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  a  general  devise 
of  real  estate  in  S-  K.  &  M.  and  elsewhere  in  England,  to  certain  uses,  under  iniich  an  iniknt 


was  then  entitled  to  an  estate  tail,  passed  the  legal  estate  in  lands  of  which  the  doTisor  was 
mortgagee  in  fee;  see  Burdus  v.  Dizon,  4  Jur.  K.  S.  967,  where  the  testator  had  attempted 
to  make  the  mortgaged  property  his  own,  bj  a  pretended  sale  Co  another,  who  was  a  trustee 
for  the  testator,  and  the  legal  estate  was  held  to  pass  notwithstanding  the  uses  and  trusts. 

(k)  Per  Lord  Eldon,  Brajbroke  e.  Inskip,  8  Ves.  434. 

(0  Re  Marshall,  9  Sim.  556. 

ik)  Att.-Gen.  «.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  876. 

(0  Lindsell  v.  Thacker,  13  Sim.  178.     See,  however,  per  Kinderslejr,  V.-C,  Lewis  v 
Mathews,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  181. 

(m)  Re  Finney's  Estate,  8  Gif.  466. 

(a)  Thirtle  v.  Vaoirhan,  8  W.  R.  638,  84  L.  T.  6 ;  Martin  «.  LaTerton,  L.  R.,  9  Bq.  668;  Be 
Fimnklm,  W.  N.  1888,  p.  817. 

(o)  Martin  «.  Laverton,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  668,  per  Mallns,  V.-C.,  ExparU  Whlteacre,  1  Sand. 
Uses,  869,  n.,  is  sometimes  cited  oontia,  bat  the  devise  containea  the  wozds  "  mortgages 
and  securities,"  as  to  which  vide  infnu 
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*And  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  testator  has  [*650] 
other  lands  to  which  the  devise  can  be  applied  or  not  i  for  in 
these  cases  the  Courts  have  not  adopted  the  principle  applicable  to 
reversions,  that,  where  there  are  other  lands,  to  which  the  inconsist- 
ent limitations  can  be  referred,  they  apply  exclusively  to  those  lands, 
reddendo  singula  singulis  (p). 

In  Ex  parte  Morgan  (q),  Lord  Eldon  held,  that  lands  of  which  the 
testator  had  merely  the  legal  estate,  as  heir-at-law  of  the  preceding 
mortgagee,  did  not  pass  under  a  devise  to  trustees  of  j^    . 
''all  such  real  estates  as  are  now  vested  in  me  by  way  fined  to  mort- 
of  mortgage,  the  better  to  enable  them  my  said  trus-  fSf  deWsor*^**^^ 
tees,  and    the  survivor  of   them,  and   the    executors   had  the  bene- 
and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  to  recover,  get  in,     *^**  mterert. 
atid  receive  the  principal  moneys  and  interest^  which  may  be  due 
thereon.'^ 

The  rule  under  consideration,  of  course,  does  not  deny  the  power 
of  a  testator  to  limit  estates  vested  in  him  as  mortgagee  or  trustee  to 
uses  in  strict  settlement,  or  in  any  other  manner  equally  inconsistent 
with  a  due  regard  to  the  testator's  duty  as  mortgage  creditor  or  trus- 
tee :  it  merely  refuses  to  see  an  intention  so  to  do  in  a  general  devise. 
Should  a  testator  unequivocally  devise  an  estate  vested  in  him  as 
mortgagee  or  trustee  in  the  manner  suggested,  the  intention  must 
prevail ;  ^  and  it  would  be  left  to  the  persons  who  may  become  dam- 
nified by  such  a  proceeding  to  obtain  satisfaction  out  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  testator  (r).* 

Whether  lands  held  by  a  testator  as  mortgagee  will  pass  by  the 
words  '^ mortgages''  or  '^ securities  for  money"  has  been  the  subject 
of  much  controversy.  The  affirmative  was  supposed  to  have  been  de- 
cided in  the  early  case  of  Oryps  v.  Grysil  (5) ;  and  although 
on  an  examination  of  the  record  {t),  it  appeared  *  that  the  [*651] 
will  contained,  in  addition  to  the  word  <' mortgages,"  other 
expressions  more  unequivocally  applying  to  the  land,  yet  the  ratio 


m 


p  )  6  Ch.  D.  608,  notwithstanding  8  Ch.  D.  166. 

q)  10  Ves.  101.    And  see  Re  Smith's  Estate,  4  Ch.  D.  70;  ReHorley*8  Will,  lOHare, 


ir)  Ift  alter  a  contract  for  sale,  bat  l>efore  completion,  the  vendor  dies  leaving  an  infant 
heir,  or  having  by  will,  execated  before  the  date  of  the  contract,  devised  the  estate  to  a  per- 
son incompetent  to  convey,  the  vendor's  estate  will  not  have  to  bear  the  costs  of  the  suit  ren- 
dered necessary  to  complete  the  conveyance,  Hanson  v.  Lake,  2  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  328;  Hinder  v. 
Streeton,  10  Hare,  18,  16  Jar.  660;  Re  Manchester  and  Soathport  Railway  Company,  19 
Beav.  366;  Bannerman  «.  Clarke,  8  Drew.  632;  overraling  Prytnarch  v.  Havard,  6  Sim.  9; 
Midland  Counties  Railway  Company  v.  Westcomb,  11  Sim.  67;  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Company  «.  Tuffnell,  8  Rail.  C.  183.  But  if  t^r  contract  to  sell  the  vendor  execute  such  a 
will,  the*  costs  of  suit  wiU  be  thrown  on  his  estate,  Wortham  «.  Lord  Dacre,  S  K.  &  J.  437; 
Purser  9.  Darby^  id.  41. 

(<)  Cro.  Car.  87. 

(I)  See  9  B.  &  Cr.  282. 

I  Jackson  e.  Deling,  18  Johns.  687.  '  Id. 


676  DEYISES  BT  M0BTGA6EES  AND  TBXJSTEBS.  [CH.  XXL 

Words  "moit-  decidendi  was  that  the  word  ^'mortgs^es''  made  a  good 
pifre8"and       devise  of  the  lands.     And  it  is  now  settled  that  the 

86C'uriti68  for 

money"  pus      words  ^'mortgages/'  <' securities  for  money/'  and  similar 
MUte*^**  expressions,  will  comprise  the  entire  benefit  of  the  mort> 

gage  security  (including  the  inheritance  in  the  lands  (« )  \, 
unless  a  contrary  intention  appears  by  the  context ;  and  that  the  fact 
of  those  words  being  found  among  terms  descriptive  exclusively  of 
personal  estate  (x)  and  followed  by  a  limitation  to  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators only,  and  not  to  heirs,  or  by  a  charge  of  debts  and  leg^ 
cies  (i/)j  or  a  trust  for  sale  (z),  or  for  several  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon (a),  will  not  affect  the  construction.  The  broad  principle  is, 
that  the  testator  meant  to  substitute  the  object  of  his  bounty  in  his 
own  place  as  mortgagee,  and  to  enable  him  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
mortgage  money  by  giving  him  the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged 
lands  {by 

But  further,  in  Doe  d.  Guest  v,  Bennett  (<;),  where  a  testator  made 
his  will  as  follows:  "I  leave  my  wife  to  receive  all  moneys  upon 
Devise  "that  niortgages  and  on  notes  out  at  interest,  and  at  her  de- 
A.  shall  re-  ccase  I  leave  my  niece  to  pay  my  wife's  debis  and  to 
on  mort^^*^  take  all  that  remains  of  my  property,  land  or  personal 
gage,"  or  "on    property;"  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  the  wife 

took  the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  property.     Parke, 
B.,  said  "The  words  *to  receive  all  moneys  upon  mortgage/  in  my 
opinion,  pass  the  security,  that  is,  the  legal  estate  on  which  the 
money  was  secured..    It  must  be  assumed  that  the  testator  intended 
the  wife  to  receive  the  money  and  to  possess  all  the  powers  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  recovering  it :  and  therefore  she  is  entitled 
to  bring  ejectment  for  that  purpose."    Alderson,  B.,  was  of  the  same 
opinion,  adverting  also  to  the  devise  to  the  niece  of  all  that 
[*652]  remained  of  the  *  property,  land  or  personal  property,  as  im- 
plying that  the  wife  was  to  have  the  whole  of  that  which  was 
devised  to  the  niece  in  remainder. 
And  in  Re  Arro wsmith's  Trusts  (<^) ,  a  mortgagee  in  fee  devised  to 

(«)  See  Renvoize  •.  Cooper,  6  Mad.  871;  Silberachildt  r.  Schiott,  8  V.  &  B.  49,  per  Sir 
W.  Grant;  Re  Walker's  Estate,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  674;  Knight  v,  Robinson,  9  K.  &  J.  608;  Kip- 
pen  V.  Priest,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  308;  Gamham  v.  Skipper,  64  L.  T.  940;  84  W.  B.  136,  bat  the 
old  ca^  of  Wilkinson  v.  Herrvland,  Cro.  Car.  449,  is  contra. 

(x)  Renvoize  v.  Cooper,  6  Mad.  371;  Re  King's  Mortgage,  6  De  O.  &  S.  644. 

(y)  Re  Field,  9  Hare,  414;  Re  King's  Mortgage,  6  De  G.  &  S.  644;  Rippea  •.  Priest, 
13  C.  B.  N.  S.  308 ;  Knight  v.  Robinson,  2  K.  &  J.  803. 

(z)  Ex  parte  Barber,  5  Sim.  451. 

(a)  Ex  parte  Whiteacre,  Rolls,  22  Jnlv,  1807, 1  Sand.  Usee  and  Trusts,  869,  n. 

(b)  The  special  grounds  relied  on  in  Ex  parte  Barber,  6  Sim.  461,  and  Mather  v.  Thonia.s 
6  Sim.  115,  were  therefore  not  essential.  SvlTester  v,  Jarman,  10  Pri.  78,  and  Galliers  r. 
Bfo9f(,  9  B.  &  Cr.  267,  are  overruled:  so  in  lEx parte  Gorfett,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  178,  14  Jar.  53 
unless  it  can  be  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  the  security  was  in  the  form  of  a  tnial  for 
sale,  sed  qn. 

(c)  6  Exch.  892. 
{)  27  L.  J.  Ch.  704,  4  Jur.  (N.  S.)  1128. 

1  See  Mather  «.  Thomas,  10  Bing.  44. 
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a  trustee  all  bis  real  and  personal  estate  in  trust,  at  the  death  of  his 
wife  to  get  in  all  debts  owing  to  him  on  any  security;  it  was  held  by 
IL  Bruce  and  Turner,  L.  J  J.,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged 
property  passed  to  the  trustee,  that  construction  being  necessary  to 
give  full  dominion  over  the  mortgaged  estate  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing into  execution  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

Sir  B.  Kindersley,  however,  held  that  the  legal  estate  did  not  pass 
by  a  gift  of  *^  money  in  the  funds  and  on  securities."    He  thought 
Doe  v.  Bennett  was  distinguishable ;  but  if  it  was  meant   q.^  ^^ 
that  a  legatee  who  was  to  receive  the  money  was  also  to   "  mopej  on 
take  the  legal  estate,  he  could  not  concur  (e).    If  that  *^"'*^«*" 
principle  were  to  be  carried  out  it  would  apply  to  a  case  where  a  tes- 
tator merely  left  his  personal  estate  to  his  executors,  it  being  obvi- 
ously his  intention  in  that  case  that  they  should  receive  the  mortgage 
money  (f).    But  hitherto  the  principle  has  been  confined  to  cases 
where  the  intention  has  been  expressed. 

As  already  stated,  a  general  devise  of  real  estate  on  trust  for  sale 
will  not  include  the  legal  estate  in  mortgaged  property  (^).     But 
where  the  real  and  personal  estates  are  devised  and  be-   q^  ^f  re^i 
queathed  together,  expressly  in  trust  to  sell  and  get  in,   &n<i  personal 
the  trustees  cannot  execute  these  trusts  as  regards  the   trust  to  sell 
personalty  without  having  dominion  over  the  mortgaged   »ndgetin. 
estate ;  and,  though  it  has  never  been  so  held,  there  is  a  strong  incli- 
nation to  say  that  the  express  trust  to  sell  and  get  in  the  personalty 
neutralizes  the  restrictive  effect  which  the  trust  for  sale  would  other- 
wise have  upon  the  devise  of  real  estate,  and  to  hold  that  thus  the 
latter  devise  carries  the  mortgaged  estate  (h). 

But  a  gift  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  charged  (as  in  Re  Arrow- 
smith's  Trusts)  with  debts,  or  charged  with  debts  and   Gift  of  real 
legacies,  but  not  aided  by  express  mention  of  "mort-  JSitH'Sbiect 
gages,"  or  "  securities,"  nor  by  express  trust  to  sell  and  to  debts, 
get  in  the  personalty,  will  not  include  the  mortgaged  estate. 
Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Koylance  *v.  Lightfoot  (t),  where  a  mortgagee  [*653] 
devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estates  after  payment  of  his 
debts  and  legacies  to  A.  and  B.  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee ;  it  was 
held,  that  the  legal  estate  did  not  pass  by  the  will,  on  the  ground 
that  the  testator  could  not  have  intended  that  estates  should  pass  of 
which  he  was  seised  only  as  mortgagee,  but  only  those  which  he  had 
power  to  subject  to  his  debts  and  legacies,  namely,  those  which  were 
equitably  as  well  as  legally  his  own. 

W.%*  !?•  ??^  ^f*"!.  M.  R.,  Silbenchildt  tf.  Schiott,  8  V.  &  B.  43. 

.^^  ,        - ,  _.  _^ , ,  and  Re  Smith's  Estntc,  4 

Ch.  D.  72  ("  whatever  mi^ht  have  been  the  case  if  the  mortga^  money  had  belonged  to  the 
testator  in  his  own  right");  and  per  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  Ex  parte  Barber,  6  Sim.  456,  where 
however  the  word  "  securities  "  occurred. 

(0  8  M.  &  W.  553.    The  statement  of  the  devise  is  taken  verbatim  from  the  report.    The 
tenancy  in  common  was  not  adverted  to. 
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A  decision  whicli  at  first  sight  seems  opposed  to  this  was  made  in 
Ke  Stevens'  Will  (A;),  where  a  mortgagee  in  fee  directed  all  her  debts 
Re  steveni*  ^  ^  paid;  she  then  gave  several  pecuniary  legacies,  and 
Will.  as  to  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  her  real  and  personal 

estate  and  effects,  she  gave  the  same  to  J.  for  her  own  absolute  use 
and  benefit:  and  appointed  other  persons  executors.  The  course 
which  the  case  took  deserves  notice.  On  one  side  it  was  argued  that 
the  charge  of  debts  and  legacies  affected  the  testator's  own  estates 
and  no  others  (Z),  and  therefore  did  not  prevent  the  legal  estate  in 
the  mortgaged  property  passing  to  J.  On  the  other  side  this  tatu  not 
disputed,  so  far  as  concerned  the  charge  of  debts;  but  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  charge  of  legacies,  being  in  a  different  form  (m),  was 
enough  to  prevent  the  legal  estate  passing ;  and  for  this  Doe  v.  Light- 
foot  was  cited.  But  Sir  G.  Giffard,  V.-C,  fastening  on  the  admission 
respecting  the  charge  of  debts,  decided  that  the  legal  estate  passed 
to  J.  He  said  that  in  this  will  there  was  enough  to  charge  both  the 
debts  and  legacies  on  the  testatrix's  own  real  estate,  but  if  the  charge 
of  debts  would  not  prevent  the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  property 
passing,  so  neither  would  the  charge  of  legacies.  The  Y.-G.  recx>g- 
nized  no  distinction  between  one  form  of  charge  and  another ;  so  that, 
it  being  admitted  that  the  charge  of  debts  did  not  prevent  the  legal 
estate  passing,  it  followed  that  the  charge  of  legacies  had  not  that 
effect.  In  a  case  such  as  that.  Doe  v,  Lightfoot  did  not  preclude  him 
from  holding  that  the  legal  estate  passed.  The  decision  depends  on 
the  word  "  if.*' 

Since  Be  Stevens'  Will  the  authority  of  Doe  v.  Lightfoot  has 
been  fully  recognized  (n) ;  and  in  Be  Packman  and  Moss  (o),  where 
a  mortgagee  gave  and  bequeathed  all  his  property,  real  and 
[*654]  *  personal,  to  trustees  (whom  he  appointed  executors)  upon 
trust,  first,  to  pay  debts,  and  as  to  the  residue  on  certain 
trusts  for  his  wife  and  children,  Sir  G.  Jessel  decided  that  the  legal 
estate  did  not  pass,  on  this,  among  other  grounds,  that  the  testator's 
debts  could  only  be  paid  out  of  his  own  property. 

Hitherto  the  point  of  construction  under  consideration  has  been 
viewed  in  reference  to  mortgages  in  fee.  With  respect  to  mort- 
Mortffage  gages  for  terms  of  years,  it  is  conceived  they  fall  under 

terras,  when  the  principle  established  by  Bose  v,  Bartlett  (/>),  that 
jjlnemu^  *  leaseholds  for  years  will  not,  under  the  old  law,  pass  by 
vise.  ^  general  devise  of  lands,  unless  the  testator  have  no 

freeholds  on  which  it  might  operate.  If  there  be  no  such  lands,  or 
the  will  be  subject  to  the  present  law,  and  if  the  devise  contain 

(h)  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  597. 

(/)  The  contniy  is  lettled,  ante,  p.  650. 

n)  bV  Jed^l  M.  R.,  Re  Bellts'  TrnsU,  5  Cb.  D.  609. 
(o)  1  Ch.  D.  314.    See  also  Re  Honfill,  Wa,  &  T.  899. 
[p)  See  ante,  p.  633. 
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nothing  inconsistent,  and  there  be  no  specific  bequest  which  will 
carry  the  legal  interest  in  the  mortgage  term,  it  is  clear  that  such 
interest  will  pass  under  a  general  devise.  The  question,  however, 
could  hardly  arise  on  the  mere  legal  interest,  since  it  would  vest  pri- 
marily in  the  executor,  or  the  administrator  cum  testamento  annexe, 
as  part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  the 
legatee  would  claim  his  assent  to  the  bequest,  unless  there  was  ground 
to  contend,  that  the  bequest  included  the  beneficial  interest. 

Estates  of  copyhold  tenure,  held  by  a  testator  in  the  character  of 
mortgagee  or  trustee,  are  not  distinguishable  from  free-   Ruje  as  to 
holds,  in  regard  to  the  effect  of  a  general  devise,  whether  copyi^oWs- 
the  will  is  subject  to  the  old  or  present  law. 

It  has  been  sometimes  a  question,  how  far  the  principle  which  gov- 
erns the  construction  of  devises  of  lands,  vested  in  a  testator  as  mort- 
gagee or  trustee,  applies  to  property  which,  belonging  to   ^  ^  devises 
him  beneficially,  he  has  contracted  to^  sell.     In  such  cases   of  lands  con- 
the  testator  is,  in  the  event  of  the  contract  being  carried  sold  by 
into  effect,  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser :  but  it  is  argued,   twtator. 
as  this  may  not  happen,  and  consequently  the  property  may  remain 
unconverted,  the  trust  is  of  a  qualified  and  contingent  nature.^    It 
has  been  decided  (q),  however,  that  if  a  testator,  after  having  con- 
tracted for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  devises  it  as.  All  that  his  estate 
called  A.,  which  he  had  contracted  to  sell,  the  effect  is  to  vest  in  the 
devisee  the  legal  estate  only,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
carry  the  contract  into  effect  for  the  benefit  of  the  executor,  and  does 
not  entitle  the  devisee  to  the  purchase-monei/.     It  is  conceived, 
however  (though  the  point  did  not  arise  in  the  *ca3e  referred  [*655] 
to),  that  if  from  any  circumstances  the  contract  had  proved 
not  to  be  binding  on  or  had  been  rescinded  by  the  testator,  the  de- 
visee would  have  been  entitled  to  the  land,  and  this  (as  already 
hinted)  constitutes  a  difference  between  the  case  and  that  of  a  dry 
mortgage  and  trust  estate,  which  renders  the  construe- 
tion  that  has  been  applied  to  the  latter,  to  a  certain   tweena 
extent,  inapplicable  to  the  former.    Thus,  in  Wall  v.   vendor  and  a 

t  m  wCT'e  trustee. 

Bright  (r),  where  a  testator,  after  having  contracted  for 
the  sale  of  an  estate,  devised  all  his  freehold  and  other  his  real  and 
leasehold  hereditaments  and  all  his  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of  his  said  hereditaments  and  personal  es- 
tate, with  the  usual  powers  to  give  discharges  to  purchasers,  and  to 
invest  the  purchase-money  and  hold  the  funds  on  certain  trusts.  Sir 

(q)  Knollys  «.  Shepherd,  cited  IJ.  &  W.  489,  Sag.  Law  of  Prop.  S23.     As  to  the  law 
since  1881,  see  post,  p.  663. 
(r)  IJ.  &  Wr494. 

1  See  Craig  v  Scobie,  8  Wheat.  56S,  577;  (citine;  In  re  Adams.  27  Ch.  D  394);  Ripley 
Postell  V.  Postell,  1  Desans.  173;  Lawes  «.  9.  Waterworth,  7  Yes.  436;  Seton  v.  Siade, 
Bennett,  1  Cox,  167;  a.  c.  1  Ber.  Bep.  10    id.  965. 
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T.  Plumer,  M.  B.,  held,  that  the  contracted-for  property  passed  bj 
the  devise :  **  Though  there  is  a  great  analogy/'  he  said,  ^*  in  the  rea- 
soning with  respect  to  the  will  of  a  naked  trustee  and  that  of  a  con- 
structive trustee,  on  the  ground  of  the  impropriety  of  their  attempting 
to  dispose  of  the  estate ;  yet  for  many  purposes  they  stand  in  dif- 
ferent situations.  A  mere  trustee  is  a  person  who  not  only  has  no 
beneficial  ownership  in  the  property,  but  never  had  any,  and  could 
therefore,  never  have  contemplated  a  disposition  of  it  as  his  own.^ 
In  that  respect  he  does  not  resemble  one  who  has  agreed  to  sell  an 
estate,  that,  up  to  the  time  of  the  contract,  was  his.  There  is  this 
difference  at  the  outset,  that  the  one  never  had  more  than  the  le^ 
estate,  while  the  other  was,  at  one  time,  both  the  legal  and  beneficial 
owner,  and  may  again  become  the  beneficial  owner,  if  anything  should 
happen  to  prevent  the  execution  of  the  contract :  and,  in  the  interim 
between  the  contract  and  conveyance,  it  is  possible  that  much  may 
happen  to  prevent  it.  Before  it  is  known  whether  the  agreement 
will  be  performed,  he  is  not  even  in  the  situation  of  a  constructive 
trustee ;  he  is  only  a  trustee  sub  modo,  and  provided  nothing  happens 
to  prevent  it.  It  may  turn  out  that  the  title  is  not  good,  or  the  pur- 
chaser may  be  unable  to  pay;  he  may  become  bankrupt;  then  the 
contract  is  not  performed,  and  the  vendor  again  becomes  the  absolute 
owner ;  here  he  differs  from  a  naked  trustee,  who  can  never  be  bene- 
ficially entitled.  We  must  not,  therefoje,  pursue  the  analogy  be- 
tween them  too  far.  .  .  .  The  safest  way  is  to  hold  that  the  estate 
passes,  adhering  to  the  words,  there  not  being  enough  to  take  it  out 

of  them." 
[*656]      *  In  this  case,  the  construction  adopted  by  the  Court  was 

very  convenient,  as  it  enabled  the  devisees,  in  performance  of 
the  testator's  contract,  to  convey  the  estate  to  the  purchaser,  which 
«    ^^  otherwise  would  have  descended  to  an  infant,  who,  in  the 

Wall  9.  then  state  of  the  law,  could  not,  even  with  the  aid  of  the 

Bright.  Court  of  Chancery,  have  made  an  effectual  conveyance 

to  the  purchaser.  Still  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  a  trust  for  sale 
was  no  less  inappropriate  to  property  which  had  been  actually  sold, 
than  a  devise  in  strict  settlement,  or  any  other  such  limitations  would 
have  been,  though,  as  it  confers  on  the  trustees  an  estate  in  fee,  it 
happened  to  be  more  convenient;  and  much  of  the  reasoning  of  the 
M.  R.  would  have  applied,  if  the  devise  had  been  such  as  to  have 
rendered  it  impossible  for  the  devisees,  without  the  aid  of  the  Court, 
to  make  an  effectual  conveyance  to  the  purchaser.    He  does,  however. 


1  Land  of  which  the  testator  is  seiMd  as  a    the  resMae  of  the  testator's  estate  Is  compe- 


^. proceeds, ^*     ^ 

with  the  trust.      Merrit  v.  Farmeni*  Fire  Ins.     inferred.      Den  d.  Wills  ».  Cooper,  35  N.  J. 
Co.,  2  £dw.  Ch.  647.     Bat  a  devise  of  all     137. 


CBL  XXI.]     OPEBATION  OF  GENERAL  DEVISE  ON  LEGAL  ESTATE.      681 

more  than  once  advert  to  the  convenience  attending  the  construction 
in  the  particular  case ;  and  the  prudent  practitioner,  knowing  the  in- 
fluence which  such  considerations,  whether  acknowledged  or  not,  do 
often  exert  in  questions  of  this  nature,  will  hesitate  too  readily  to  as- 
sume the  application  of  the  same  doctrine  to  cases  in  which  a  differ- 
ent result  would  follow.  Nor,  indeed,  does  it  seem  to  be  altogether 
inconsistent  with  sound  principles  of  construction,  especially  that  rule 
which  has  been  the  subject  of  discussion  in  the  present  chapter,  that 
the  fact  of  the  devise  being  such  as  to  enable  the  devisee  to  carry 
the  testator's  contract  into  effect  or  not,  should  have  some  weight  in 
determining  whether  it  was  intended  to  apply  to  the  property  («). 

But,  as  pointed  out  by  Sir  G,  Jessel  (t)  if  the  contract  is  a  valid 
one,  binding  on  both  parties,  and  continues  such  at  the  time  of  the 
vendor's  death,  no  subsequent  event  can  affect  the  ques-  jj  ^^^^  contract 
tion ;  the  property  is  converted,  and  the  vendor  is  a  con-  »  valid  at  th« 
structive  trustee;  not  a  bare  trustee,  for  he  has  a  bene-  death*,'^he  is  a 
ficial  interest  left  in  him,  viz.  a  lien  or  charge  on  the   trustee, 
estate  for  the  security  of  the  purchase-money  (u),  but  still  a 
trustee.    Therefore,  where  (a?)  *  a  testator  by  his  will,  dated  [*657] 
1873,  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  A.  and  B.  on  trust  to  sell, 
and  devised  the  real  estate  which  at  his  death  might  be  vested  in  him 
as  trustee  to  A.,  and  afterwards  entered  into  a  valid  con-  Lysaght  v. 
tract  to  sell  part  of  his  real  estate,  it  was  held  by  Sir  G.   Edwards. 
Jessel,  M.  B.,  that  this  part  passed  by  the  devise  of  trust  estates.  He 
acquiesced  in  the  decision  in  Wall  v.  Bright,  because,  viewing  the  tes- 
tator as  being  entitled  to  the  estate  simply  as  a  security  for  his  pur- 
chase-moneji  he  thought  the  trustees  could  not  execute  the  trusts 
expressly  annexed  to  the  personal  estate  unless  they  had  the  legal 
estate ;  but  he  dissented  from  Sir  T.  Flumer's  definition  of  the  posi- 

(«)  Bat  in  such  case  the  parchase-roonej  woald  be  payable  not  to  the  trustees  bv  virtue 
of  the  devise,  but  to  the  executors  as  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  £aton  v. 
Sanxter,  6  Sim.  517;  so  that  this  construction  (as  was  observed  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  2  Ch.  D. 
520)  could  not  be  maintained  where  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  and  the  personal  estate 
were  f^ven  beneficially  to  different  persons. 

(0  2  Ch.  D.  507. 

(«)  In  Goold  V.  Teague,  6  Jur.  Q^.  S.)  116,  it  was  held  that  such  a  lien  did  not  pass  by  a 
bequest  of  securities  for  money.  But  the  case  is  questioned,  Bug.  V.  &  P.  p.  684.  See  also 
per  Chitty,  J.,  Callow  v.  Callow,  42  Ch.  D.  650. 

(x)  Lysaght  v,  Edwards,  2  Ch.  D.  499.  In  Purser  «.  Darby,  4  K.  &  J.  41,  the  testator, 
after  contracting  to  sell  an  estate,  specifically  devised  it,  so  that,  of  course,  it  could  not  pass 
by  a  devise  of  his  mortgage  and  trust  estates  contained  in  another  part  or  the  will.  But  it 
was  said  by  Wood,  V.-C,  that  he  had  held— and  the  decision  had  been  since  affirmed— 
''  that  where  there  is  merely  a  constructive  and  not  an  express  trust,  a  devise  of  trust  estates 
does  not  supersede  the  necessity  of  a  decree."  The  decision  referred  to  by  the  V.-C.  appears 
not  to  be  reported.  The  meaning  of  the  dictum  is  supposed  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  to  be  only 
that  where  a  person  under  disability  would  take  the  estate  if  the  contract  were  not  established 
in  a  court  or  equity,  there  the  purchaser  cannot  safely  complete  without  establishing  the 
validity  of  the  contract  by  decree,  2  Ch.  D.  611.  And  generally  a  vesting  order  will  not  be 
made  under  the  trustee  acts  without  suit,  Re  Carpenter,  Kay,  418,  approved  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  Re  Colling,  32  Ch.  D.  833.  But  it  is  otherwise  where  the  purchase-monev  has 
been  paid,  Re  Cuming,  L.  R,,  6  Ch.  72;  Re  Crowe's  Mortgage.  L.  R.,  13  Rq.  26;  Re  Russell, 
12  Jur.  N.  S.  224.  In  the  last  case  reliance  was  also  placed  on  the  sale  being  compulsoxr: 
sed  qu. 
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tion  of  a  vendor  pending  the  completion  of  the  contract.  The  sol^ 
question  was,  did  a  valid  contract  exist  at  the  testator's  death ;  if  tLe 
title  proved  bad,  he  agreed  there  was  no  conversion  and  no  trust; 
but  that  was,  because  in  contemplation  of  equity  there  was  in  that 
case  no  valid  contract  (y) ;  but  whether  the  purchaser  was  able  to  pay 
or  not  was  immaterial ;  if  a  contract  valid  at  the  vendor's  death  was 
cancelled  for  non-payment  of  the  purchase-money  after  his  death,  or 
for  any  other  cause  not  affecting  the  original  validity  of  the  contract, 
the  conversion  was  not  therefore  undone  or  the  consequent  trustee- 
ship annulled. 

But  where  the  purchase  has  been  completed  by  payment  of  the 
purchase-money  and  delivery  of  possession,  though  the  deed  of  cod- 
Distjnction  vcyauce  has  not  passed  the  legal  estate,  the  vendor  is  in 
where  pur-  (j^^^  position  of  a  bare  trustee,  and  there  is  no  difficultv 
paid  and  pos-  in  holding  that  a  general  devise  of  lands  by  the  vendor 
••881011  given.  ^^  ^  manner  inconsistent  with  his  duties  as  trustee 
(charged,  for  instance,  with  the  payment  of  his  debts)  will  not  include 
the  legal  estate  (z). 

In  one  instance  (a)  Sir  W.  Grant,  held,  that  an  estate  devised 
after  foreclosure  passed  by  a  description  applicable  to  it  only 
[*658]  as  *a  mortgage;  on  the  ground  that  the  intention,  though 
inaccurately  expressed,  appeared  upon  the  whole  will  to  give 
the  interest  in  the  land.  And  Sir  L.  Shad  well,  Y.-G.,  came  to  the  same 
conclusion,  upon  the  same  devise  (b).  This  was  simply  a  questioD  of 
intention,  as  the  testator  might  of  course,  if  he  chose,  continue  to 
describe  it  as  mortgaged  property ;  and  it  would  pass,  unless  an  in- 
tention appeared  that  the  devisee  should  be  entitled  only  in  case  it 
retained  its  mortgage  character.  But  a  mere  general  devise  of  ''all 
estates  whereof  he  is  seised  as  mortgagee,"  by  a  testator,  who  after- 
wards purchases  the  equity  of  redemption,  shows  no  such  intention. 
The  result  here  is  ademption  (c). 

It  is  obvious  that  the  question,  whether  lands  are  comprised  in 
Inquiry  &  general  devise,  must  frequently  depend  on  the  fact, 

▼*»^e>'eq«'»ty  whether  the  testator  had  or  had  not  at  the  time  acquired 
be  barred!  ma-  the  equity  of  redemption  by  length  of  possession  and 
teriai,  when,      nou-recognition  of  any  adverse  title  (d). 

With  respect  to  mortgages  for  years  the  question  would  be  some- 
what different;  the  point,  if  material  at  all,  beings  whether  the  equity 

(tf )  But  asfluming  the  purchaaer  to  know  this,  he  might  rtry  well  be  in  doubt  whether  be 
bad  an  enforceable  title,  and  might  therefore  malce  hie  will  with  a  dubious  aspect. 
(t)  Dimes  v.  Grand  Junction  Caual  Company,  9  Q.  B.  480,  8  H.  L.  Oa.  794. 
\a)  Silberschildt  v.  Schiott,  3  V.  &  B.  46. 
(6)  Le  Gros  v.  Cockerell,  5  Sim.  384. 

(c)  Yardlev  v.  Holland,  L.  R.,  90  Eq.  438.  . 

(d)  Now  see  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  e.  Sfr,  8.  28,  and  1  Vict.  c.  S8;  3  Hare8*8  Introd.,6th  ed. 
276  and  282;  37  &  38  Vict  c.  57,  8.  7.  As  to  mortgages  in  fee  befor*  1  Vict  c.  26,J«« 
Att.^en.  r.  Bowver,  3  Ves.  714,  6  id.  300;  Att-Gen.  v.  Vigor,  8  Ves.  860.  See  also  BortQi 
V.  Dixon,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  967,  ante,  p.  649,  n. 
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of  redemption  was  acquired,  not  at  the  date  of  the  will,   as  to  mort- 
but  at  the  testator's  decease;  since  they  would  pass  e^e^^^^oT 
under  a  bequest  of  property  of  that  denomination  to 
which  they  belonged  at  the  latter  period.    Thus,  suppose  a  will  to 
contain  a  bequest  of  mortgages  to  A.,  and  of  leasehold  generally  to 
B.,  a  mortgage  for  years,  which  was  redeemable  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  which  would  at  that  period  have  passed  under  the  former 
bequest,  having  become,  by  continued  possession  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  or  by  express  contract,  irredeemable,  would,  by  this  change 
in  the  nature  of  the  property,  pass  under  the  bequest  of  the  lease- 
holds.    Such,  it  may  be  collected,  was  the  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon  in 
Att.-Gen.  r.  Vigor  (e) ;  aud  it  seems  necessarily  to  result  from  the 
acknowled^d  principle,  that  a  general  bequest  of  chattels  of  a  par- 
ticular species,  carries  all  the  chattels  of  that  kind,  which  the  tes- 
tator is  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  his  decease.    And   _in  fee  (since 
the  same  principle  of  course,  would  apply  even  to  mortr  ^  ^jct  c.  26). 
gages  in  fee,  if  the  will  containing  the  devise  in  question  were  made 
or  republished  on  or  since  the  1st  of  January,  1838. 

•  Secondly,  as  to  trust  or  mortgage  estates  vested  in  per-  ['GSQ] 
sons  who  died  between  the  7th  of  August,  1874,  and  the  1st 
of  January,  1882,  when  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act 
1881,  came  into  operation.      By   the  Vendor   and  Purchaser   Act, 
1874,  it  is  enacted  (s.  4)  that  the  legal  personal  repre-  37  &  3g  vict. 
sentative  of  a  mortgagee  of  freeholds  or  of  copyholds  ®-  '^^^  "•  *»  ^' 
to  which  the  mortgagee  has  been  admitted,  may,  on  payment  of  all 
sums  secured  by  the  mortgage,  convey  or  surrender  the  mortgaged 
estate,  whether  the  mortgage  be  in  form  an  assurance  subject  to  re- 
demption or  an  assurance  upon  trust ;  and  by  s.  5  upon  the  death  of  a 
bare  trustee  (whether  intestate  or  not)  between  the  7th  of  August, 
1874,  and  the  1st  of  January,  1876,  a  bare  trust  vested  in  his  legal 
personal  representatives.     But  this  section  is  repealed  by  the  Land 
Transfer  Act,  1875,  s.  48,  and  in  lieu  thereof  it  is  enacted  as  &  39  vict. 
that,  as  from  the  1st  of  January,  1876,  upon  the  death  of  «•  87,  b.  48. 
a  bare  trustee,  intestate  as  to  any  corporeal  or  incorporeal  heredita- 
ment of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee  simple,  such  hereditaments  shall 
vest  like  a  chattel  real  in  the  legal  personal  representative  from  time 
to  time  of  such  trustee. 

As  regards  a  mortgagee,  the  statutory  power  to  convey  or  surrender 
is  confined  to  the  single  case  of  payment  of  the  debt;  it  does  not 
enable  the  legal  personal  representative  to  convey  or  sur-  £^^t  ^|  ^i^^ 
render  in  case  of  a  transfer  (/) ;  nor  does  it  apply  to  »cta: 
the  exercise  of  power  of  a  sale  in  the  mortgage  deed  {g).   as  to  mort- 
The  effect  of  the  mortgagee's  will   on  the  legal  estate   6*«««; 

8  Ve«.  276. 
Re  Brooks*  mortgage,  46  L.  J.  Oh.  865.    See  also  Re  Spadbery's  mortgage,  14  Gh.  D. 


{g)  Re  White*s  mortgage,  S9  W.  R.  890. 


684  DEVISES  BT  MOBTGAOBES  AND  IBUSTEES.  [CH.    ZXI. 

may  therefore  still  come  in  qaestion.  As  regards  trust  estates,  the 
act  of  1875  applies  only  when  a  bare  trustee  dies  intes- 
tate. His  legal  personal  representative  takes  his  estate, 
and  not  merely  (like  the  representative  of  a  mortgagee)  power  to 
convey  it.  If  there  is  no  representative,  the  estate  descends  in  the 
mean  time  to  the  heir  (A).  '^  Bare  trustee ''  is  not  a  term  of  art,  but 
Who  is  a  ^^  ^^  been  decided  to  mean  one  who  has  no  beneficial 

**bare"  interest  in  the  trust  estate,  and,  therefoie,  to  exclude  a 

^  vendor  before  payment  of  the  purchase-money  («).     It 

would  also  seem  to  exclude  a  trustee  with  active  duties  which  have 
not  been   performed,  and   the  performance  of  which  has  not  been 

effectually  dispensed  with  (f), 
[♦660J       *  The  law  with  regard  to  the  devolution  of  trust  and  mort- 
gage estates,  as  regards  persons  who  died  after  the  31st  of 
44  &  45  Vict.     December,  1881,  has  been  put  on  an  entirely  new  footing 
c  45, 8.  ao.        \yy  the  30^1^  section  of  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of 
Property  Act,  1881,  which  enacts  as  follows : —  "  (1.)  Where  an  estate 
or  interest  of  inheritance,  or  limited  to  the  heir  as  special  occupant, 
in  any  tenements  or  hereditaments,  corporeal  or  incorporeal,  is  vested 
on  any  trust,  or  by  way  of  mortgage,  in  any  person  solely,  the  same 
shall,  on  his  death,   notwithstanding  any   testamentary  disposition, 
devolve  to  and  become  vested  in  his  personal  representatives  or  repre- 
sentative from  time  to  time,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  same  were  a 
chattel  real  vesting  in  them  or  him;  and  accordingly  all  the  like 
powers  for  one  only  of  several  joint  personal  representatives,  as  well 
as  for  a  single  personal  representative,  and  for  all  the  personal  repre- 
sentatives together,  to  dispose  of  and  otherwise  deal  with  the  same, 
shall  belong  to  the  deceased's  personal  representatives  or  representa- 
tive from  time  to  time,  with  all  the  like  incidents,  but  subject  to  all 
the  like  rights,  equities,  and  obligations  as  if  the  same  were  a  chattel 
real  vesting  in  them  or  him ;  and,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  personal  representatives  for  the  time  being,  of  the  deceased,  shall 
be  deemed  in  law  his  heirs  and  assigns  within  the  meaning  of  all 
trusts  and  powers.    (2.)  Section  4  of  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act, 
1874,  and  section  48  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875,  are  hereby  re- 
pealed.    (3.)  This  section,  including  the  repeals  therein,  applies  only 
in  cases  of  death  after  the  commencement  of  this  Act." 

The  term  <<  tenements  and  hereditaments  "  in  this  section  was  held 
to  include  copyholds,  so  as  to  vest  in  the  executors  of  a  deceased  sold 
50  &  51  Vict,  trustee  (k).  But  by  the  Copyhold  Act,  1887  (Z),  s.  45, 
c.  73. 8.  45.        the  above  enactment  was  partially  repealed  as  regards 

(h)  Christie  v.  Ovrngton,  1  Ch.  D.  279. 

(t)  Morgan  v.  Swansea  Urban  Sanitary  Authority  9  Ch.  D.  588. 

(j)  Per  Hall,  V.-C.,  1  Ch.  D.  281;  see  also  Re  Cunningham  and  Frayling  (1891),  SC3i. 
567;  but  Je&sel,  M.  R.,  doubted  whether  a  trustee  without  intentt  waa'not  a  Mrs  trusts^ 
althouf^h  he  had  active  duties  to  perform,  9  Ch.  D.  585. 

(k)  Re  Hughes,  W.  N.,  1884,  p.  53. 

U)  50  &  51  Vict  c  73. 


---^ 
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copyholds  and  customaiy  lands.  This  section  enacts  that  the  30th 
section  of  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  shall 
not  apply  to  land  of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure  vested  in  the  ten- 
ant on  the  Court  Bolls  of  any  manor  upon  any  trust  or  by  way  of 
mortgage. 

The  Copyhold  Act,  1887,  which  received  the  royal  assent  on  the 
16th  September,  1887,  does  not  specify  any  date  on  which  the  Act  is 
to  be  deemed  to  have  commenced.  The  result  of  the  partial  repeal 
effected  by  s.  45  of  that  Act  is  therefore  that  s.  30  of  the  Con- 
veyancing and  Law  of  Keal  Property  Act,  •  1881,  must  be  [*661] 
as  if  it  had  been  originally  con&ned  to  estates  and  interests  of 
inheritance  in  tenements  and  hereditaments  not  of  a  copyhold  or 
customary  tenure,  and  to  like  estates  and  interests  in  copyholds  and 
customary  freeholds  to  which  there  has  been  no  admittance.  Thus  in 
Re  Mills'  Trusts  (w),  it  was  held  by  North,  J.,  that  where  a  sole 
trustee  of  copyholds  had  died  in  1884,  the  legal  estate  of  the  copy- 
holds, which  had  by  virtue  of  s.  30  of  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of 
Property  Act,  1881,  devolved  on  his  personal  representatives,  but  had 
not  been  disposed  of  by  them  before  the  passing  of  the  Copyhold 
Act,  1887,  was  by  the  latter  Act  divested  from  them  as  from  the 
passing  of  the  latter  Act,  and  vested  in  the  customary  heir  of  the 
deceased  trustee. 

The  term  "  hereditaments  "  includes  not  only  fee  farm  rents,  chief 
rents,  and  rent  charges  issuing  out  of  land,  but  also  personal  estates 
in  fee  simple,  such  as  annuities  granted  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  (n). 

The  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  came  into  oper- 
ation on  the  1st  of  January,  1882,  and  inasmuch  as  s.  30  and  the  re- 
peals thereby  effected  apply  only  in  cases  of  death  after  Effect  of  these 
the  commencement  of  this  Act,  it  follows  that,  as  regards  enactments, 
deaths  before  that  Act  s.  4  of  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874, 
remains  in  force.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  sole  mortgagee  who  died  be- 
tween the  7th  of  August,  1874,  and  the  31st  of  December,  1881,  both 
dates  inclusive,  his  personal  representatives  have  still  power  to  con- 
vey the  legal  estate  in  the  mortgaged  property,  but,  until  they  exer- 
cise the  power,  the  legal  estate  remains  vested  in  the  heir  or  devisee. 

Where  a  sole  trustee  or  mortgagee  has  by  his  will  appointed  execu- 
tors, they  are  able  under  the  new  law  to  convey  before  probate  the 
legal  estate  in  all  the  trust  or  mortgaged  hereditaments,  except  cus- 
tomary or  copyhold  hereditaments  to  which  their  testator  had  been 

(m)  37  Ch.  D.  812;  aff.  40  Ch.  D.  14.  bat  on  other  pvnnds,  the  Coart  of  Appeal  not  con- 
sidering It  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  their  decision  to  deal  with  this  question.  See  also 
Re  Franklvn,  W.  If.,  1888,  p.  217.  • 

(n)  Such  annuities  are  not  entailable,  and  a  limitation  thereof  to  a  man  and  the  heir;^  of 
his  body  amounts  to  a  fee-simple  conditional  on  birth  of  heritable  issue:  see  Co.  Lit.  2  a,  20a. 
They  were  formerly  freauently  granted  by  the  Crown  or  bv  Act  of  Parliament,  charged  on 
the  revenues  of  a  public  office  or  of  a  particular  colony:  see  Earl  of  Stafford  t.  Buckley, 
a  vcs.  Sen.  170;  Countess  of  Holdemesse  v.  Marquis  of  Carmarthen,  1  B.  C.  C.  877.  They 
tre  now  occasionally  granted  by  public  corporations  charged  on  rates,  &c. 
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admitted  (o).  For  executors  derire  their  title  under  the  irill 
[*662]  and  not  by  virtue  of  the  probate,  which  ia  merely  *  the  proof 
of  their  title.  And  if  all  the  executors  should  die  after  sucli 
conveyance,  but  without  having  proved  the  will,  their  act  will  stand 
good.  Their  title  will,  in  such  a  case,  be  sufficiently  proved  by  lettei^ 
of  administration  of  the  estate  of  their  testator  with  the  wiU  annexed 
thereto  (p). 

But  a  question  of  some  importance  may  arise,  where  a  sole  trustee 
or  mortgagee  has  died  intestaite  or  without  having  appointed  execu- 
tors of  his  will,  as  to  where  the  legal  estate  is  vested  under  the  pres- 
ent law  pending  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration.  This  question 
was  raised  by  Sir  J.  Pearson,  J.,  in  Be  Filling's  Trusts  (q),  but  its  de- 
cision was,  under  the  circumstances,  rendered  unnecessary ;  his  Lord- 
ship, however,  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  words  of  the  statute 
seemed  to  indicate  an  intention  to  exclude  the  heir  altogether.  It 
would  at  all  events  seem  clear  that  the  heir  cannot  convey,  and  the 
proper  course,  where  there  is  no  representative  of  a  deceased  sole 
trustee,  is  to  obtain  an  order  vesting  the  property  in  new  trustees  for 
such  estate  as  was  vested  in  the  deceased  trustee  at  the  time  oi  his 
death  (r). 

The  effect  of  the  recent  legislation  as  to  the  devolution  of  trust  aod 
mortgage  estates  on  death  is  to  render  unnecessary  and  useless  the 
insertion  in  wills  of  express  devises  of  such  estates,  except  as  regards 
copyholds  and  customary  lands.  Any  sucl^  devise,  if  made,  will  be 
nugatory,  inasmuch  as,  notwithstanding  any  testamentary  disposition 
to  the  contrary,  the  trust  or  mortgage  estate  will  devolve  on  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  deceased  trustee  or  mortgagee,  as  if  tbej 
were  his  heirs  or  assigns,  for  the  purposes  of  conveying  the  legal 
estate,  and  exercising  all  trusts  and  powers    in    relation  to  the 

property. 

In  order,  however,  that  a  trust  or  mortgage  estate  in  freeholds  may 
devolve  upon  the  personal  representatives  of  a  sole  trustee  or  mort- 
gagee, the  fee  must  have  been  vested  in  him  either  solely  or  jointly 
with  others  by  the  instrument  creating  the  trust.  And,  if  that  in* 
strument  was  a  deed,  the  estate  must  have  been  originally  conveyed 
by  the  use  of  the  appropriate  words  ^'  and  his  heirs ''  or  "  in  fee  sim- 
ple." Otherwise,  the  heir  of  the  deceased  trustee  or  mortgagee  conld 
not  have  conveyed  the  legal  estate  before  1882,  nor  can  his  personal 
representatives  do  so  now  («). 

(o)  Where,  u  is  genenHy  the  cue,  the  deceased  mortgigee  has  not  been  ftdmitted  tl^ejMM 
is  within  s.  30  of  the  Convejrancinff  and  Law  of  Proper^  Act,  18S1,  and  hia  penonal  itftt- 
sentattves  are  entitled  to  require  admittance.  «».    «.  t^ 

<p)  Wentw.  Aff.  Ex.  SS;  Brasier  v,  Hudson,  8  Sim.  67;  tee  alto  Wankeferd  v,  Wanltforti, 
1  Salk.  809. 

(q)  96  Ch.  D.  at  p.  483.  .   ,  . 

(r)  Re  Rackstraw'B  Trusts,  W.  N.,  18S5,  p.  78;  Re  William's  Trusts,  36  Ch.  D.  S31l  ''^ 
holm  V.  Kennedy,  S4  L.  R.,  Ir.  488. 

(t)  Se  Re  Ingleby  and  the  Norwich  Union  Co.,  18  L.  R.,  Ch.  D.  Ir.  8S6« 
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*  With  regard  to  the  devolution  of  real  estate  contracted  to  [*663] 
be  sold,  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Real  Property  Act,  1881, 
8.  4  enacts  that  "  When  at  the  death  of  any  person  there   completion  of 
is  a  contract  enforceable  against  his  heir  or  devisee,  for  contracts  after 
the  sale  of  the  fee  simple  or  other  freehold  interest,  de-     ®*'  ' 
scendible  to  his  heirs  general,  his  personal  r^resentatives  shall  by  vir- 
tue of  this  Act  have  power  to  convey  the  land  for  all  the  estate  and 
interest  vested  in  him  at  his  death,  in  any  manner  proper  for  giving 
effect  to  the  contract"    The  section  does  not  effect  any  beneficial 
rights,  nor  apply  to  cases  of  death  before  the  1st  of  January,  1882. 

m.     DeviBes  of  Mortgage  and  Trust  Batates.  —  A  devise  of  estates 
vested  in  the  testator  as  trustee  or  mortgagee  is  commonly  found  in 
modem  wills  of  testators  who  died  before  1882.    The   whether 
insertion  of  such  devises  evidently  supposed  that  the   trusteeship 
trusteeship  relating  to  the  estate  vested  in  the  testator  Sevisees  of 
would  commonly  pass  with  that  estate  to  the  devisee ;   *r"**  estates, 
for  the  severance  of  the  estate  and  the  fiduciary  duty  could  not  be  a 
proper  act  on  the  part  of  the  trustee  (t).    Such  a  devise  (as  has  been 
seen)  is  under  the  present  law  unnecessary,  and,  if  inserted,  will  be 
wholly  inoperative,  except  as  regards  copyhold  and  customary  lands 
to  which  the  testator  had  been  admitted  as  tenant  on  the  Court  Bolls. 
The  effect  of  s.  30  of  the  Conveyancing  arid  Law  of  Property  Act, 
1881  (u),  is  that,  with  this  exception,  the  personal  representative  of 
a  sole  trustee  is  constituted  trustee  of  all  trust  and  mortgage  estates 
which  was  vested  in  the  deceased  to  the  exclusion  of  his  devisee  or 
heir.     It  will,  however,  still  be  prudent  and  convenient  to  insert  in 
wills  a  devise  of  all  copyhold  and  customary  lands  vested  in  the  tes- 
tator by  way  of  trust  or  mortgage  to  the  executors  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns  according  to  the  customs  of  the  manors  of  which  such 
lands  are  holden. 

The  question  as  to  the  insertion  of  devises  of  trust  and  mort- 
gage estates,  has  generally  arisen  upon  trusts  or  powers  of 
sale  *  which,  though  to  some  extent  discretionary  (as),  partake  [*664] 
largely  of  a  ministerial  character. 

Thus  in  Cooke  v.  Crawford  («),  where  a  testator  devised  all  his  real 

(0  The  reasons  given  for  the  sapposition  are  not  entirely  satisfactory-  They  are,  first, 
that  there  are  many  cases  in  whicn  It  wonld  be  highly  inconvenient  that  the  tmst  estate 
should  be  permitted  to  descend  to  the  heir,  as  where  he  is  infant,  lunatic  or  bankrupt. 
Secondly,  it  is  said  that  if  the  heir  (or  hares  natus)  is  trusted  to  perform  the  fiduciary  duties, 
why  should  not  the  derisee  (or  hares  fiictns)  be  equally  trusted;  ooth  being  equally  unknown 
to  the  author  of  the  trust,  and  the  one  being  by  no  possibility  the  object  of  personal  confi- 
dence any  more  than  the  other?  An  argument  of  this  nature  was  urged  without  success  in 
the  case  of  Cole  v.  Wade,  16  Yes.  97,  affirmed  19  Ves.  424.  See  also  Att.-Gen.  v.  Doyley, 
2  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  194.    Fordyce  v.  Bridgss,  2  PhilL  497. 

(t»)  See  ante,  p   660. 

(x)  See  Olarke  o.  The  PUioptioon,  4  Drew.  29;  Lewin,  on  Tmsts,  Ch.  U.,  where  Fsama, 
P«  W.  818,  is  cited  contra. 

(a)  18  Sim.  91. 
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and  personal  estates  to  A.,  B.  and  C.^  upon  trust  tliat  they,  or  the  sli- 
Cooke  V.  Crtw-  vivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  such  surciv^r. 
^^"^'  should  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  uc^ 

cease,  but  at  their  descretion,  sell  all  the  read  estates ;  and  lie  anthor- 
ized  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  enter  into  contracts^  and  make 
conveyances,  and  declared  that  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  the  said  JL 
B.  and  C,  or  of  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  th^ 
truBt  eeute  heirs^  executors,  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  shouli 
heW  unaWe  to  be  good  discharges  to  the  purchasers.  And  the  testator 
to  a  pur-  directed  his  said  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors  or  ad- 

chaser.  ministrators,  to  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  of  the 

sale  of  the  real  estate,  and  the  conversion  of  his  personal  est^t^, 
which  he  thereby  directed,  upon  certain  trusts.     Two  of  the   trustees 
declined  the  trusteeship,  and  the  third  (who  was  also  the  heir-at-law 
of  the  testator)  accepted  the  trust,  but  died  before  the  sale  of  the 
estates,  having  made  his  will,  whereby  he  devised  and  bequeathed  &11 
estates  vested  in  him  as  a  trustee,  unto  D.  and  £.,  their  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators  and  assigns,  upon  the  trust  affecting  the  same 
respectively,  and  appointed  D.  and  E.  executors  of  his  will.     X>.  and 
E.  entered  into  a  contract  to  sell  part  of  the  trust  estate,  when  the 
question  arose,  whether  they,  as  devisees  and  executors  of  the  sur- 
viving trustee,  could  make  a  title  to  the  purchaser.     Sir  L.  ShadwelL 
V.-C,  held  that  they  could  not,  and  that  the  devise  of  trust  estates 
by  the  vendors'  testator  was  an  unauthorized  act.     "  It  is  plain,"  he 
said,  'Hhat  the  persons  whom  the  surviving  trustee   has   thought 
proper  to  appoint  to  execute  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will,  are  per- 
sons to  whom  no  authority  was  given  for  that  purpose  by  the  testa- 
tor; and  there  is  no  case  in  which  a  person  not  mentioned  by  the 
party  creating  the  trust  has  been  held  entitled  to  execute  it"     He 
observed,  that  the  testator  had  not  used  the  word  '^ assigns"  in  the 
clause  creating  the  trust  for  sale,  and  concluded  by  saying  that  he 
saw  no  difference  between  a  conveyance  by  act  inter  vivos  and  a  devise, 

and  that  his  own  decision  in  Bradford  v.  Belfield  (a),  if  ac- 
[•665]  quiesced  in,  and  if  not,  •  then  the  authority  of  Townsend  v, 

Wilson  (b)  was  binding  on  the  point. 
This  case  contradicts  previous  opinions  and  practice,  and  goes  to 
establish  a  rule  most  inconvenient  in  its  operation.  But  its  opera- 
tion is  narrowed  by  the  distinction  pointed  out  by  the  V.-C,  and  since 
generally  adopted,  between  cases  where  the  testator  has  expressly 
Titley  «.  Wol-  empowered  the  "assigns"  of  the  trustee  to  perform  the 
8t«nholine.         trusts,  and  those  where  he  has  not.    Thus  in  Titley  r. 

(a)  S  Sim.  264,  when  it  was  held  that  a  trast  for  ule  rested  in  A.  and  his  heirs  could  sot 
be  executed  by  an  assignee  of  the  heir  of  A.,  t.  e.,  a  person  to  whom  the  heir  in  his  Iife-ttne 
had  conveyed  the  estate.  But  I/>rd  Langdale,  M.  B.,  drew  a  distinction  between  such  sa 
asaiiniment  and  a  devise,  inf.  p  668. 

(6)  1  B.  &  Aid.  608,  3  Mad.  261 ;  this  case  decided  that  apotMr  of  sale  nsarred  to  thiw 
persons  and  their  hein  was  not  weU  executed  by  two  suryiYort. 
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Wolstenholme  (c)^  where  real  and  personal  ^estate  was  devised  to  A., 
B.,  and  C,  their  heirs^  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
certain  trusts ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  trusts  should   -.    . 
be  performed  by  the  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  competent 
survivor  of  them,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns.     The   Je^executed  b^ 
surviving  trustee  devised  the  trust  estates :  and  upon  the   the  trustee  and 
distinction  furnished  by  the  word  "Assigns,"  Lord  Lang-  ^•*^*^*"- 
dale,  M.  E.,  held,  that  the  trust  estates  were  well  vested  in  the  de- 
visee upon  the  trusts  of  the  original  will,  and  therefore  refused  to 
appoint  new  trustees  in  their  place. 

In  Mortimer  v.  Ireland  (d),  a  testator  appointed  A.  &  B.  executors 
and  trustees  of  his  property  (which  appears  to  have  been  entirely 
personal) ;  B.  survived  A.,  and  by  will  gave  to  C.  all  the  Mortimer  r. 
trust  property,  upon  the  trust  declared  by  the  first  tes-  I>^^n<i- 
tator,  and  appointed  C.  and  D.  his  executors.  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C., 
and  upon  appeal  (e),  Lord  Cottenham,  decided  that  the  appointment 
of  C.  as  trustee  was  unauthorized,  and,  upon  the  application  of  the 
cestuis  que  trustent,  ordered  the  appointment  of  new  trustees.  The 
L.  C.  said:  '^  Whether  the  property  is  real  or  personal  estate  is  no 
matter;  for  suppose  a  man  appoints  a  trustee  of  real  and  personal 
estate  simpliciter,  adding  nothing  more,  this  cannot  make  his  repre- 
sentative a  trustee.  The  case  before  the  M.  E.  was  quite  different, 
for  there  the  Court  proceeded  on  the  intention  manifested,  that  the 
trusts  should  be  performed  by  the  assigns  of  the  survivor.  The  prop- 
erty may  vest  in  the  representative,  but  that  is  quite  another  question 
from  his  being  trustee.  The  testator  may  select  the  heir  to  succeed 
to  the  trust,  but  he  only  can  do  so.  Here,  then,  are  two  persons  ap- 
pointed trustees ;  both  die ;  thus  there  is  no  trustee,  and  it  is  for  the 
Court  to  appoint  new  ones.  The  testator  having  given  no  indication, 
the  Court  must  refer  it  to  the  Master.^' 

*  In  Ockleston  v.  Heap  (/),  a  testator  appointed  A.  and  B.  [*666] 
executors  and  trustees,  and  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  es- 
tate to  his  said  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  dispose  thereof  at  their  discretion ; 
and  he  declared  that  "the  receipts  of  his  trustees  or   Ockieston  v. 
their  survivor  should  be  sufficient,"  and  declared  the   ^«*P- 
trusts  of  the  proceeds.     A.  renounced  and  disclaimed ;  and  B.  by  will 
devised  all  trust  estates  vested  in  him  to  C.  and  D. ;  and  the  cestui 
que  trusts  took  proceedings  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  doubtful  under  Cooke  v.  Crawford  whether  the 
devisees  of  B.  could  act  in  the  trusts.     Sir  J.  K.  Bruce,  V.-C,  said, 
"  What  I  should  have  done  if  Titley  v.  Wolstenholme  had  come  be- 
fore me,  I  need  not  say,  nor  am  I  sure.    I  think  that  in  the  present 

(c)  7  Betv.  426.  (d)  6  Hare,  196. 

(e)  11  Jur.  721, 16  L.  J.,  Ch.  416.  (/)  1  De  G.  &  S.  640. 

VOL.  I.  44 
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case  there  most  be  a  decree  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  ii. 
the  usual  form." 

No  reasons  for  this  opinion  are  reported.  The  devise  being-  to  tL*? 
trustees,  'Hheir  heirs  and  assigns"  followed  immediately  bjr  tLr- 
_,       ^  words  ''upon  trust  to  sell,"  seemed  to  authorize  a  salt 

Remark  on  i_       ^t  •      i    j*  ^i_ 

Ockieston  r.      by  the   same  persons,  including  the  assig^ns,   as    -werr 
^**P*  named  in  the  devise.    The  power  of  giving  receipts,  it 

is  true,  was  confined  to  the  trustees  or  the  survivor ;  but  althougli 
powers  or  trusts  for  sale,  given  to  heirs,  have  not  been  extended  to 
assigns  by  the  mention  of  assigns  in  the  receipt  clause  (^),  it  has 
never  been  held  that  the  principal  trust  or  power  is  to  be  restrict-t^I 
by  the  accessory.  The  V.-C.'s  disparatging  allusion  to  Titley  v,  TToI- 
stenholme  is  neutralized  by  his  own  question  respecting  the  -word 
''assigns"  in  the  next  case  stated,  and  is  outweighed  by  the  decision 
in  HaJl  v.  May  (A),  where  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V--C.,  decreed  specific 
performance  against  a  purchaser  from  the  devisee,  the  original  trust 
containing  the  word  ''  assigns." 

In  Wilson  u  Bennett  (t-),  the  devise  was  to  A.,  6.,  and  C,  their 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  upon  certain  trusts ;  and  ''  the 
Wilson  V.  said  trustees  and  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his 

B^unett.  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,"  were  empowered  to 

sell.    G.  survived  his  co-trustees,  and  devised  the  property  to  D.  and 

E.,  who  contracted  to  sell ;  but  Sir  J.  K.  Bruce,  V.-C,  held, 
[♦667]  that  ♦  their  title  was  too  doubtful  to  force  upon  a  purchaser, 

and  asked  whether  there  was  any  case  deciding  that  "  heirs '' 
included  <<  assigns."  It  was  afterwards  discovered  that  D.  was  the 
heir-at-law  of  C,  and  the  case  was  then  brought  before  Sir  J.  Parker, 
V.-C,  who  held  that  the  title  was  still  bad,  on  the  ground  that  th<> 
testator  intended  the  power  or  trust  to  be  executed  by  the  person  who 
had  the  estate,  whereas  this  had  been  devised  away  from  D.  the  heir, 
to  D.  and  E.  He  said  Cooke  v.  Crawford  stood  upon  the  ground  that 
a  trust  cannot  be  delegated  to  persons  not  contemplated  in  its  origi- 
Macdonald  v.  ^al  Creation  (k).  This  was  followed  in  Macdonald  o. 
Walker.  Walker  (l)  by  Sir  J.  Romilly,  M.  R.,  who  said  however 

that  the  doctrine  of  Cooke  v.  Crawford  was  a  most  inconvenient  one, 
and  involved  this  consequence,  that,  if  since  the  Wills  Act(?if)  the 
surviving  trustee  devised  the  trust  estate  to  his  heir,  though  he  was 
the  very  person  contemplated,  and  had  the  estate,  yet  he  could  not  ex- 
ercise  the  trust  because  he  took  the  estate  by  devise  and  not  by  descent. 

(fj)  Townsend  v.  Wibon,  1  B.  &  Aid.  608  ;  Hall  ».  Dewas,  Jac.  190;  Bradford  •.  Belfield, 

(k)  3  K.  &  J.  686.  See  also  Adhton  t».  Wood,  3  Sm.  &  Gif.  436.  In  Hall  9,  Mar,  thera 
was  a  power  to  appoint  new  trnstees,  which  the  V.-C  thought  strengthened  the  cooclnaMMi 
drawn  from  the  word  *'  assigns  '*  that  the  deyiaee  was  competent  to  ezecnte  the  trnst  for  sale. 
On  the  word  **  assigns,"  see  further,  Saloway  v.  Stnwbridge,  1 K.  &  J.  871, 7  D.  M.  &  Q.  6M. 

(i)  20  L.  J.,  Ch.  379, 15  Jur.  912. 

(k)  6  De  6.  &  S.  476. 

(0  14  Bear.  556. 

(m)  Qa.  Inheritaaoe  Act  ?  ante,  p.  74. 
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In  re  Burtt  («),  where  leaseholds  were  bequeathed  to  A.  and  B., 
their  executors  and  administrators,  upon  trust  to  dispose  of  the  rents 
and  profits  as  directed  by  the  will^  and  after  the  death  of 
A«  the  surviving  trustee  bequeathed  all  estates  vested  in 
him  as  trustee  to  M.  and  N.  to  hold  upon  the  same  trusts,  and  ap- 
pointed his  wife  and  M.  and  N.  executors :  it  was  held  by  Sir  E. 
Kindersley,  V.-C.,  that  neither  M.  and  N.  alone  as  trustees,  nor  M. 
N.  and  jointly  with  the  wife  executrix,  could  exercise  the  trusts.  He 
said  the  testator  (i.  6.,  the  surviving  trustee)  had  himself  declared 
that  his  executors  as  such  should  not  be  trustees,  and  by  the  bequest 
had  taken  away  the  legal  estate  from  those  who  ought  otherwise  to 
have  been  the  trustees. 

With  respect  to  this  case  it  will  be  noticed  that  until  assent  the 
trust  estate  vested  in  the  executors  and  executrix.  Being,  then,  the 
persons  contemplated  by  the  founder  of  the  trust,  and  Remark  on 
having  the  estate  duly  vested  in  them,  were  they  not  Be  Bunt. 
competent  to  act  as  trustees  ?  Gould  it  rest  with  the  surviving 
trustee  to  say  that,  although  thus  qualified,  they  should  not  act? 
However,  executors  could  not  generally  be  advised  to  answer  these 
questions  themselves,  and  to  withhold  their  assent,  without  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Court. 

In  Stevens  v,  Austen  (o),  the  will  was  a  close  counterpart 
of  ♦  the  will  in  Cooke  v.  Crawford,  and  the  surviving  trustee  [*668] 
having  devised  the  trust  estate,  the  devisee  contracted  to  sell 
it.   In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  to  recover  his  deposit,  it  was  held  in 
Q.  B.  that  the  Court  was  bound  by  previous  decisions,   stevens  v. 
and  that  the  word  "assigns"  being  omitted  from  the   Austen, 
original  trust,  the  devisee  could  not  make  a  good  title. 

The  cases  therefore  support,  but  certainly  do  not  extend,  the  doc- 
trine of  Cooke  V,  Crawford ;  and,  though  it  was  suggested  in  the  last 
case  that  a  Court  of  Error  might  take  a  different  view,   Kesuit  of  the 
the  lapse  of  time  since  the  doctrine  was  first  admitted   <^*««»- 
would  be  a  serious  objection  to  reversing  it  now. 

In  modern  wills,  the  trust  has  generally  been  made  exercisable  by 
the  assigns  as  well  as  by  the  heir  of  the  trustee;  a  course  which 
obviates  the  somewhat  delicate  question  whether  a  devise 
by  a  trustee  whose  assigns  are  not  so  authorized  is  a  ^^^^l'  *J  ^ 
breach  of  trust.     In  Cooke  t>.  Crawford,  Sir  L.  Shadwell   trust  to  devise 
expressed  a  decided  opinion  that  a  devise  of  the  legal  ^ereVhe^e- 
estate  by  a  sole  trustee  would  amount  to  a  breach  of  visees  cannot 
trust,  and  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  Court,  if  it  were   tmstol*^*** 
urged  so  to  do,  would  order  the  cost  of  getting  the  legal 
estate  out  of  the  devisee  to  be  borne  by  the  assets  of  the  trustee  {p), 

(n)  1  Drew.  319. 

(o)  30  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  212,  dub.  Blackburn,  J.,  who  observed  that  all  the  cases  in  Chancery 
had  been  attempts  to  force  the  title  on  a  purchaser. 

{p)  Qu.  whether  this  would  set  matters  right,  see  dictum  of  Romllljri  M.  R.,  Hacdonald  p. 
Walker,  cited  ante,  p.  667. 
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But  Lord  Langdale  thought  otherwise.  In  his  opinion,  there  was  a 
clear  distinction  between  a  trustee  conyejing  away  the  trust  estate 
and  relieving  himself  of  the  trust  of  his  own  authority  during  Lis 
own  life,  and  assigning  it  by  way  of  devisei  which  took  efifect  only 
when  there  must  be  a  transmission  of  the  estate  to  some  one  no: 
personally  trusted  by  the  author  of  the  trusty  and  when,  but  for  tLtr 
devise,  it  might  vest  in  inf ants,  married  women,  bankrupts  or  persoDS 
out  of  the  jurisdiction.  He  could  not  see  his  way  to  the  oonclnsi.n 
that,  in  the  case  contemplated  (q),  a  devise  by  the  trustee  was  a 
breach  of  trust  (r).  Sir  J.  Parker,  V.-C.,  propounded  (*)  a  narroFer 
and  more  difficult  rule,  viz.  that  the  question  in  every  case  was 
whether  the  devise  was  in  accordance  with  the  title  under  which 
the  trustee  held ;  it  might  often  be  the  duty  of  a  man  in  such  cir- 
cumstances, having  the  legal  estate,  to  take  care  that  it  did  not 
vest  in  a  lunatic,  or  in  a  person  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  or  in  any 
other  person  who  ought  not  be  a  trustee,  and  for  that  purpose  to 
devise  it.  The  safest  course  for  the  trustee  would  be  that 
[*669]  •  taken  in  Beasley  v.  Wilkinson  (t),  where  the  devise  was 
of  all  trust  estates  "  which  he  could  devise  without  breach 
of  trust." 

In  Osborne  v.  Eowlett  (u),  Jessel,  M.  B.,  reviewed  the  cases,  and 
arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Cooke 
V.  Crawford  was,  that  it  was  an  improper  and  unlawful  act  of  the 
surviving  trustee  to  devise  the  trust  estate,  but  that  this  principle 
was  wrong,  and  had  been  rejected  in  the  subsequent  cases,  so  that 
the  case  itself  had  been  virtually  overruled.     Consequently  (and 
the  present  course  of  the  Court  being  to  decide  whether  upon  a  point 
of  law  a  title  was  good  or  bad,  and  not  merely  whether  it  was  doubt- 
ful) he  decided  that  under  a  devise  to  X.  for  life,  remainder  "toA 
and  B.,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  in  trust  after  the 
death  of  X.  to  sell  in  such  manner  as  they,  my  said  trustees,  sliali 
deem  expedient,"  it  was  competent  for  the  devisee  of  the  surviving 
trustee  to  execute  the  trust  for  sale.     However,  in  Re  Morton  and 
Hallett  (x),  Baggallay,  L.  J.,  said  he  was  not  prepared  to  dissent 
from  Cooke  v.  Crawford,  and  James,  L.  J.,  said  he  was  not  prepared 
to  say  that  it  was  overruled.     The  question,  therefore,  appears  to  be 
still  open  whether  a  devisee  of  trust  estates  can  sell  where  '^  assigns 
are  not  mentioned,  so  far  as  regards  cases  where  the  surviving  trus- 
tee's death  took  place  before  the  first  of  January,  1882,  the  date  of 
the  commencement  of  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act, 
1881. 

(q)  I,  e.  the  cmse  of  a  trust  to  bo  executed  by  A.  "  or  his  heirs.*' 
(r)  7  Beav.  435. 
(«>  5  De  G.  &  S.  479. 

(f)  13  Jur.  649  ;  but  the  original  tmsti  are  not  reported,  except,  ^hortlj,  (hst  tbey  ▼"* 
for  sale, 
(tt)  18  Ch.  D.  m. 
(«)  15  Cb.  D.  14a.    See  also  Be  Cunningham  and  Frmjling  <1S91),  9  Oi.  (67. 


CHAPTER  XXn. 


[*670] 


WHAT  OEITEBAL  WOBDS   CABBT  BBAL  ESTATE. 


I.  Words  "  Estate  "  and  "  Property," 
and  other  such  Terms  —  where  re- 
strained by  Association  with  more 
limited  Expressions  to  Articles 
eJQsdem  generis 670 

II.  Where  not  restrained  by  such  Asso- 
ciation     675 

in.  Whether  restrained  by  Collocation 

with  Ezecntorship 683 


PAGl 


686 


IV.  Whether  restrained  by  the  Nature 

of  Limitations      .    ,    -.    .    .    . 

y.  General  untechnical  Words  held  to 

pass  Lands 

YI.  Words  descriptive  of  Personalty 
only,  held,  by  force  of  Context,  to 
include  Real  Estate 697 


Z.  Words  "  Bstate,"  "  Property,"  Ac,  when  restrained  by  Associa- 
tion.—  It  is  obvious  that  the  question,  whether  real  estate  passes 
under  a  devise,  cannot  occur,  unless  the  testator  has   ^  ^  «    . 
either  used  terms  not  properly  and  technically  descrip-  tate/'"prop. 
tive  of  such  property,  or  else,  though  using  terms  prop-  ^^'^ifof' 
erly   applicable   thereto,  has  created   doubt   by   their  carrying  real 
position,  or  their  improper  use  in  other  parts  of  the  will.   ®®^'®* 
General  expressions,  when  collocated  with  words  descriptive  of  per- 
sonal estate,  are  sometimes  restrained  by  that  association   Restrained 
to  subjects  of  the  same  species,  agreeably  to  the  maxim   *>^  association 

•  ,  •*.  <«  ^•i  ni  •        wiin  person— 

noscitur  a  sociis ;  ^   and  accordingly  we  find  many  m-  ahy  in  follow- 
stances  especially  among  the  early  authorities^  in  which   '**«?  **s®*- 
the  word  estate^  and  other  such  terms  clearly  capable,  viribus  suis,  of 
comprehending  real  estate  (a),  had  been  restrained  by  the  context  to 
personalty.* 

(a)  Barnes  «.  Patch,  8  Yes.  604. 


1  See  Bills  o.  Putnam,  64  K.  H.  554  (citing 
Benton  «.  Benton,  68  N.  H.  289). 

s  See  Bullard  v,  Goffe,  20  Pick.  257:  Birds- 
all  9.  Applegate,  1  Spencer,  244;  Cllark  «. 
Hyman,  1  Dev.  882;  McChesney  v.  Bruce, 
1  Md.  347.  The  word  "  estate  "  Is  generally 
sufficient  to  pass  land.  Chapman  r.  Chick, 
81  Maine,  109  ;  Deering  o.  Tucker,  56  Maine, 
284  ;  Godfrey  o.  Humphrey,  18  Pick.  537 ; 
Putnam  o.  Emerson,  7  If et.  838.  But  where 
a  testator  made  a  will  in  which  personal 
property  only  was  mentioned,  and  tnere  re- 
mained some  not  specifically  bequeathed, 
and  there  were  no  words  showing  an  inten- 
tion to  devise  all  his  estate,  it  was  held  that 
a  devise  giving  to  B.  *'  all  the  residue  of  his 
fonitim  and  «itat%  whalifw  and  wbtnv«r 


it  was,*'  did  not  five  the  real  estate.  Bullard 
«.  Goffe,  20  Pick.  252.  See  also  as  to  "  es- 
tate," May  bury  t>.  Grady,  67  Ala.  147;  John- 
son 0.  John<>on,  32  Minn.  513  ;  Cook  9. 
Lanning,  40  N.  J.  £q.  369  (citing  Welsh  m 
Crater,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  284)  ;  Hofius  r.  Hofius, 
92  Penn.  St.  305  ;  Durfee,  Petitioner,  14  R.  I. 
47  ;  Waterman  v.  Greene,  12  R.  I.  483  ; 
Blount  V.  Walker,  31  S.  C  13  ;  Bannister  r. 
Bull,  16  S.  C.  220  ;  Dole  v.  Johnson,  3  Allen, 
864  ;  Ingell  v.  Nooney,  2  Pick.  362. 

However,  the  tenn  "property"  or  "es- 
tate "  will  in  general  embrace  both  realty  and 
personalty,  and  will  be  construed  to  describe 
the  quantity  of  interest,  or  the  subject  of  it, 
or  both,  as  may  be  required  by  the  context 
of  the  will,    dhapman  v.  Chick,  supra ;  Pat- 
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Thus,  in  Wilkinson  v.  Merryland  (6),  one  having  lands  in  A.,  B.. 
and  C,  the  latter  being  a  forfeited  mortgage  in  fee,  devised  the  lands 
**o«od     hAfc.^^  ^'  *°*^  ®*  ^  several  persons  and  their  heirs,  and  lega- 
teis,  leases,     cies  to  Other  persons ;  and  then  devised  all  the  rest  of 
estates,  tiu-ri-  j^jg  goods,  chattel?,  leases,  estates,  mortgages^  debts,  ready- 
money,  plate,  and  other  goods  whereof  he  was  possessed, 
unto  his  wife,  after  his  debts  and  legacies  were  paid,  and  made  her 
execatrix.    It  was  urged,  that  the  fee  simple  in  the  lands  in 
[*671]  C.  passed  by  ♦  the  words  "  estates  "  and  "  mortgages."     But 
the  Court  (Croke,  Jones,  and  Berkeley)  were  of  opinion,  with- 
out deciding  the  point,  that  these  words,  being  coupled  with  personal 
things,  must  have  meant  estates  and  mortgages  for  years,  and  rather 
by  reason  of  the  words  "  whereof  I  am  possessed "  (c),  which  were 
applicable  more  properly  to  personal  than  to  real  estate. 

So,  in  Cliffe  v.  Gibbons  (d),  Lord  Cowper  expressed  an  opinion,  that 

a  devise  of  all  the  testator's  '^  estate,  goods,  and  chattels,"  did  not  pass 

^'Ettau         land  where  there  had  been  no  mention  of  land  before; 

goods,  and     but  that  it  did  where  land  had  been  devised  in  a  preced- 

chmtteis.'*       jj^^  ^^^  ^j  ^^  ^ljj     rpj^^  former  proposition  is  clearly 

inconsistent  with  several  decisions,  particularly  Tanner  v,  Morse  {e), 
and  Doe  d.  Wall  v.  Langlands  (/),  stated  in  the  sequel. 

In  Marchant  v,  Twisden  {g\  a  testator,  after  bequeathing  several 
pecuniary  legacies,  devised  thus :  '*  All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my 

(6)  Cro.  Car.  447,  449,  Sir  W.  Jones,  3S0. 

(c)  But.  as  to  these  words,  see  Hogan  v.  Jackson,  Cowp.  299 :  Pitman  v.  Stevens,  15  East, 
505  ;  Noel  v.  Hoy,  5  Mad.  38  ;  Davenport «.  Coltman,  12  Sim.  588  :  Evans  v.  Jones,  46  L. 
J.,  Ex.  280  ;  (all  stated  post)  :  Warner  «.  Warner,  15  Jar.  141 ;  Stokes  v.  Salomons,  9  Hare, 
81. 

[d)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1326,  2  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  301,  pi.  17. 
e)  Cas.  t.  Talb.  284,  post,  s.  2. 
[/)  14  East,  370,  post,  s.  2. 
\g)  Glib.  Eq.  Ca.  80,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  211,  pi.  22. 


terson  v,  Wilson,  101  N.  C.  684  ;  Prfester  r. 
Priester,  13  Rich.  361;  Turbett  o.  Turbett, 
3  Yeates,  187  ;  Jackson  v,  Delancey,  11 
John8. 365;  Jack»on  v.  Merrill,  6  Johns.  191; 
Godfrey  v.  Humphrey,  18  Pick.  539.  Thas. 
it  appeared  in  one  case  that  a  lady  had  died 
seized  of  personal  and  real  estate.'  Some  of 
the  realty  she  had  bought,  and  the  rest  therfr- 
cf  with  personalty  she  nad  received  under  a 
will  of  her  brother.  She  made  a  irill,  in 
which  she  constituted  A.  her  "residuary 
lejratee,"  and  proceeded  as  follows  :  Of"  the 
property  bequeathed  me  by  my  brother,  and 
the  property  I  have  in  expectation  from  my 
suter,  and  any  other  property  that  may  come 
into  my  poit^eMion,  I  will  and  bequea'th  "  to 
A.  one  fourth,  and  the  rest  to  others.  The 
court  decided  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testHtrix  to  dispose  of  both  her  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  notwithstanding'the  fact  that 
she  had  mentioned  the  property  received 
from  her  brother  as  "  beaneathed."  and  had 
made  A*  J^*'  "  residuary  legatea.*'    Laing  v. 


Barbonr,  119  Masa.  623.  Sea  also  Dos  t. 
Lainchburff,  11  East,  290 ;  Doe  v.  Morgan, 
6  Bam.  &  C.  512  ;  Edwards  v.  Barnes,  2 
Bing.  N.  C.  252;  Hardacre  v.  Nash,  5  T.  R. 
716 ;  Da^  v.  Daveson,  12  Sim.  200 ;  Evans 
V.  Crosbie,  15  Sim.  600  ;  Davenport «.  Colt- 
man,  9  Mees.  &  W.  481.  When  the  words 
*'  property ''  and  **  estate  *'  have  been  held  to 
be  limited  to  personalty,  it  has  been  where 
there  were  qualifying  words,  or  where  theM 
general  terms  were  so  connected  or  mixed 
with  words  expressing  only  things  personal 
as  to  limit  their  meanmg.  *  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  4 
Gray,  190,  193.  See  further  as  to  the  word 
"  esUte,**  Ewin  t.  Park,  3  Head,  718  i  Terrr 
».  Wiggins,  47  N.  T.  512  ;  Tavlor  v.  Dodrf, 
68  N.  T.  335;  Archer  v.  Denea*le,  1  Pet.  585. 
"Possessions'*  may  carry  real  estate. 
Chapman  V.  Chick,  81  Maine^  109.  *'pR>p. 
erty  ^  ordinarily  indndes  money,  but  a  dn- 
ferent  intention  mav  appear.  Patterson  v. 
Wilson,  101  N.  C.  5^4.  See  further,  Braw* 
ley  r.  CoUioi,  88  K.  C.  605. 


CH.  XXII.]  WHEN  RESTRAINED  BT  ASSOCIATION.  695 

estcUe  and  chattels,  real  and  personal,  I  give  and  devise  «  Estate  and 
to  my  wife,  whom  I  make  to  be  my  executrix."  The  cJ»*"e^»»  »"«**„ 
Lord  Keeper  held  that  the  lands  did  not  pass ;  for,  in  the 
first  part  of  the  will,  the  testator  having  given  only  legacies,  and  not 
laads,  by  the  residue  of  his  "  estate  "  must  be  intended  estate  of  the 
same  nature  as  that  before  devised.  The  devise  was,  as  if  he  had 
said,  ''  all  the  rest  of  my  estate,  whether  chattels  real  or  personal." 

Ko  case  has  gone  so  far  as  this  in  restraining  the  word  estate, 
Nothing  was  more  obvious  than  to  consider  the  word  ''  real "  as  ap- 
plying to  "  estate  "  and  "  personal "  to  *'  chattels,"  corre-   ne^ark  on 
spending  as  they  respectively  do  in  local  order ;  and  such,   Marchant  o. 
it  is  confidently  apprehended,  would  be  the  construction    *^"*^®°- 
of  the  devise  at  this  day.    Indeed,  in  subsequent  cases,  the  real  estate, 
we  shall  see,  has  been  held  to  pass  by  words  of  far  inferior  force  (h). 

The  next  authority  for  the  restricted  construction  is  Doe  d.  Bunny 
Bout  (i),  where  the  words  of  the  will  were  as  follows:  —  "I  devise 
my  just  debts  of  every  sort,  with  my  funeral  expenses,  to  be 
paid  and  properly  discharged  by  my  executrix  *  hereinafter  [*672] 
named;  and  subject  thereto  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
sister  A.  B.  all  my  stock  in  trade,  household  goods, 
wearing  apparel,  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  and  tradel^&c?,  and 
every  other  thing,  my  property,  of  wha^  nature  or  kind   ^^f^Y  other 
soever,  to  and  for  her  own  proper  use  and  disposal ; "   p^\  T/'what 
and  the  testator  appointed  A.  R.  executrix.     The  Court  ^^^  or 

Kind  806 vor. 

of  C.  P.  held,  that  an  intention  to  pass  land  could  not  be 
clearly  collected  from  these  words. 

It  deserves  notice,  that  in  the  three  last  cases,  in  which  the  words 
"estate,"  and  "property,'*  were  confined  to  personal  estate,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  «octe^y  in  which  they  were  found,  there  was 
no  preceding  devise  or  mention  of  real  estate ;  a  circum-  ^n^co'nuin- 
stance  which,  though  not  conclusive,  was  in  each  instance   ing  no  other 
adverted  to,  and  has  generally  been  considered  as  having  ^"esute. 
weight  in  the  exclusion  of  real  estate,  by  demonstrating 
that  the  testator  had  not  property  of  that  species  in  his  contemplation 
when  he  made  his  will. 

In  WooUam  v,  Kenworthy  {k),  however,  the  word  "  estate "  in  a 
residuary  clause  was  restricted  to  personal  property,  by  the  control- 
ling effect  of  the  context,  although  the  will  contained  ^  ^  ^  u 
specific  devise  of  lands.     The  testator,  after  devising  a  ute  and  ef- 
fee-farm  rent  to  trustees,  upon  formal  trusts  for  sale,    g^g^^^i^ 
and  directing  his  household  furniture,  &c.,  to  be  sold,   personalty  by 
declared,  as  to  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the   ^^^  context. 

{h)  Hogan  «.  Jackson^  Cowp.  299  ;  Hopewell  o.  Ackland,  1  Com.  164 ;  Hnxtep  v.  Broo- 
man,  1  B.  C.  C  437  ;  Pitman  v.  Stephens,  16  East,  605,  all  stated  post. 

(i)  7  Taunt.  79. 

\k)  9  Yes.  137.  In  Sanderson  «.  Dobeon,  1  Ex.  141,  the  word  "  estate  **  was  held  to  be 
restricted  by  the  context  ;  but  the  Court  of  C.  P.  held  contra,  7  C.  B.  81,  and  this  waa  fol- 
lowed by  Wood,  V.-C,  Dobson  v.  Bownesa,  L.  R.,  5  Eq.  404,  same  will. 
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rent  thereinbefore  devised  in  trust  to  be  sold,  as  also  the  moneys  to 
arise  from  the  sale  of  his  household  furniture,  &c.,  **  and  frant  all 
ether  his  estate  and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever j  and  trher^ 
soever,^^  that  the  same  should  be  chargeable  with  his  legacies;  and  the 
residue  divided  into  shares,  which  the  testator  bequeathed  to  various 
persons.    There  was  the  usual  authority  to  the  trustees  to    ^ve 
receipts  to  the  purchasers  of  the  fee-farm  rent.    It  will  be  observed 
that  there  was  no  actual  devise  or  direction  for  sale  of  the  "  estate," 
and  Lord  Eldon,  after  premising  that  the  question  whether  the  iwords 
"  all  my  estate  and  effects  "  will  include  real  estate  or  not,  depends, 
first,  on  the  immediate  context  of  the  will,  secondly,  on  the  general 
form  and  scheme  of  the  will  as  demonstrating  the  intention,  lield, 
that  the  testator,  who  had  actually  devised  certain  real  estate  to  trus- 
tees upon  particular  trusts  for  sale,  could  not  be  understood 
£*673]  to  mean  that  another  estate  should  be  clothed  *  with  the  same 
trusts  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  by  the  mere  insertion  of  the 
word  "estate."* 

In  Bebb  v.  Penoyre  (I),  real  estate  was  held  not  to  be  included  in  a 
devise  of  the  rest  and  residue,  on  the  ground  of  the  restraining  effect 
of  the  immediate  context,  although  there  was  a  previous  devise  of 
land  in  the  same  will.  The  testator,  after  various  devises  and  be- 
quests, concluded  his  will  in  the  following  words :  —  "I  order  the  lease 
^^  of  my  house,  with  all  the  furniture  (except  the  eight 

residue,"  held  Worked  chairs),  to  be  sold,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue 
»o^.^^^j°ciude  to  be  divided  among  the  four  daughters  of  A.,  share  and 
Dotwithstand-  share  alike ;  and  I  appoint  C.  and  D.  executors."  It  was 
devwe^Jnand     contended,  that  the  reversion  in  fee  (w)  of  a  moiety  of 

certain  houses  devised  by  the  will  for  the  life  of  the 
devisee,  passed  by  the  words  '^  rest  and  residue."  But  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  thought  that  these  words,  in  the  place  in  which  they  stood, 
and  so  accompanied,  must  mean  property  of  a  similar  nature  to  the 
lease  of  the  house  and  furniture  before  mentioned,  that  is,  his  per- 
sonal estate.  He  considered  the  division  ordered  was  to  be  made  by 
the  executors  immediately  afterwards  named.^ 

In  the  next  two  cases  the  general  words  were  followed  by  an  enu- 
meration of  particulars,  which  were  held  to  be  explanatory  and  re- 
strictive of  the  prior  expressions.  Thus,  in  Timewell  r.  Perkins, 
where  (n)  a  testator  devised  in  these  words,  "  All  those  my  freehold 

(0  11  Kast,  160.    Bat  im  now  Attree  v.  Attrae,  L.  R.,  U  Eq.  S80  i  Smyth  «.  Smyth,  8 
Ch.  D.  661,  pofft,  p.  682. 
(m)  An  to  the  operation  of  these  words  to  cany  a  fee,  see  Ch.  XXXIII.  ■•  i. 
(fi)  2  Atk.  102  ;  see  also  Doe  v.  Rout,  7  Tannt.  79,  ante,  p.  671. 

1  See  Birdsall  «.  Applegate,  1  Spencer  mr  estate,  be  divided  between  "  A.,  B.,  and 

344.  C.'.  it  was  held  that  the  premiMs  in  aaestion, 

*  But  in  a  case  where  the  testator  nsed  the  being  a  four-acre  lot  not  speciffcaUy  disposed 

following  words ;  "  I  direct  that  all  the  re-  of,  passed  to  the  devisees.     Den  v.  Drew,  2 

mainder  of  the  rentS|  profits,  and  residue  of  Green,  68. 
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lands,  with  the  messuages,  &c.,  now  in  the  occupation  of 

L.,  and  all  other  the  rest  and  residue  and  remainder  of  my  foUowed  by  an 

estate,  consisting  in  ready  money,  plate,  jewels,  leases,   enumeration 

judgments,  mortgages,  or  in  any  other  thing  whatsoever  explanatory , 

or  wheresoever,  I  give  unto  A.  H.  and  her  assigns  for-  »nd^re»trictive 

ever."     In  the  preamble  of  the  will  occurred  the  clause, 

''as  touching  the  temporal  (o)  estate  with  which  it  hath  pleased 

God  to  bless  me,  I  dispose  thereof  as  follows."    The  question  was, 

whether  land  not  described  in  the  will  passed  under  the  residuary 

clause.    Fortescue,  J.,  held  that  it  did  not,  relying  on  the  analogy  of 

the  case  to  Wilkinson  v.  Merryland. 

In  the  case  just  stated,  there  was  a  preceding  specific   ]^«™*^*^  f>n 
devise  of  land;  but  the  intention  to  confine  the  word   Perkins, 
"estate"  to  personalty  was  inferred  from  the  subse- 
quent explanatory  words  of  description;  which,  however,  were 
themselves  followed  by  •expressions  scarcely  less  strong  [*674] 
than  many  which  have  been  held  sufficient  to  include  real 
estate  (j>).    Timewell  v.  Perkins  is  unquestionably  a  strong  case, 
and  has  generally  been  much  relied  upon  as  an  authority  for  the 
restricted  construction  on  subsequent  occasions.^ 

So,  in  Roe  d.  Helling  v.  Yeud  (q),  where  a  testator  after  giving 
certain  legacies,  added  "  Item,  I  give  to  A.,  B.,  C,  D.,  and  E.,  whom 
I  appoint  my  executors,  and  to  whom  I  give  all  the  remainder  of  my 
property  whatever  and  wheresoever,  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike,  after  their  paying  ^^jif^bl 
and  discharging  the  before-mentioned  annuities,  legacies,   subsequent 
debts,  and  demands,  or  any  I  may  hereafter  make  by  ^icuUraT 
codicil  to  this  my  will,  all  my  goods,  stock,  bills,  bonds, 
book  debts,  and  securities  in  the  Witham  Drainage,  in  Lincolnshire, 
and  funded  property."    The  question  was  whether  real  estate  passed. 
The  Court  held  that  it  did  not ;  considering  that  the  enumeration  at 
the  end  of  the  clause  was  explanatory  of  the  words  "remainder  of  my 
property  "  (r).* 

Timewell  r.  Perkins,  and  Roe  v.  Yeud,  were  much  relied  upon  by 
Oibbs,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Rout  («),  already  stated. 

It  is  a  wholly  different  question,  where  a  will  contains  two  distinct 
devises,  either  of  which  would  alone  be  sufficient  to  carry  the  prop- 

(o)  As  to  this  word  see  Tanner  o.  Wise,  8  P.  W  S95. 

ip)  See  Hopewell  v.  AcUand,  1  Com.  164,  and  Wilce  v.  Wilce,  7  Bing.  6U,  stated  post, 
p.  694. 

(<7)  2  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  214.  '*  It  seems  that  the  words  beginning  <  whom  I  appoint,'  and 
ending  with  *  this  my  will,*  are  to  be  construed  as  included  in  a  parenthesis."    Id.  215,  n. 

<r)  But  observe  the  tone  of  Lord  EUenboroogh's  remarks  on  tnis  case  in  Doe  v.  Langlands, 
14  East,  878. 

(s)  7  Tannt  79,  ante,  p.  671. 

1  See  Bullard   o.  Goile,   20  Pick.   252,  <  See  Godfrey «.  Humphrey,  18  Pick.  589 1 

257.  Jackson  «.  Hoasel,  17  Johns.  281, 
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Copyholds  ^^J}  under  which  of  the  two  it  shall  be  held  to  pass. 
excluded  from  Thus  in  Chapman  r.  Prickett  (f ),  where  a  testator  en- 
'* property**       titled  to  copyholds,  which  he  had  surrendered  to  the 

dw' si^nof*  '^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^^^'  devised  his  "freehold  messuages  stock 
''copjholdi."  in  the  funds  money  and  debts  and  all  shares  or  property 
of  which  he  may  die  possessed  or  entitled  to  "  to  trus- 
tees in  trust  to  pay  the  rents  of  his  freeholds  and  leaseholds  and  the 
dividends  of  his  stock  and  shares  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards 
to  make  division  by  sale  or  otherwise  of  his  said  freeholds,  and  to 
transfer  all  stock  or  shares  his  property,  estate,  and  effects  equally 
among  his  children.  By  codicil  he  devised  his  copyhold  estate  to  his 
wife  for  a  term,  and  afterwards  directed  it  to  be  sold  "for  the  benefit 
of  his  children  as  directed  by  the  will,"  but  did  not  actually  devise 
the  copyhold  to  the  trustees.  It  was  held  that  no  estate  in 
[*675]  the  copyholds  ♦passed  to  the  trustees  by  the  word  "prop- 
erty" in  the  will.*  Tindal,  C.  J.,  observed  that  the  general 
effect  of  the  disposition  of  the  copyhold  by  the  codicil  was  the  same 
as  that  of  the  freehold  which  had  already  passed  by  the  will,  viz., 
that  the  wife  of  the  testator  should  receive  the  rents  and  profits 
during  her  life,  and  after  her  death  a  sale  should  take  place  and  a 
division  be  made  among  the  children*  So  that  the  disposition  of 
the  copyhold  made  by  the  codicil  was  unnecessary,  except  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  testator  thought  he  had  not  disposed  of  it  by 
the  will. 

And  it  has  been  elsewhere  noticed  as  an  established  rule  that  a  gift 
once  clearly  expressed  in  a  will  shall  not  be  cut  down  by 
reiO^mwni  ambiguous  expressions  contained  in  a  codiciL  It  was 
not  cut  down  mainly  on  this  principle  that  in  Moiyneux  v.  Kowe  (m), 
*^1ate%nmi-  a  devise  of  "real  estate"  to  A.  was  held  not  to  be  af- 
tare,  &c.,"  m     feoted  by  a  codicil  by  which  the  testator  gave  "  all  his 

estate,  household  furniture,  linen,  china,  and  all  his  other         ) 
personal  property  "  to  B. 


n.   Words  "Bstatei**  fto.,  when  not  restrained  by 

«r^,'5/^en  •ooiatlon.  —  It  may  now  be  regarded  as  settled  that  the 

not  restricted      words  estate  and  property^  and  others  of  the  like  import, 

0  persona  7.     g^gm^jj^g  alone  in  a  will  are  sufficient  to  pass  real  estate  (a:). 

(0  6  Bing.  602.  See  also  Acheson  «.  Fair,  8  D.  &  War.  512,  which  la  antlogoiu  to  Wildc 
9  Holtzmever,  6  Ves.  811. 

(«)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  368,  diss.  Turner,  L.  J. 

\x)  Kindersley,  V.-C.,  laid  down  the  rale  generally,  that  If  the  other  words  were  not  suffi- 
cient to  comprise  the  whole  personal  estate  the  word  "  estate  **  woald  not  embrace  realtj^ 
D'Almaine  r.  Moseley,  1  Drew  632  ;  but  although  Lord  Hardwicke^s  remarks  in  Tiller  v, 
Simpson  certainly  favor  this  doctrine,  the  modem  cases  are  founded  on  a  principle  which  is 
inconsistent  with' it ;  see  particularly  Lord  Brougham's  judgment  in  Mayor  of  Hamilton  v, 
llodsdon,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  76, 11  Jur.  193  ,  and  ^ott  v.  Alberry,  Com.  8a7|  sUted  p.  S76,  is 
un  express  decision  to  the  contrary     See  also  Hawksworth  «.  Hawksworth,  97  Bear.  1  •,  Re 

^  See  Brown  v.  Dysinger,  1  Bawle,  408. 
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Nor  are  such  words  when  accompanied  by  words  descriptive  of  per- 
sonal estate  merely,  by  that  association  invariably  restricted  to 
property  ejusdem  generis.^  On  the  contrary,  the  presumption  gener- 
ally is  against  such  a  construction,  as  it  supposes  the  testator  to  use 
words  in  another  sense  than  that  which  judicial  construction  has  given 
to  them,  and  frequently  in  a  sense  which  is  fully  expressed  in  the 
context,  and  therefore  renders  them  inoperative.  It  should  be  ob- 
served, however,  that  the  circumstance  of  there  being  other  words 
adequate  to  carry  the  whole  personal  estate,  always  affords  an  argu- 
ment for  making  the  words  under  consideration  include  land,  since 
the  contrary  construction  reduces  them  to  silence,  an  argument 
upon  which,  it  will  be  seen,  great  stress  was  laid  by  *  Lord  [*676] 
Hardwicke,  in  TiUey  v.  Simpson  (y),  stated  in  the  sequel. 
But  it  must  be  remembered,  that  the  fact  of  the  word  being  wanted  to 
give  completeness  to  the  disposition  of  the  personal  estate,  does  not 
raise  so  strong  an  argument  in  favor  of  the  restrictive  construction ; 
since  there  is  no  reason  why  a  testator  should  not  have  used  the  words 
for  both  purposes. 

The  following  cases  seem  fully  to  sustain  the  position,  that  to  war- 
rant the  confining  of  the  word  "  estate  "  and  other  such  expressions 
to  personal  estate,  there  must  be  a  clear  indication  of  Cases  in  which 
an  intention  in  the  will  so  to  confine  them ;  for  where   ge"«rai  words 

^,  ..,.,.,        ,  ..  i_        i_  1  1  have  been  held 

this  indication  has  been  wanting,  or  has  been  less  clear   to  be  onre- 
than  in  the  preceding  cases,  the  words  have  been  held  to  *^"<^^d. 
be  used  in  their  proper,  i,  e.,  their  unrestricted  sense.^ 

Thus,  An  Terrell  v.  Page  (»),  where  the  testator  bequeathed  cer- 
tain legacies,  and  devised  some  lands,  and  then  devised  as  follows : 
"All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  money,  goods,  and   , 
chattels,  and  other  estate  whatsoevevj*  I  give  to  J.  S.,   goods,  and 
whom  I  make  my  executor ; "  it  was  held,  that  the  lands   oSTer^iia^c^* 
not  previously  devised  passed  under  the  latter  clause. 

So,  in  Scott  V.  Alberry  (a),  where  the  testator,  "  as  touching  the 

Smart's  Estate,  Fox  v.  Shipman;  W.  N.,  1882,  p.  77  ;  Re  Heginbotham,  Wilson  9.  Hegin- 
botham,  W.  N.  1884,  p.  179. 

(y)  2T.  R.  659,  n. 

(z)  1  Ch.  Cas.  263,  1  Ea.  Ca.  Ab.  209,  c.  11. 

(a)  Com.  337,  8  Vin.  Ab.  229,  pi.  14  ;  see  also  Awbrey  v.  Middleton,  4  Yin.  Ab.  460,  pL  15, 
2  Eq.  Ab.  497,  pi.  16. 

1  Clark  V.  Hyman.  1  Dev.  382.  The  words  v.  Gk>fle,  20  Pick.  252  ;  Laiog  v.  Barbour, 

"my  property,*'  where  there  are  no  other  119   Mass.  523,  525.     See   also   Smith  «. 

words  to  explain  or  control  them,  are  soffi-  Smith,  17  Gratt  276  ;  Rossetter  p.  Simmons, 

cient  to  pass  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  6  Serg.  &  R.  456  ;  Andrews  v.  Brumfleld,  32 

of  the  testator.   Jackson  o.  Housel,  17  Johns.  Miss.  117  ;  Morris  «.  Henderson.  37  Miss. 

281.    See  Den  V.  Payne,  5  Hayw.  104.    "All  505;   Jackson  v.  Housel,  17  Johns.  281; 

my  property  of  every  descri'ption,"  carries  Wheeler  v.  Dunlap,  13  B.  Mon.  293;  Harper 

money,  choses  in  action,  and  everything  of  v.  Blean,  3  Watts,  471 ;  Turbett  v.  Turbett, 

which  the  testator  has  a  right  to  dispose.  3  Teates.  187  ;  Morrison  n.  Semple.  6  Binn. 

Hurdle  v.  Outlaw,  2  Jones,  £q.  75.    See  97  ;  Godfrev  v.  Humphrey,  18  Pick.  539 ; 

Patterson  v.  Wilson,  101  N.  C.  584  ;  How-  '  Korn  v.  Cutler,  26  Conn.  4. 

land  V.  Howland,  100  Mass.  222.  >  See  Midland  Counties  R.  Co.  «.  Oswin, 

3  Hunt  0.  Hunt,  4  Gray,  190, 193 ;  Bullard  1  Colly.  Ch.  74. 
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worldly  estate  it  had  pleased  Qod  to  bestow  "  upon  him^  devised  in 
„ ...    .  these  words :  **  I  give  to  my  cousin  T.  S.,  all  that  my 

pftrei,  &Cm         parcel  of  land  lying  m  W.  A.    Item,  I  give  to  my  said 
Mh^euau"^     cousin  T.  S^  my  wearing  apparel,  linen,  books,  nTith  all 

other  my  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  not  herein- 
before given  and  bequeathed ;  and  him,  the  said  T.  S^  I  make  the  sole 
executor  of  this  my  will  for  performing  the  same."  The  question 
was,  whether  the  reversion  in  fee  in  the  lands  in  W.  A.,  before  de- 
vised to  T.  S.  (6),  which  were  copyhold  surrendered  to  the  nse  of  tes- 
tator's win,  passed  under  the  latter  devise ;  and  it  was  held  that  it 
did. 

Again,  in  Tilley  v,  Simpson  ((?),  where  a  testator,  after  declaring  his 
intention  to  dispose  of  all  his  worldly  estate,  and  making  several  de- 
«  Residue  of  vises  to  different  persons,  devised  aU  the  rest  and  residue 
"JuTS'  *^*'  ^'^  ^^  money ^  goods,  chattels,  and  estate  whatsoever  ;  Ix>rd 
uuitt  whmuo-  Hardwicke  held  that  the  fee  passed :  he  said,  where  the 
•^•'•"  Court  had  restrained  the  word  "  estate  "  to  personal  es- 

[♦677]  tate  only,  it  had  ♦  been  where  the  intention  of  the  testator 
that  it  should  be  so  used  had  appeared ;  as  where  it  bad  stood 
coupled  with  a  particular  description  of  part  of  the  personal  estate,  as 
a  bequest  of  all  mortgages,  household  goods,  and  estate,  in  which  the 
preceding  words  were  not  a  full  description  of  the  personal  estate ; 
that  if  the  testator  had  said,  '^  All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  per- 
sonal estate  and   estates  whatsoever,"  a   real   estate  would    have 
passed  [d)  \  that  this  bequest  amounted  to  the  same,  for  the  word 
''  chattels  "  is  as  full  a  description  of  the  personal  estate  as  the  words 
"personal  estate;^'   that,  therefore,  w?ien  he  had  used 
w?cke^*i^"       words  comprehending  all  his  personal  estate,  and   then 
liance  upon       m^de  use  of  the  word  "  estate,"  that  word  would  carry  a 
the  other^^'     ^^l  estate.    That  the  word  "  whatsoever  "  was  used  here, 
words  were       which  was  the  same  as  if  he  had  said  of  whatever  kind  it 
deMribe\he       be;  and,  if  that  had  been  the  case,  it  would  most  cer- 
^tZuT*^  tainly  have  carried  the  real  estate.    He  observed  that 

Terrell  v.  Page  was  very  material  to  the  present  ques- 
tion, and  he  thought  could  not  be  distinguished :  the  only  difference 
was,  in  that  case  there  was  the  word  "  other,"  which  he  did  not  think 
could  distinguish  it.  If  the  devise  had  been,  and  all  the  rest  and  resi- 
dtie  of  my  household  goods,  mortgages,  and  aU  other  estate,  he  did  not 
think  the  words  would  have  extended  to  the  testator's  real  estate. 

So,  in  Jongsma  v,  Jongsma  (e),  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  ex- 
ecutors '^all  his  goods,  estates,  bonds,  debts,  to  be  sold.''    The  ques- 

(h)  At  to  Indeflnite  devises,  see  Ch.  XXXIIT. 

(c)  In  Chancery,  1746,  before  Lord  Hardwicke,  stated  9  T.  B.  659,  n. ;  and  tee  1  Coz,961 

la)  As  to  this,  see  Jones  v.  Robinson,  3  C.  P.  D.  844. 

If)  1  Cox,  363;  see  also  Smith  9.  Coffin.  S  H.  Bl.  446;  Roe  d.  Penwirden  v.  Ginwrt, 
3  Br.  &;  B.  86;  CharehiU  v.  Dibben,  0  Sim.  447,  n.;  King  v,  Shrivet,  4  Moo.  &  Sc.  146, 1 
Sim.  461. 
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tion  was,  whether  this  would  pass  a  copyhold  estate   "Goods, es- 
surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  will.    Sir  Lloyd  Kenyon,   ^SSi/^'^^'' 
M.  R.,  said  that,  according  to  the  case  of  Tilley  v.  Simp- 
son (/),  wherever  the  word  "  estate  "  or  "  estates  "  was  restrained  to 
personalty,  it  was  done  upon  the  ground  of  the  testator's  showing  his 
intention  by  joining  it  with  words  which  related  to  personalty  only ; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  where  such  other  words  were  in  themselves  suf- 
ficient to  pass  all  the  personal  estate,  then,  in  order  to  give  some  effect 
to  the  word  "  estate,^^  it  was  holden  to  pass  realty.     In  this  case,  the 
word  "  goods  "  seemed  to  be  sufficiently  comprehensive ;  and  the  copy- 
hold, therefore,  passed  by  the  word  "  estates." 

In  Hogan  v.  Jackson  ((7),  a  testator,  after  commencing  his 
will  *  with- the  words  "as  to  my  worldly  substance,"  devised  [♦678] 
certain  lands  to  his  mother  M.  for  life :  and,  after  giving  cer- 
tain legacies  to  be  raised  out  of  those  lands,  concluded    ^^^^^^^  ^f 
as  follows:   "I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  dearly-be-   " eflfccts,  real 
loved  mother  M.  all  the  remainder  and  residue  of  all  the   "ter  wi^°  ' 
effects,  both  real  and  personal,  which  I  shall  die  possessed   exprey  devise 
<?/"    It  was  contended  that  the  words   "real  effects" 
meant  real  chattels,  and  that  the  words,  "  bequeath,"  "  effects  "  and 
"  possessed,"  were  applicable  rather  to  personal  than  real  property ; 
but  the  Court  held  that  the  clause  amounted  to  a  disposition  of  the 
whole  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate. 

This  is  a  strong  decision,  and  has  been  much  cited  in  subsequent 
cases.     Then,  and  long  after,  it  was  held  to  be  clear  that  ^^nnk.  on 
the  word  effects,  without  real,  would  not,  proprio  vigore,    Hogan  v. 
comprehend  land,  though  followed  by  the*  words,  "of     **^  ^^ 
what  nature,  kind,  or  quality  soever "  (h). 

In  Grayson  v.  Atkinson  (i),  a  testator  prefacing  his  will  with  the 
expression,  "  as  to  all  my  temporal  estate,"  gave  certain  legacies,  and 
directed  A.  to  sell,  any  part  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  for  the 
payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies ;  and,  as  to  all  the  rest   <i  Q^^g  ^^ 
of  his  "  goods  and  chattels,  real  and  personal,  movable  chattels,  real 
and  immovable,  as  houses,  gardens,  tenements,  share  in   as  hoiweB  '* 
the  Copperas  Works,"  &c.,  he  gave  the  same  to  A.   Lord   ^*^- 
Hardwicke  held  that  this  devise  carried  a  fee,  though  he  did  not  think 
that  the  words  "  goods  and  chattels,  real  and  personal,"  would  have 
included  the  lands,  if  the  devisor  had  not  gone  on  to  explain  himself 
by  the  subsequent  words,  "  as  houses,"  &c.  {k);  "  all  the  rest,"  &c.,  he 

<  f)  Which  he  denominated  Tiddy  «.  Simms. 

(g)  Cowp  299,  3  B  P.  G  Toml  388;  see  also  Lord  Torrington  t.  Bowman,  22  U  J.  Ch. 
236,  where  there  was  no  previous  devise  of  land. 

(h)  Camtield  v.  Gilbert,  3  East,  516:  Doe  d.  Chillcott  v.  White,  1  East,  83;  Macnamara  9, 
Lord  Whitworlh,  Coop  241;  Doe  d.  Hick  «.  Dring,  2  SL  &  Sel.  448,  Doe  d.  Haw  u  Earles, 
15  NL  &  Wels.  450l     But  see  cases  post,  Sb  vi. 

(i)  1  Wils.  333. 

{k)  If,  without  the  words  '*  houses,"  &c.,  the  devise  would  not  have  carried  real  estate,  it 
is  difficult  to  find  a  satisfactory  ground  for  giving  to  the  devisee  the/€«.  His  Lordship  seema 
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thought  plainly  related  to  something  mentioned  before,  and  that 
mentioned  before  which  he  was  about  to  dispose  of  was,  *^  all  his 
temporal  estate/'  which  passed  a  fee  when  the  testator  had  one. 

In  Fletcher  v.  Smiton  (/),  a  testator,  after  directing  all  his  debts  to 
be  paid,  gave  to  M.,  his  wife,  all  his  household  goods,  &c.,  and  a 
legacy  and  annuity ;  and  then  proceeded  as  follows :  ''  The  profits  of 
my  four  shares  in  the  Com  Market  during  her  life ;  also  the 
[*679]  income  and  profit  of  my  estate  as  follows,  during* her  life,  as 
follows,  my  lands  lying,  &c.  (euumerating  them),  as  also  the 
residue  of  my  personal  estate  to  be  laid  out  in  Bank  Annuities  ;  and 
then  my  wife  to  have  the  income,  during  her  life  only,  of  this  and  the 
Beak  Md  ^^^^^  before  mentioned ;  and  after  her  decease,  as  f ol- 
bv  the  word  lows :  I  give  to  W.  the  income  of  my  four  shares  in 
ilthouKh  "the  *^®  ^^^°  Market  for  his  natural  life ;  and  all  the  rest  of 
word  was  ftit/  estateSy  with  all  moneys  in  securities,  to  be  divided 

•xdlwi^  of  i°  equal  shares,  to  '*  B.  C,  &c.  The  question  was, 
the  particular  whether  the  reversionary  interest  in  the  shares  of  the 
*"  ^  Corn  Market,  which  were  freehold  of  inheritance,  passed 

to  B.  C,  &c.  It  was  contended  that  it  did  not ;  for  that  the  word 
"  estates  "  in  the  last  clause  must  have  the  same  signification  with 
the  same  word  in  the  first  clause,  where  it  could  not  possibly  extend 
to  the  Corn  Market ;  but  the  Court,  relying  much  on  Tilley  v.  Simpson, 
held  that  the  reversion  in  fee  passed. 

In  Smith  v.  Coffiu  (m),  a  testator,  after  prefacing  his  will  with  the 
^ords,  "  as  to  my  worldly  estate,"  &c.,  and  devising  certain  freehold 
"Goods  and  ^^.nds,  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  his  ^'  goods 
chattels,  and  chattels,  rights,  credits,  personal  and  testamentary 

it?  wreonai  estate  whatsoever,^  to  his  wife,  for  her  own  use  and  dis- 
and  iutamtn-  posal.  The  real  estate  was  held  to  pass.  And  where  (r) 
hSS  to  p«»8  there  were  again  the  prefatory  expressions,  "  as  to  m v 
^^^'  temporal  estates  and  effects,'*  and  a  devise  of  all  the  tes- 

tator's lands  to  J.  G.,  the  reversion  in  fee  in  those  lands  was  held  to 
pass  to  him  under  these  words :  ^'  And  all  the  rest  and  residue  of 
my  goods  and  chattels,  personal  and  testamentary  estate  and  effects 
whatsoever,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  said  J.  G.,  whom  I  make 
whole  and  sole  executor." 

By  confining  the  devise  to  personal  estate,  in  the  two  preoeding 
cases,  the  words  "  and  testamentary  "  would  have  been  rendered  in- 
operative. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Andrew  v,  Lainchbury  (o),  where  a  testator  said,  — 

to  have  relied  more  upon  the  introdactory  words  for  this  purpose  than  is  ooztsistent  with  later 
authorities.    See  infra. 

(/)  2  T.  R  656. 

(m)  a  H.  Bl.  44&. 

(n)  Roe  d.  Penwarden  p.  Gilbert,  3  Br.  k  B.  So  (the  marginal  note  omits  the  material 
word)  I  see  also  Doe  d.  Evans  «.  Walker,  15  Q.  B.  2S. 

(o)  U  East,  290. 
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<'  As  to  the  little  money  and  effects  with  which  the  Almighty  has  in 
trusted  me,  I  dispose  thereof  as  follows;^'  and,  after 
several  devises  of  land,  concluded  thus:  —  <^And  as  to   •'moneji 
all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder,  of  my  money,  stock,   '^^^a^ 
property,  and  effects,  of  what  kind  or  nature  soever,  at  the   effects/*  held 
time  of  my  decease,  I  leave  and  bequeath  the  same,  and  J^^"^  * 
every  part  thereof,  unto  my  nephew  J.,  and  my  niece  S., 
for  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share  alike ; 
and  I  do  hereby  also  appoint  my  *  said  nephew  J.,  and  my  [•680] 
said  niece  S.,  executor  and  executrix,  and  likewise  joint  and 
equal  residuary  legatees,'^  &c. ;  it  was  held  that  real^  estate  passed, 
which  construction  Lord  Ellenborough  considered  to  be  strength- 
ened by  the  circumstance  of  the  testator  having,  m  a  preceding  part 
of  his  will,  directed  money  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  *^  to 
be  added  to  his  other  adjoining  properti/,^*  which  he  said  gave  a 
standard  of  his  meaning  of  the  word  ^*  property,'^  and  showed  that  he 
meant  by  it  real  estate.^ 

Much  reliance  was  placed  on  this  decision  in  Edwards  v.  Barnes  {p) 
where  a  testator  ^<  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  his  wife  all  his 
freehold  and  leasehold,  and  all  his  money,  securities 
for  money,  stock  in  government  funds,  goods,  chattels,    and  leMehold, 
and  all  other  his  property  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,   money,  stock, 
to  hold  the  same  unto  and  for  the  use  of  his  said  wife,   f^^^  ^nd  * ' 
her  heirs,  executors,'*  &c.    The  Court  of  C.  B.  were  of  other  or<»- 

€rtv     held 

opinion  that  copyholds,  which  had  been  surrendered  to   to  pass  copy- 
the  use  of  the  will,  passed  by  the  expression  "  all  other   ^**'^*" 
his  property." 

A  valuable  judgment  was  delivered  by  Lord  Brougham  in  a  case  (q), 
where  a  testator  directed  any  shares  he  might  have  in  a  vessel  to  be 
sold  "for  the  benefit  of  his  estate."    And  after  making   aggtate" 
some  specific  devises  of  "  houses  and  lands,"  in  some  of  h«id  to  pass 
which  the  fee  was  not  exhausted,  and  bequeathing  to  his   IShstandlng 
wife  certain  specific  chattels  "  which  she  had  from  her  context, 
father's  estate,"  he  gave  "  all  the  remainder  of  his  estate  that  was 
then  in  his  possession  or  might  thereafter  be  his  "  to  his  wife ;  and 
directed  "his  estate,"  after  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  to  be 
"  kept  together  "  until  the  time  thereby  appointed  for  "  dividing ''  it  •, 
and  declared  his  wife  entitled,  in  a  certain  event,  to  one-third  of  "his 
personal  estate."    It  was  argued  that  the  trusts  and  purposes  of  the 
will  showed  the  testator's  mind  to  be  directed  to  personal  estate  only, 
and  that  he  had  himself  supplied  a  vocabulary  for  the  interpretation 

ip)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  353. 

(q)  Mayor,  &c.  of  Hamilton  «.  Hodsdon,  6  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  76, 11  Jar.  198. 

1  See  Jackson  v,  Honsel,  17  Johns.  281?     «•  property"  was  ooDstrned  to  mean  real  estate 
Howland  9  Howland,  100  Mass.  322,  where    only. 
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of  the  term  estate.  Lord  Brougham  observed  (in  effect)  that "  estate  '* 
meant  both  realty  and  personalty,  and  that  the  realty  was  not  to  be 
excluded  merely  because  there  was  personalty  upon  which  the  term 
could  operate;  that^  when  realty  was  meant  to  be  excluded  the  ex- 
pression personal  estate  was  use4 ;  and  that  the  will  was  to  be  con- 
strued reddendo  singula  singulis,  by  which  method  all  parts  of  it 
became  consistent ;  so  that  there  was  not  that  clear  intent  on  the  will 
to  restrict  the  meaning  of  the  term  estate  which  was  necessary 
[*681]  to  *  prevent  its  natural  operation  in  comprising  realty  as  well 
as  personalty.  The  unexhausted  reversion  was  therefore  held 
to  pass.^ 

In  most  of  the  preceding  cases  the  will  contained  specific  devises  of 
land;  a  circumstance  which|  as  before  observed,  always  favors  the 

extension  of  the  subsequent  general  words  to  property 
of  Umk' being  of  the  samc  description^  but  the  cases  do  not  warrant 
VuSd***^"*  the  considering  the  absence  of  the  circumstance  as  con- 
clusively establishing  the  exclusion  of  real  estate  from 
such  terms,  though  associated  with  words  descriptive  of  personal 
property  only.  On  the  contrary,  real  estate  has  sometimes  been  held 
to  pass  in  cases  of  this  nature. 

Thus,  in  Tanner  v.  Morse  (r),  real  estate  was  held  to  pass  under 
the  following  words:    "As  to  my  temporal  estate,   I  bequeath  to 

my  nephew  T.  [who  was  the  heir-at-law]  the  sum  of 
■uch d^ise,^      50^. ; "  then  foUow  several  legacies  ;  **  And  ali  the  re^t 
lands  passed      ^^  residus  of  my  estate,  goods   and  chattels   tohatso 
cases.  ever,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  wife  M.  C, 

Residue  of        whom  I  make  my  full  and  sole  executrix.''    Lords  King 
"  ^{f  ♦  ^^**   and  Talbot  laid  much  stress  upon  the  words  •*  temporal 

estate,''  in  the  introductory  clause,  to  which  it  was  said 
the  words  ^'  rest  and  residue  "  must  have  relation. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Wall  v.  Langlands  («),  where  a  testator,  after  giving 
several  pecuniary  legacies,  bequeathed  as  follows  :  **  to  R.  D.,  and 
E.  W.,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  residue  of  my  property,  goods  and 
chattels,  to  be  divided  equally  between  them,  share  and 
«^y  pn^'  share  aJike ; "  it  was  contended,  that  the  word  ^  prop- 
p«rty»  goo^s,,  erty"  was  restrained  by  the  subsequent  words,  the 
clause  being  read,  videlicet,  ''my  goods  and  chattels;" 
but  Lord  EUenborough  held  that  the  more  obvious  and  natural  sense 
was,  that  they  are  to  be  taken  cumulatively,  that  is  as  property  and 
goods  and  chattels,  and,  consequently,  that  the  real  estate  passed 
under  the  former  word. 

Again  in  Doe  d.  Morgan  v,  Morgan  (t),  where  a  testator,   after 

[r)  Cas.  t.  Talb.  3S4,  8  P.  W.  295  -,  see  also  Lamley  v.  Ma/,  Pre.  Ch.  87. 

(«)  14  East,  870. 

[t)  6  B.  &  Cr.  512,  9  D.  &  Rj.  688 ;  see  also  Bradford  v.  Belfleld,  2  Sim.  264^ 

i  See  Blagge  «.  MUee,  1  Stoiy,  426, 465. 
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bequeathing  two  pecuniary  legacies^  devised  as  follows ;    "  All  my 

property  and  effects  of  all  claims  that  I  shall  have,  I  give    „  ^jj  ^ 

to  my  brother  J.  M.,  but  my  mother  is  at  liberty  to  give   property  and 
1,000/.  of  my  property  where  she  please."    It  was  con-   ®^«®*8'* 
tended,  that  the  gift  of  the  pecuniary  legacies,  the  use  of  the  word 
"  effects  "  conjunctively  with  "  property,"  and  the  clause  respecting  the 
1,000/.,  showed  that  the  testator,  by  the  latter  term,  intended 
to  denote  *  personal  estate  only ;  but  the  Court  held  that  the  [*682] 
real  estate  passed.^ 

A  similar  construction  prevailed  in  Doe  d.  Evans  v.  Evans  (u)y 
where  a  testator,  after  bequeathing  certain  articles  of  personal  estate, 
gave,  bequeathed,  and  devised  to  his  wife  A.,  all  his  money,  securities 
for  money,  goods,  chattels,  estate,  and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  and  whatsoever  the  same  might  or  should  be  at  the  time  of  his 
death. 

In  Attree  r.  Attree  (a;),  a  testatrix  gave  a  certain  house  and  garden 
(which  were  leasehold)  to  A.,  then  bequeathed  several  pecuniary  leg- 
acies, and  proceeded,  ''And  all  the  rest  to  be  divided  <*A]ithe 
between  the  daughters  of  B."  It  was  held  by  Sir  J.  "*'•** 
Eomilly,  that  "  rest "  included  the  rest  of  all  the  property  real  as  well 
as  personal.  And  in  Smyth  v,  Smyth  {y\  where  a  testator  made  his 
will  thus,  "  I  give  to  A.  lOOZ.,  also  to  B.  60/.  j  and  lastly,  I  give  my 
sheep  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  moneys,  chattels,  and  all  other  my 
effects  to  be  equally  divided  among  my  four  brothers  (naming  them), 
whom  I  appoint  executors ; "  it  was  held  by  Sir  R.  Malins,  V.-C,  that 
"  rest  and  residue  "  were  sufficient  to  carry  real  estate,  and  were  not 
cut  down  by  the  subsequent  enumeration.  Indeed,  he  thought  the 
realty  would  pass  under  the  word  "  effects  "  alone. 

The  last  five  cases  are  certainly  important  authorities,  and  with 
others  since  decided  («),  they  demonstrate  the  inclination  of  the 
Courts  at  the  present  day,  to  hold  lands  to  pass  under  q^^^  j 
words  capable  per  se  of  comprehending  them,  notwith-  mark  on  pre- 
standing  their  association  with  terms  applicable  to  per-  *^*°*  ^"*'* 
sonalty  only.     To  reconcile  all  the  cases  would  require  the  adoption 
of  some  very  subtle  and  unsubstantial  distinctions  ;  but  the  preceding 

<«)  9  Ad.  &  Ell.  720,  1  Per.  &  D,  472;  and  in  D'AImaine  v  Moselev.  1  Drew.  633,  Kin- 
dersley,  V.-C,  said  he  thought  no  indication  of  intention  was  afforded  by  the  absence  of  a 
previous  ffift  of  real  estate.  It  seems  also,  from  the  case  in  the  text,  and  Dobson  v,  Bow- 
nesB,  L.  K.,  5  Eq.  404,  that  snch  words  as  *'  wheresoever  the  same  might  be/'  &c.,  are  not 
(as  sometimes  a^ued)  to  be  understood  as  showing  that  the  testator  contemplated  shifting  or 
changeable  property  only. 

{x)  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  280. 

(y)  8  Ch.  D.  66L    As  to  the  word  ^  effects,^  vide  post,  8.  vi. 

U)  Midland  Counties  Railwav  Company  o.  Oswm,  1  Coll.  74 ,  OToole  v.  Browne,  8  Ell. 
&  Bl.  572,  in  which  it  was  deci({ed  that  under  1  Vict.  c.  28,  after-purchased  lands  passed  by 
f>imilar  wnrdn);  Paterson  «.  Huddart,  17  Beav.  210.  Ri*  Greenwich  Hospital,  20  id.  468  { 
Gvett  0.  Williams,  2  J.  &  H  429;  Hamilton  v  Biickmaster,  L.  R.,  3  En.  323  (in  none  of 
which  was  there  a  devise  of  lands  specifically),  Footner  v.  Cooper,  2  Drew.  7|  Meeds  o. 
Wood,  19Beav.  210:  Hawsk worth  «.  Hawkswofth,  27  Beav.  1{  Dobson  v.  Bowness,  L.  B.  5 
Eq.  404. 

1  See  Hurdle  v.  Outlaw,  2  Jones,  Eq.  76. 
TOL.  I.  45 
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review  will  convince  the  reader  of  the  necessity  of  withholding  im- 
plicit reliance  from  some  of  the  early  decisions  m  which  the  restricted 

construction  prevailed.  The  old  rule  is  in  fact  reversed ;  for 
[*683]  it  •  is  now  settled  that  words  such  as  "  property  "  and  "  estat^.*^ 

capable  of  including  real  with  personsd  estate,  will  not  be  de- 
prived of  their  full  force  without  evidence  that  they  were  intended  tn 
be  used  in  a  more  confined  sense  (a),  whereas  formerly  the  burden  of 
proof  was  on  the  other  side  (6). 

m  —  Words  ^'BBtata/'  Ac,  whether  restrained  by  CoUocatioD 
with  Bzecutorship.  —  Sometimes  words  adequate  to  comprise  land 
Deviae  uso-  have  been  confined  to  personal  estate,  from  their  associ 
nominatii^  to  ^^^^^  ^^^h  the  legatee's  nomination  to  the  executorship, 
executorship,  which  has  been  considered  as  explanatory  and  restrictive 
of  the  general  expressions  to  that  species  of  property  which  was  con 
nected  with  the  character  of  executor. 

As  in  Shaw  v.  Bull  (c),  where  one  seised  in  fee  of  five  messuages, 
by  will  devised  two  to  his  wife  fpr  life,  remainder  to  his  two  daugh- 
ters in  fee ;  the  third  messuage  to  his  wife  and  her  heirs  ;  the  fourth 
to  his  wife  and  her  heirs,  she  paying  his  legacies,  in  case  his  goods 
and  chattels  did  not  answer  them  all ;  and,  if  she  did  not  make  pron- 
sion  for  the  payment  of  his  legacies  in  her  lifetime,  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  legatee,  after  her  death,  to  sell  the  siud  messuage,  i^ 
satisfy  the  legacies  out  of  the  value  thereof.  Then  followed  this 
clause,  on  which  the  question  arose .  '^  And  all  the  overplus  of  mj 
"Ove  las  of  ®s**^  ^  ^  *^  ^7  ""^fe's  disposal,  and  make  her  mj 
my  e»tate '» re-  executrix."  Blencowc,  J.,  said,  if  he  had  at  first  devised 
^«o^ty  by  ^  ^is  wife  all  his  estate,  this  (the  fifth)  house  would 
thMaMocia-  have  passcd  to  her;  but  compare  this  clause  with  the 
^^^'  subsequent  words,  "  and  I  make  her  my  executrix,"  it 

shows  that  his  intent  was  to  grant  her  such  estate  as  she  was  capable 
of  as  executrix.  He  considered  "  overplus  '*  to  refer  to  the  price  of 
the  house,  after  payment  of  legacies. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  this  construction  renders  the 
words  in  question  nugatory,  since  the  appointment  of  the  wife  to  be 
Remark  on  executrix  was  itself,  in  the  then  state  of  the  law,  a  dis- 
Shaw  V  BuU,  position  of  the  whole  personal  estate ;  a  species  of  argu- 
ment to  which  great  attention  is  paid  at  this  day,  for  in  modern  cases 
no  principle  is  more  conspicuous  than  an  anxiety  to  give  effect  to 
every  word  of  the  will.    It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  this  case  witii 

the  general  current  of  authorities  (d). 
[♦684]      •  But  where  (e)  a  testator  after  giving  certain  legacies  and 

(a)  See  per  Bayley,  J.,  Doe  v.  Morgan,  6  B.  &  Cr.  519;  Paterwm  «.  Hnddart,  17  Bttv- 


ib)  See  per  Treror,  C  J.,  Shaw  v.  Ball,  9  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  820,  SSl. 
c)  12  Mod.  "       -    —     -  ^ 

cT)  See  Koc 
(•)  Be  Cameron,  Nixon  v.  Cameron,  26  Ch. 


re)  18  Moa.  592,  2  Eo.  Ca.  Ah.  320,  pi.  8. 

[d)  See  Noel  v.  Hoy,  5  Mad  38,  ftated  po9t,jp.  686. 

•)  Be  Cameron.  Nixon  v.  Cameron.  26  Ch.  D.  19. 


J 
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annuities  empowered  his  executors  to  realize  stteh  parts  of  his  es- 
tate as  they  should  think  right  to  pay  the  legacies,  &c. ;  the  will  did 
not  contain  any  devise  of  real  estate  except  a  devise  of  Directions  to 
a  particular  house ;  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  execjitors  to 

DAV  l6lf ACi68 

that  the  legacies,  &c.,  were  not  charged  on  the  testator's   N)ut  of  my 
real  estate,  for  that  the  direction  was  not  inofficious  if  •«**^'* 
limited  to  personal  estate,  inasmuch  as  it  might  be  satisfied  by  hold- 
ing it  to  apply  to  property  which  by  law  vested  in  the  executors  as 
such. 

Although  it  is  indisputably  clear  that  the  word  "lands"  will  carry 
real  estate,  notwithstanding  it  be  collocated  with  words  descriptive 
of  personal  property  only  (/)  ;  yet  in  several  early  cases  (<;)  it  has 
been  decided,  that  where  a  testator  appoints  another  executor  of  all 
his  goods,  lands,  &c.,  he  refers  to  such  lands  as  the  person  may  take 
as  executor,  namely,  leaseholds ;  and  accordingly  real  estate  does  not 
pass.  Thus,  in  Piggot  v,  Penrice  (A),  freehold  lands  were  held  not  to 
pass  under  the  words,  "  I  make  my  niece  executrix  of  all  "  Executrix 
my  goodsy  lands,  and  chattels,"  although  the  testator  had  g^*,^'^,,^/,^ 
no  leaseholds  {{).  It  was  said  that  by  this  construction  and  chattels!" 
the  word  "  lands  "  was  not  (as  objected)  useless,  and  to  be  rejected ;  for 
that  in  all  probability,  there  might  be  rents  in  arrear  of  those  lands, 
which  would  pass  to  the  niece  by  her  being  made  executrix.  This  ex- 
planation, however,  fails  to  show  that  any  efficient  signification  was 
given  to  the  word  "lands,"  since  it  is  clear  the  executorship  would 
have  entitled  the  niece  to  the  arrear  of  rent.  The  word  "  chattels," 
too,  was  sufficient  to  pass  any  leasehold  lands  of  which  the  testator 
might  have  been  possessed  at  his  death. 

In  Doe  d.  Gillard  v,  Gillard  (j),  real  estate  was  held  to   „  Executor  of 
pass  under  the  words,  "  I  do  make,  constitute,  and  ap-  all  m j  landi 
point  R.  G.  my  whole  and  sole  eocecutor  of  all  my  lands   i^ehoiJTprop- 
forever,  and  leasehold  property  here  or  at  Beeston."   The   erty,"  not  so 
question  principally  agitated  was,  whether  the  restric-  '^""^ 
tive  words  "here  or  at  Beeston,"  applied  to  both  freehold  and 
leasehold,  or  to  leasehold  lands  only ;  and  *  it  was  held  that  [*686] 
they  were  confined  to  the  latter,  and  that  the  devise  of  the 
freehold  lands  was  general,  without  any  local  restriction. 

Whatever  opinion  may  be  formed  of  the  case  of  Piggot  v,  Penrice, 
it  is  not  necessarily  overruled  by  this  case,  where  the  will  contained 
additional  expressions,  strongly  aiding  the  construction  adopted. 

(/)  Roe  d.  Walker  t.  Walker,  8  B.  &  P.  876,  stated  post,  p.  703. 

(a)  1  Roll.  Ab.  618,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  309,  pi.  13;  see  also  Clements  v.  Cassje,  Not,  48. 

0i)  Pre.  Ch.  471,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  209,  pi.  13. 

(t)  This  circamstance  does  not  seem  to  be  rerr  material ;  for,  as  such  a  beqaest  operates 
upon  all  the  leaseholds  of  the  testator  ai  kit  death,  the  fact  of  his  haying  or  not  havinir  any 
such  at  that  period,  does  not  mark  his  intention  nt  the  making  of  the  will.  See  Lord  Eldon's 
jodement  in  Wright  v.  Adkjns,  as  reported  Coop.  Ill,  see  p.  138;  but  as  to  which  see  Ch. 

ixix. 

O')  &  B.  &  Aid.  785;  and  see  Marret «.  Sly,  3  Sid.  75,  ante,  p.  337,  n. 
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So,  in  Noel  u  Hoy  (k),  a  copyhold  estate  surrendered  to  the  use  of 
the  will  was  held  to  pass  under  the  following  disposition :''  In  re- 
spect of  worldly  affairs,  I  cannot  better  manifest  my  love  and  attach- 
ment to  my  family,  than  in  nominating  (which  I  hereby  do)  my  dearly 
beloved  and  most  amiable  wife  A.  F.  M.,  the  sole  executrix  of  this 
**  All  the  prop-  ^J  ^^H*  thereby  beqtteathing  to  her  all  the  property  of 
erty  I  may  whatever  description  or  sort  that  I  may  die  possessed  of, 
of,"  held  to  to  be  by  her  appropriated  in  any  manner  she  may  think 
include  land,  proper,  for  the  maintenance  of  herself  and  such  of  my 
children,"  &c.  Sir  J,  Leach,  V.-C,  thought  that  the  criticism  upon 
the  words  "possessed  of,",  and  "appropriated,"  on  which  had  been 
founded  the  argument  for  excluding  the  copyholds,  was  too  nice. 

Again,  in  Thomas  v.  Phelps  (/),  where  the  testator,  as  to  his 
worldly  estate,  gave,  devised,  and  disposed  of  the  same  as  follows : 
and  then,  after  giving  some  pecuniary  legacies,  proceeded  in  these 
"  All  that  I  words :  "  I  also  give  and  bequeath  the  lease  of  the  col- 
wa'^^^ton*!^^  liery  of  L.  to  my  son  J.  P. ;  him  and  my  daughter  E.  P. 
ing  to  me.*^  I  do  make,  constitute,  and  appoint  my  joint  executor  and 
executrix  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  of  all  that  I  possess  in 
any  way  belonging  to  mey  by  them  freely  to  be  enjoyed  or  possessed^  of 
whatsoever  nature  or  manner  it  may  be,  only  my  household  fumituie, 
which  I  give  to  my  daughter  who  lives  the  longest  single,  and  after 
her  decease  or  marriage  to  be  sold  and  equally  divided  between  my 
remaining  children,"  &o.  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  real  es» 
tate  passed  by  this  devise,  the  words  being  equivalent  to  a  gift  of  all 
the  testator's  property.  He  observed,  that  the  exception  of  the 
household  furniture  was  of  little  weight ;  for  where  the  prior  words 
imported  real  as  well  as  personal  estate,  it  mattered  not  that  the  ex- 
ception to  the  gift  happened  to  be  of  personal  chattels  only  (m). 
[*686]  *  So,  in  Doe  d.  Pratt  v,  Pratt  (n),  where  a  testator  directed 
that  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  should  be  paid  by  his  ex- 
ecutor thereinafter  named ;  and  after  giving  two  life  annuities  of  2L 
10s.  each,  and  a  legacy  of  5s.  to  J.  P.,  his  heir-at-law,  he  appointed 
W.  P.  whole  and  sole  executor  of  all  his  houses  and  lands  situate  at 
F,:  it  was  held,  after  an  extensive  review  of  the  authorities,  that 
the  houses  and  land  at  F.  passed  to  W.  P.,  and  that  he  took  an  estate 
in  fee. 

These  cases  evince  that  little  attention  is  now  to  be  paid  to  tiie 
circumstance  of  the  association  of  the  devise  with  the  appointment 

(k)  5  Mad.  38. 

(/)  4  RasB.  34S. 

(m)  See  also  Steignes  v.  Steigrncs*  Mos.  896 ;  snoh  an  szcepUoiii  thon^h  of  little  weight  to 
show  what  is  exclude  (see  boweyer  Camfield  «.  Gilbert  9  East,  616.  S  H.  &  Sd.  454).  it 
strong  to  prove  what  is  intended  to  be  included  in  the  gift  from  which  tbe  exception  b  maae; 
see  Davenport  v.  Coltman,  12  Sim.  688.  698,  608;  ana  see  Hotham  v.  Sutton,  15  Tes.  319, 
and  other  caMs  cited  therewith,  post,  Co.  XXIII. ;  Marshall  v.  Hopkins,  16  East,  809. 

(n)  6  Ad.  &  El.  180:  and  see  Doe  d.  Hickman  v.  Haxlewood,  id.  167 i  Daj  «.  DaTefoo, 
12  Sim.  200»  stated  poet,  p.  696. 
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of  the  devisee  to  the  executorship,  as  confining  it  to  per-   General  re- 
sonal  estate,  if  the  words  of  the  devise  will  fairly  bear  a   "»;t^  ^^  P"- 

•  1  .         «         ■»  rr,-»  -r^i    1         11  coding  cases. 

Wider  construction ;  *  and  Thomas  v.  Fhelps  also  shows 

that  an  exception  of  articles  of  personalty  affords  no  ground  for  cut- 

ting  down  the  general  words  of  the  devise. 

IV.  —  Words  "  Estate/  &c.,  whether  restrained  by  the  Nature  of 
Limitations.  —  The  introduction  of  limitations  and  expressions  inap- 
plicable to  real  estate  has  sometimes  been  made  a  ground   inappUca- 
for  excluding  such  estate  from  words  of  general  descrip-  ^Jjona^^'where 
tion,  capable^  ex  vi  terminorum,  of  comprehending  prop-  restrictive, 
erty  of  that  species. 

In  Doe  d.  Spearing  v.  Buckner  (o),  a  testator  prefaced  his  will 
with  the  words,  "  As  to  my  estate  and  effects,  both  real  and  personal, 
I  dispose  thereof  in  manner  following."     Then,  after  giving  some 
pecuniary  legacies,  and  an  annuity,  which  he  charged  on   «Egtate  '*  re- 
a  freehold  messuage  in  W.,  he  concluded  as  follows:   strained  to 
"  All  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  estate  and  ^rnafure  of 
effects  of  any  and  what  nature  or  kind  soever  or  where-  *^®  trusts. 
soever,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  C.  B.,  and  J.  R.,  their  ex- 
ecutors or  administrators,  in  trust  that  they  shall  from  time  to  time 
add  the  interest  thereof  to  the  principal,  so  as  to  accumulate  the  same, 
as  it  is  my  will  that  the  said  residue  shall  not  he  paid  or  payable,  but 
at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  and  to  the  several  persons,  as  the  said 
principal  sum  of  4,000Z.  (which  was  a  legacy  before  given)  is  before 
directed  to  be  paid."     It  was  held,  notwithstanding  the  introductory 
words,  that  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  did  not  pass  under  this 
clause.     Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that  the  limitation  to  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  and  particularly  *the  direction  to  [*687] 
add  the  interest  thereof  to  the  principal,  were  wholly  inappli- 
came  to  a  real  estate. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Hurrell  v.  Hurrell  {p),  a  testator  gave  certain  pecu- 
niary legacies;  and  after  payment  thereof,  and  of  his  just  debts, 
funeral,  testamentary,  and  incidental  expenses,  gave  and  bequeathed 
all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
soever unto  A.  and  B.,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
upon  trust  that  they  should  out  of  such  residue  of  the  moneys  and 
effects  that  he  should  die  possessed  of,  carry  on,  manage,  and  cultivate 
the  farm  then  in  his  possession,  for  the  remainder  of  his  term,  for 
the  joint  advantage  of  his  children  (naming  them) ,  and  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  term,  upon  further  trust  to  sell  such  residue  of  his 
estate  and  effects,  or  such  effects  as  should  then  he  upon  his  farm,  and 
divide  the  money  among  his  five  children.    It  was  held  that  notwith- 

(o)  6  T.  B.  610.  (p)  5  B.  &  Aid.  18. 

1  Traoej  v.  Kirborn,  3  Cash.  557;  Kellogg  v.  Blair,  6  Met.  322;  Godfrey  v.  Homphroy,  18 
Pick.  537. 
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Standing  the  generality  of  the  words,  the  nature  of  the  trust  dearlj 
showed  that  the  testator  meant  to  bequeath  his  personal  property 
only.  It  was  said,  that  by  directing  the  trustee,  at  the  expiration  of 
his  term,  to  sell  such  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  or  such  effe^s 
as  should  be  upon  his  said  farm^  the  testator  4iad  himself  furnished 
a  comment  upon  the  words,  '^  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,*' 
and  manifested  that  by  those  words  he  meant  only  such  estate  ai^d 
effects  as  constituted  personal  property. 

The  case  of  Pogson  v.  Thomas  (^)  is  probably  referable  to  this 
principle.  A  testatrix,  after  making  some  specific  devises  to  certain 
Residue  of  persons,  "  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
"  estate  and  sigus,  according  to  the  different  tenures,"  and  bequeathing 
u-uTteeMheir  *  ^^^^  ^^  money  to  trustees,  "  their  executors,"  &c.,  de- 
earectttoi*,"  dared  that  <^  as  to  all  the  residue  of  her  estate  and  effects 
to  include  real  wheresoever  and  whatsoever  she  gave  and  bequeathed 
estate.  tije  same  "  to  the  said  trustees,  "  their  executors,  admin- 

istrators, and  assigns,"  in  trust  for  her  sons  equally ;  or  if  but  one  son, 
then  in  trust  for  him,  ^*  his  executors  and  administrators."  The  Court 
of  G.  P.  (r),  on  a  case  from  Chancery,  certified  (in  /effect)  that  real 
estate  was  not  included  in  the  residuary  gift 

In  Doe  V,  Hurrell  («),  Lord  Tenterden  said,  that  the  cir- 
[*688]  cumstance  *  of  the  limitation  being  to  executors  and  adminis- 
trators and  not  to  heirs,  though  not  to  be  altogether  rejected 
in  construing  a  will,  was  not  very  strongly  to  be  relied  on.  In  Fog- 
Remark  on  ®^°  ^'  Thomas,  the  testator  had  used  the  word  "  heirs  " 
Pogson  r.  in  previous  devises  unequivocally  relating  to  real  estate ; 

Thomas.  ^^^  ^^  contrast  deserves  notice  (^) ;  but  it  appears  in- 

sufficient of  itself  to  support  the  decision. 

At  all  events  the  mere  introduction  into  some  of  the  clauses  relat- 
*<  Estate  "not  ^^%  ^  ^^  Bubject-matter  of  disposition,  of  expressions 
10  restrained,  inapplicable  to  real  property,  will  not  in  all  cases  confine 
the  word  "  estate  "  to  personal  estate. 

As  in  Doe  d.  Burkitt  v.  Chapman  (t<),  where  a  testator  devised 
specifically  certain  parts  of  his  real  and  personal  property,  and  then 
devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his 
exprelsbns*  estate,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  C.  for  life ;  and, 
not  restrictive  after  her  decease,  directed  that  the  same  should  be  di- 
"  i^Wue  of  vided  between  certain  persons ;  providing  that,  in  case  of 
my  estete."       their  dying  before  their  being  entitled  "  to  have  and  re- 

(q)  6  Binfc.  K.  C.  837;  see  per  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  12  Sim.  204.  A  gift  of  l*md  to  A.,  his 
executors,  &c.,  will  give  A.  the  fee,  Rose  d.  Vere  v.  Hill,  5  Burr.  18S1,  Fearoe,  Posth.   14*. 

(r)  Absente  TindaT,  C.  J. 

(«)  5  B.  &  Aid.  18;  see  also  OToole  v.  Brown,  8  Ell.  &  B1.  57S;  Patterson  «.  Haddait.  17 
Beav.  210.  So  a  limitation  to  **  heirs  and  assies,"  will  not  prevent  a  gift  of  '*  property/ 
including  personal  ef^tate,  Robinson  v,  Webb,  17  Beav.  260. 

(0  Buchanan  v.  Harrison,  81  L.  J.  Ch.  74;  8  Jur.  N.  S.  965;  Longley  v.  Loiurlev,  L.  E^ 
18  Eq.  138. 

(II)  1  H.  Bl.  283. 
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ceive  "  their  shares,  their  children  should  stand  in  the  place  of  his  or 
her  parent;  and  that  the  share,  on  a  certain  event,  should  be  paid  to 
their  guardians  ;  it  was  contended,  that  these  provisions  being  appli- 
cable to  personal  estate  only,  the  devise  must  be  restrained  to  such 
estate;  but  Lord  Loughborough  and  the  Court  of  G.  P.  held  that 
they  could  not  so  restrain  the  general  and  comprehensive  terms  used, 
and  therefore  that  the  real  estate  passed. 

The  expressions  in  this  case  were  similar  to  some  of  those  on  which 
the  argument  for  the  restricted  construction  was  founded  in  Doe  v. 
Buckner ;  but  it  wanted  others.     Another  difference  be-   ^^^^^  ^^ 
tween  the  cases  is,  that  there  all  the  preceding  gifts   Doe «.  Chap- 
related  to  personal  estate,  except,  indeed,  an  annuity,   ™*°* 
which  was  charged  on  a  freehold  messuage ;  but,  in  Doe  v.  Chapman, 
there  were  devises  of  land  in  a  prior  part  of  the  will.     In  Doe  v. 
Buckner,  however,  the  testator,  in  the  exordium  to  his   j^  to  ciaose 
will,  intimated  an  intention  to  dispose  of  all  his  real   intimating  an 
estate,  which  did  not  occur  in  Doe  v.  Chapman.    This   dispose  of  the 
circumstance,  it  will  be  observed,  has  had  various  degrees  ^**®**  estate, 
of  importance  assigned  to  it.    Most  of  the  Judges  who  have  held  the 
real  estate  to  pass,  have  thrown  it  into  the  argument.     It  certainly 
shows  that  the  testator  commenced  his  will  with  the  intention 
not  to  die  intestate  with  respect  *  to  any  portion  of  his  prop-  [*689] 
erty ;  but  does  not  supersede  the  necessity  of  that  intention 
being  subsequently  carried  into  effect  by  an  actual  disposition  (x). 

The  cases  under  consideration  often  present  questions  extremely 
embarrassing  to  a  Judge  or  practitioner,  and  different  minds  will 
almost  unavoidably  form  different  opinions  as  to  the  weight  to  be 
ascribed  to  particular  expressions  or  circumstances  of  inapplicability 
as  excluding  the  real  estate  {y) ;  of  which  we  have  an  instance  in  the 
next  case,  where  two  Judges  come  to  opposite  conclusions  on  the 
same  will. 

In  Newland  v,  Majoribanks  («),  a  testator  having  real  estate  in 
Jamaica,  by  his  will,  after  charging  his  debts  upon  his  real  estate, 
bequeathed  certain  pecuniary  legacies ;  and,  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  his  estate^  of  what  na^ture  or  kind  the  same  might 
be,  and  of  which  he  might  be  possessed  or  interested  in  at  the  time 

(x)  See  a  Ed.  146,  n.  (a);  Gulliver  v.  PovnbB,  3  Wils.  141,  2  W.  Bl.  726;  Smith  v.  Coffin, 
S  H.  Bl.  460  ;  Grayson  v.  Atkinaon,  1  Wfls.  833:  Pocock  v.  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  3  Br.  &  B. 
41;  Doe  V.  Gilbert,  id.  86:  Saddler  v.  Turner,  8  Ves.  617;  Doe  «.  Dring,  2  M.  &  Sel.  448, 
466;  Bradford  v.  Belfield,  2  Sim.  272;  Sutton  v.  Sham,  1  Rnss.  149  ;  Wilce  v.  Wilce.  7  Binj?. 
664;  and  particularly  Hughes  v.  IVitchard,  6  Ch.  D.  24.  The  absence  of  such  a  clause  waa 
relied  on  in  Roe  «.  Tend.  2  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  214;  Doe  v.  Rout,  7  Taunt  79,  84;  Re  Methuen 
and  Blore's  Contract,  16  Ch.  D.  696;  but  stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Crichton  v.  Svmes, 
8  Atk.  61,  to  afford  no  indication  of  intention. 

(.V)  The  present  chapter  exhibits  the  necessitj  of  perspicuity  in  this  particular.  If  the 
testator  intend  the.  will  to  be  confined  to  personal  property,  it  should  oe  clearly  so  ex- 
pressed; and,  if  not,  as  is  more  generally  the  case,  words  technically  adapted  to  describe  the 
real  estate  should  be  employed;  and  in  eyenr  case  general  equivocal  expi^ssions  are  to  be 
avoided. 

(I)  6  Taunt.  368. 
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DiTeraitj  of  of  his  decease,  he  gave,  devisedy  and  bequeathed  the 
wf i&ciud?  san^e  *o  A..,  B.  and  C,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  forever, 
ing  power  of  upon  trust  to  place  the  same  in  some  public  or  private 
appiyfng  only  fi^^  ^P^^  9<x^  security,  and  to  receive  the  annual  inter- 
to  penonaltjr.  est  OF  produce  thereof  for  ten  years,  in  trust  to  place 
the  same  out  again  annually,  so  that  the  interest  might  become  a 
principal ;  and  that^  at  the  expiration  of  such  ten  years,  then  that  his 
trustees,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  should  pay 
and  apply  the  annual  interest  of  the  whole  of  the  principal  money  in 
the  erection  of  a  free-school.  Sir  James  Mansfield,  G.  J.,  was  of 
opinion,  that  though  the  words  used  were  sufficient  to  comprehend 
the  realty,  yet  that  they  were  restrained  to  personal  estate  by  the 
subsequent  part  which  referred  to  personalty  only.  ''Land  (he 
said)  could  not  be  placed  out^  nor  securities  changed."    Heath,  J.,  on 

the  contrary,  thought  that  the  words  were  insufficient  to  con- 
[*690]  trol  the  preceding  devise ;  but  as  the  learned  Judge  •  was  of 

opinion,  that  the  trustees  took  a  term  of  ten  years  only,  which 
were  expired,  it  was  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point. 

Modern  decisions  have  placed  this  question  on  a  surer  footing. 
Thus,  in  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez  (a),  a  testator,  after  giving  certain 
Bealty  held  directions  about  his  dwelling-house,  gave  to  his  son  R. 
to  pass  not-  his  freehold  land  in  D.  (without  words  of  limitation), 
tlliJ!u1S*tl™  ^^  directed  that  the  residue  of  his  property,  which  he 
applicable  might  leave  at  his  death,  might  be  divided  between  him 
sonaitj.'*'^  ^^d  his  two  sisters  in  equal  proportions,  subject  to  the 
Saumarez ».  following  restrictions.  The  testator  then  directed  his 
Saumarez.  sou's  portion  to  be  placed  in  the  names  of  trustees,  and 
the  interest  to  be  paid  to  him  (he  being  already  tenant  for  life  of  the 
land).  After  his  death  his  share  to  be  divided  between  his  children, 
and  placed  in  the  names  of  trustees,  with  a  power  to  employ  the  tit- 
terest  for  their  maintenance  and  part  of  the  capital  for  their  advance- 
ment ;  and  at  their  age  of  twenty-five  to  transfer  the  whole  to  them  : 
with  certain  ulterior  limitations  in  case  E.  died  without  issue.  Lord 
Cottenham,  notwithstanding  the  inapplicability  of  the  trusts  to  real 
estate,  held  that  the  reversion  of  the  estate  in  D.  passed  by  the  re- 
siduary clause,  and  that  the  trusts  and  limitations  must  be  applied 
distributively  to  the  real  and  personal  estate.  '^  In  considering  gifts 
of  residue,"  he  said,  '^  whether  of  real  or  personal  estate,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  ascertain  whether  the  testator  had  any  particular  prop- 
erty in  contemplation  at  the  moment.  Indeed,  such  gifts  may  be 
introduced  to  guard  against  the  testator  having  overlooked  some  prop- 
erty or  interest  in  the  gifts  particularly  described.    If  he  meant  to 

<n)  4  Mj.  &  C.  831.  See  also  Morrison  v.  Hoppe,  4  De  O.  &  S.  234;  Stokes  v.  Salomoiw, 
9  H&re,  75;  Hunter  v.  Pu^h,  4  Jur.  671;  Mayor,  &c.  of  Hamilton  v.  Hodsdon,  6  Moo.  P.  C. 
C.  76, 11  Jur.  193,  stated  ante,  p.  6S0;  D^Almaine  v.  Mosetey,  1  Drew.  699;  Fullerton  «.  Mar- 
tin. 2a  L.  J.  Ch.  893,  17  Jur.  778;  Streatfieid  v.  Cooper.  27  ^av.  338;  Morris  «.  Llovd,  8  H. 
&  C.  141;  Hamilton  v.  Buckmaster,  L.  B.,  3  £q.  327;  Uojd  v.  Uojd,  L.  R.,  7  £q.  to. 
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give  the  residue  of  his  property,  be  it  what  it  may,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  he  did  or  did  not  know  what  would  be  included  in  it ;  and  if 
so,  it  cannot  make  any  difference  that  such  ignorance  is  manifested 
upon  the  face  of  the  will,  unless  the  expressions  manifesting  it  are 
sufBlcient  to  prove  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  use  the  words 
of  gift  in  their  ordinary,  extended,  and  technical  sense."  And,  ap- 
plying himself  to  the  particular  will  before  him,  he  said :  "  The  cir- 
cumstance of  the  testator  using  expressions  and  giving  directions 
applicable  only  to  the  personal  estate  may  prove  that  he  did  not  at 
the  time  consider  or  was  not  aware  that  this  fee  would  be 
part  *  of  the  residue,  but  if  such  knowledge  be  not  necessary  [*691] 
as  it  certainly  is  not,  to  give  validity  to  the  devise,  the  ab- 
sence of  it,  though  so  manifested,  cannot  destroy  the  operation  of  the 
general  intent  of  passing  all  the  residue  of  his  property." 

Nevertheless,  in  Coard  v.  Holderness  (6),  where  a  testator,  after  be- 
queathing some  legacies,  "  gave,  bequeathed,  and  disposed  of  all  estcUe, 
effects,  and  property  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  xruHts  appli- 
he  was  then  or  should  at  his  decease  be  possessed  of  or  cable  ezciu- 
entitled  to,  or  over  which  he  had  any  right  or  power  of  Mreoiiaity 
disposition,  to  A.,  B.  and  C,  their  executors  and  adminis-  "®'^  ^^  P™" 
trators,  on  trust  to  divide  into  five  equal  parts  or  shares ; "   passing, 
and  then  gave  directions  respecting  the  income  and  prin^   Coard  «.  Hoi- 
cipal  of  the  respective  parts  or  shares  or  legacies,  and  the  <ie™«»8- 
balance,  after  deducting  certain  specified  sums ;  and  as  to  one  share 
(intended  for  a  son  who  was  absent),  he  provided  that  he  should  claim 
it  of  the  testator's  executors,  or  the  survivors,  &c.,  or  other  his  legal 
personal  representative  for  the  time  being  within  a  given  period,  with 
directions  to  accumulate  the  share  in  the  mean  time.     Sir  J.  Eomilly, 
M.  B.,  admitted  that  the  words  "  estate,  effects,  and  property,"  taken 
alone  were  sufficient  to  include  real  estate,  and  that  it  lay  on  the  heir 
to  show  that  they  were  cut  down ;  but  he  held  that  this  was  shown 
by  the  whole  context,  and  that  only  personal  estate  was  included. 
He  relied  on  the  absence  of  any  word  peculiarly  applicable  to  real 
estate,  as  "  heir,"  "  devise,"  "  rent,"  or  the  like  ;  on  the  limitation  to 
executors  and  administrators  (c) ;  on  the  use  of  other  terms,  stated 
above,  especially  adapted  to  personal  estate  ;  and  on  the  authority  of 
Doe  d.  Buckner  (d) ;  and  notwithstanding  Lord  Cotten- 
ham's  clear  statement  of  the  ground  of  his  own  deci-  yllwofSaa^" 
sion  in  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez,  the  M.  R.  referred  it  to  ™*'**  ^'  S*"" 
the  preceding  gift  for  life  of  the  D.  estate,  as  showing 
that  the  testator  actually  intended  to  include  the  reversion  in  the 
residue  (c). 

(b)  aO  Beay.  147. 

(e)  But  see  per  Lord  Tent^rden  in  Doe  9.  Hnrrell,  5  B.  &  Aid.  18,  ante.  p.  687. 

(d)  6  T.  R.  610.  But  of  this  case  it  was  said  by  Sir  R.  Kindersley,  in  Fullerton  «.  Martin, 
23  L.  J.  Ch.  894,  that  it  would  be  decided  differently  at  the  present  day,  and  that  the  grounds 
of  Lord  Kenjon's  decision  would  not  now  be  sufficient  to  warrant  sncli  a  conclusion. 

(e)  In  support  of  this  yiew  of  Lord  Cottenham*ft  decision,  the  M.  R.  cites  Turner,  Y.-0.,  in 
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[*692]  *  In  some  cases  where  the  words  of  the  devise  to  trustees 
have  been  sufficiently  ample  to  include  real  estate,  but  the 
trusts  have  applied  to  personalty  only,  the  legal  estate  in  the  realty 
has  been  held  to  pass  by  the  devise,  with  a  resulting  trust  to  the 
heir. 

As  in  Dunnage  v.  White  (/),  where  the  testator,  after  devising  cer- 
tain real  estate,  and  bequeathing  some  pecuniary  legacies,  proceeded 
^  as  follows :    "  And  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder 

•ffecu"held     of  my  estate  or  effects,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  of 
u  d^'b  t^  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  I  give,  devise  (g),  and  be- 

truots  of  will  queath  unto  my  said  trustees  and  executors  after  named 
perwmiJty.  *^^  appointed,  upon  the  trusts  following ;  that  is  to  say, 
that  they  my  said  executors  do  and  shall,  as  soon  as  zdaj 
be  conveniently  after  my  decease,  make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose 
of  my  household  goods  and  stock  in  trade,  by  public  auction,  for  the 
most  money  that  can  be  had  or  gotten  for  the  same ;  and  also  do  and 
shall,  with  all  convenient  speed,  collect  in  all  debts  due  and  owing  to 
me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  together  with  all  moneys  owing  or  be- 
longing to  me  upon  mortgage,  bond,  bill,  note,  specialties,  simple  cod- 
j.     .^  tract,  or  otherwise  howsoever ;  and  when  the  same  shall 

trust  for  the  be  SO  Collected  and  got  in,  to  divide  the  same  into  sii 
^**''*  parts  or  shares,  and  to  pay  the  same,  when  so  divided, 

in  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say,  four  equal  sixth  parts  thereof 
to  certain  persons  named,  and  the  remaining  two-sixth  parts  thereof 
to  invest  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds,"  &c.  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M«  E., 
held  it  impossible  not  to  construe  the  devise  as  comprising  the  real 
estate  ;  but  that  the  testator  having  given  both  the  real  and  personal 
property  to  the  trustees,  and  having  only  said  what  was  to  be  done 
with  the  personalty  (for  not  a  word  of  the  disposition  of  the  beneficial 
interest  referred  to  real  estate),  the  consequence  was  the  trust  of  the 
realty  resulted  to  the  heir-at-law  (A). 

Stoles  9.  Salomons,  9  Hare,  83,  where  the  Y .-C.  says  that  the  prior  gift  showed  that  the  tes- 
tator had  "  real  estate  **  in  his  mind.  This  is  translated  by  the  M.  R.  into  "  that  estate."  If 
this  is  the  true  view  of  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez,  sup.,  the  decision  was  of  course;  yet  on  another 
occasion  the  M.  R.  said  it  was  a  "  very  strong  *^  one,  19  Beav.  224.  Other  judges  have  not 
agreed  with  the  M.  R.  in  his  view  of  the  decision.  It  was  relied  upon  by  l^imer,  T.-C^  i° 
Stokes  V.  Salomons  (where  there  was  no  prior  gift  of  land  or  real  estate);  and  was  thus  re- 
ferred to  by  Wood,  V.-C.,  Buchanan  c.  Harrison,  81  L.  J  Ch.  82;  **  Lord  Cottenham  ssys 
and  I  entirely  follow  the  reasoning,  that  where  the  testator  used  the  word  property  he  onk 
meant  personal  estate,  but  he  did  mean  to  dispose  of  all  his  property  whatever  it  was.  He 
belieyea  he  wa«  passing  the  whole  of  his  estate,  but  believed  it  was  personal  propertr." 

(/)  IJ.  &  W.  583.  See  also  Ix)ngley  v.  Longley,  L.  C.  13  Eq.  133;  with  which  cf.  Ham- 
ilton V.  Buck  master,  L.  R.,  8  Eo.  327. 

Ig)  That  this  word,  when  applied  to  effects  alone,  will  not  carry  real  estates,  see  Camfield 
V,  Gilbert,  3  East,  616;  but  see  Phillips  v.  Beal,  25  Bear.  25.  Conversely,  the  word  "be- 
queath" will  not  be  sufficient  to  connne  the  effect  of  a  gift  otherwise  capable  of  including 
real  estate,  Whicker  r.  Hume,  14  Beav.  518;  Gyett «.  Williams,  2  J.  &  H.  436. 

(A)  It  seems  to  have  been  overlooked  in  this  case,  that  the  freehold  farm,  in  respect  to 
which  the  question  arose,  had  been  contracted  to  be  purchased  by  the  testator  before  he  mstie 
his  will,  but  had  never  been  conveyed  to  him ;  so  that  there  was  no  legal  estate  in  the 
testator  upon  which  that  part  of  the  decision  which  gave  the  estate  to  the  troatees  couU 
operate. 
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*  V.  General  nntechnical  Words  held  to  pass  Land.  —  In  some  [''^GOSj 
cases^  real  estate  lias  been  lield  to  pass  under  words,  even  more 
vagne  and  informal  than  any  which  have  yet  been  the  sub-  ^^\  ^^^ 
J8ct  of  consideration.    Thus,  in  Hopewell  t;.  Ackland  {i),   beid  to  pass 
where  the  testator  devised  as  follows :   "  I  devise  all  my   intorm^  " 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  to  A.    Item,  I  devise  vor«i*' 
all  my  goods  and  chattels,  moneys,  debts,  and  whatsoever   "Whatsoever 
else  I  have  (in  the  world  {k))  not  before  disposed  ofy  to  the   beiore  dis- 
said  A.,  he  paying  my  debts  and  legacies ;  and  make  him   ^^^  ^^" 
executor."    Trevor,  C.  J.,  held,  that  by  these  words  an  estate  in  fee 
passed;   for  it  could  not  have  any  effect  upon  the  personal  estate, 
because  that  was  given  away  as  fully  as  possible  by  the  words  prece- 
dent ;  therefore  it  must  extend  to  the  remainders  in  the  real  estate. 

The  reasoning  of  the  C.  J.  deserves  attention,  though  the  point 
seems  not  to  have  been  necessary  to  the  construction  that  the  devisee 
took  a  fee  ;  for  the  prior  devise  was  clearly  adequate  to  carry  all  the 
lands,  and  the  charge  upon  the  devisee  would  enlarge  his  estate  in 
those  lauds  to  a  fee  (I), 

So,  in  Huxtep  v.  Brooman  (m),  the  words  "  all  I  am  worth  "  were 
held  to  comprise  land  in  the  will  of  a  very  illiterate  testator.    This 
case  may  be  considered  as  exhibiting  the  extreme  point    ttAiiiam 
to  which  the  decisions  have  gone,  in  applying  general  in-   worth,"  held 
formal  words  to  real  estate.     Nothing  could  be  more  com-  ^  ^^'^^ 
prehensive  or  more  nntechnical  than  the  expression  here  used.    The 
case  was  cited  with  approbation  by  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Kout  (n), 
and  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Davenport  v.  Coltman  (o),  where  it 
was  said  never  to  have  been  doubted.    The  only  apparent  exception 
is  a  dictum  of  Sir  E.  Sugden,  to  the  effect  that  it  might  be  a  little 
difficult  to  support  it  (p  ). 

In  Pitman  v.  Stevens  (q),  the  testator  devised  as  follows :   "I  give 
and  bequeath  all  that  I  shall  die  possessed  ofy  real  andpersonaly  of  what 
nature  and  kind  soever^  after  my  just  debts  are  paid:  I    «Alithatl 
do  hereby  appoint  P.  my  residuary  legatee  and  executor : "   shall  die  pos- 
and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will,  he  desired  his  lega-  and  personal*" 
tee  and  executor  to  let  his  sister  be  interred  in  a  certain   J'®'^  *<>  P"« 
vault,  and  recommended  him  to  do  something  handsome 
for  the  testator's  *  brother-in-law  at  his  death,  or  when  he  [•694] 
should  want  anything  to  live  on ;  it  was  held  that  P.  took  a 
fee  in  the  real  estate. 


II 


[0  Salk.  239,  1  Com.  164. 
\k)  These  words  do  not  occur  in  Salkeld. 
(t)  See  post.  Chap.  XXXIII. 

Im)  1  B.  C.  C.  437.    So,  as  to  the  words  "  I  make  A.  my  sole  heir ; "  Taylor  v.  Webb,  Sty. 
aOi,  307,  319;  2  Sid.  75,  ante.  p.  327,  n. 
(»)  7  Taunt.  8t  ante,  p.  671. 
(0)  9  M.  &  Wels.  481. 
»  1  D.  &  War.  439. 
(g)  15  East,  505. 
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In  Barclay  v,  Collett  (r),  it  was  held,  that  a  devise  to  trustees  of  the 
residue  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  comprised  a  freehold 
messuage  not  included  in  the  specific  devises  of  the  will,  though  the 
trusts  expressed  were  so  indefinite  and  uncertain  as  to  render  it  im- 
possible for  the  trustees  to  act  without  the  aid  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 

So,  in  Wilce  v.  Wilce  («),  where  a  testator  commenced  his  will  as 
follows:  "As  touching  such  worldly  property,  wherewith  it  hath 
u  ^y^^y  jjjing  pleased  God  to  bless  me  in  this  world,  I  give,  devise,  and 
•ise  I  (fie  ^o^  dispose  of  the  same  in  the  following  manner  and  fornL" 
*®'**^  ^^'*  He  then  proceeded  to  make  several  dispositions  of  land 
and  goods,  and  concluded  with  the  following  residuary  clause:  *^All 
the  rest  of  my  worldly  goods,  bills,  bonds,  notes,  book  debts,  and 
ready  money,  and  every  thing  else  I  die  possessed  of,  I  give  to  my  son 
George,  whom  I  make  my  whole  and  sole  executor."  It  was  held,  on 
the  authority  of  the  preceding  cases,  especially  Smith  v.  Coffin  {t), 
that  certain  real  estate,  not  included  in  the  specific  devises,  passed  by 
this  clause  to  the  testator's  sou  George,  and  that  he  took  the  fee. 
Seeing  what  was  the  testator's  intention,  as  disclosed  by  the  pream- 
ble, the  Court  could  not  but  say  he  had  employed  sufficient  words  to 
carry  it  into  effect  (u). 

And  in  Evans  v.  Jones  (x),  where  a  testator  appointed  his  wife  ex- 
ecutrix, and  continued  —  "  First,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  wife 
all  my  household  furniture,  linen,  glass,  china,  plate,  farming  stock, 
and  all  my  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  or  whatever  I  may  he  pos- 
sessed of  at  the  time  of  my  decease."  It  was  held  that  the  testator's 
real  estate  passed  to  the  wife.  The  Court  (Cleasby  and  Pollock,  BK) 
observed  that  the  words  whatever  "  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  my  de- 
cease "  taken  by  themselves  would  carry  the  real  estate,  and  were  not 
to  be  read  as  the  concluding  portion  of  an  enumeration  of  the  partic- 
ulars of  the  personal  estate,  but  as  introducing  a  new  subject  of  gift 
The  previous  words  being  sufficient  to  pass  the  whole  per- 
[*696]  sonal  ♦  estate,  the  words  which  followed  would  be  inoperatire 
unless  they  carried  real  estate. 

In  Day  v.  Daveron  (y),  a  testator  gave  his  house  M.  to  his  wife 
(without  words  of  limitation),  and  his  house  K  to  his  wife  for  life^ 
together  with  his  household  goods,  &c. ;  but  if  she  married  again 
(which  she  did  not  do),  "  the  above  property  was  to  become  the  prop- 
erty "  of  his  daughter  for  life,  remainder  to  her  children :  but  if  his 
wife  remained  unmarried,  then,  after  her  death,  he  gave  house  N.  to 

(r)  6  Scott,  408,  4  Bing.  N.  C  658. 
(«)  5  M.  &  Pav.  682,  7  Bing.  664. 
(t)  Ante,  p.  679. 

(tt)  But  as  to  its  carrviDg  the  fee,  tee  Ch.  XXXTTI. 

(x)  46  L.  J.  Ex.  2^.    See  also  Warner  v.  Warner,  15  Jar.  141;  PhUlips  v.  Beal,  % 
Beav.  25. 
(S)  12  Sim.  200;  Warren  v.  Newton,  Dm.  464. 
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the  daughter  for  her  life  and  her  children.    The  testator  then  went 
on:  "I  appoint  my  wife  sole  executrix  and  residuary    , 
legatee  to  all  other  property  I  may  possess  at  my  de-  my  wi^ 
cease.   .    .  .    Now  concerning  my  funded  property,   I   "a^^jJlJ^*"^ 
hereby "  give  one  moiety  to  the  wife  and  the  other  to   legatee  to  all 
the  daughter.    Sir  L.  Shadwell  held  that  the  wife,  under   ?  ™a7^^^ 
the  residuary  clause,  took  the  remainder  in  house  M.   *tmyde-^ 
He  thought  it  clear,  that  this  clause  did  not  refer  to  ^^^^' 
personal  property;  for  the  testator  almost  immediately  afterwards 
spoke  of  his  funded  property  in  a  distinct  sentence. 

In  Davenport  v.  Goltman  («),  a  testator,  after  certain  pecuniary 
legacies,  bequeathed  to  his  wife  for  her  life  his  freehold  house  at  C, 
together  with  the  use  of  plate,  &c.,  and  of  interest  of  stock ;  and  de- 
clared that,  '^  at  her  decease,  it  was'  his  will  that  A.  and  6.  should 
divide    equally   between    them,  as  residuary  legatees,    i«A.  ^ndB.  to 
whatever  he  might  die  possessed  of,  except  what  was   takeasresid- 
already  mentioned  in  favor  of  others."    And  after  ap-  whYti^l*" 
pointing  executors,  he  authorized  them  to  sell  certain  maydiepoa- 
leaseholds  immediately;  "but  the  house  at  C.  must  not  ""* 
be  sold  as  long  as  my  wife  lives."    On  a  case  from  Chancery,  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  certified  their  opinion  that  A.  and  B.  were  enti- 
tled in  fee  simple  to  the  whole  real  estate  of  the  testator  at  the  death 
of  the  wife,  subject,  as  to  the  house  at  C,  to  the  wife's  life  estate. 
They  relied  partly  on  the  generality  of  the  expression,  "  whatever  I 
may  die  possessed  of,"  which  they  thought  was  not  to  be  limited  to 
personal  estate,  being,  in  their  opinion,  equivalent  to  "all  I  am 
worth"  (a),  or  "all  I  have"  (b) ;  but  they  also  relied  on  the  direc- 
tion to  postpone  the  sale  of  the  house  at  C,  which  could  only  refer  to 
a  sale  for  convenience  of  division  between  A.  and  B.  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  residuary  clause,  and  that,  if  *  any  [*696] 
real  property  was  included  in  that  clause,  all  must  be  so.    Sir 
L.  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  confirmed  the  certificate ;  observing  that  besides 
the  terms  "whatever  I  shall  die  possessed  of"  (which  bethought 
would  comprehend  estates  in  fee  simple),  there  was  an  exception  of 
"  what  was  already  mentioned  in  favor  of  others,"  and  that  one  of  the 
things  already  mentioned  was  the  possession  of  the  freehold  house  for 
the  life  of  the  wife. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Monk  v.  Mawdsley  (c),  where  a  testatrix,  in 
a  will  made  under  a  power^  after  bequeathing  several  pecuniary  lega- 
cies, proceeded  thus :  "  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  husband 
P.  M.  my  two  fields  and  house  in  the  township  of  Great  Neston,  like- 

(t)  9  M.  &  Wel8,4Sl,  la  Sim.  S88. 

(a)  Haxtep  o.  Brooman,  1  B.  C.  C.  487. 

(6)  See  per  Bayler,  J.,  Doe  v.  Morsan,  6  B.  &  Cr.  618,  9  D.  &  Ry.  688. 

(ci  1  Sim.  286.  Compare  ramarks  oy  the  same  jndge  opon  the  word  " posieesed  "  in  Noel 
V.  Hoy,  and  Thomas  v.  rhelps,  ante,  p.  685.  The  concluding  distinction  between  real  and 
personal  estate  is  removed  by  1  Vict.  c.  SW,  s.  8. 
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*<  All  I  may  wise  the  remainder  of  my  personalty,  and  all  I  may  die 
oP'^dd^TIt  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  my  deaths  after  the  above  be- 
to  {MM  reaitj'.  quests  are  fully  discharged,  my  just  debts  paid,  funeral 
expenses,  and  proving  this  my  last  will  and  testament  I  nominate 
and  appoint  A«  K.  and  my  husband  P.  M.,  trustees  and  executors  of 
this  my  last  will  and  testament"  Sir  J,  Leach,  V.-C.,  held  that  the 
fee  in  the  Neston  estate  did  not  pass  by  these  words.  The  argument 
for  the  husband,  he  observed,  was,  that  these  words  would  have  co 
effect,  unless  they  operated  to  carry  the  fee  of  the  Neston  estate,  the 
whole  personalty  passing  by  the  prior  expression ;  but  he  knew  of  do 
case  in  which  words  had  been  held  to  carry  a  fee  simple,  because  thej 
would  otherwise  be  mere  surplusage  and  repetition.  He  relied  much 
on  the  words  "  possessed  of,"  as  being  applicable  exclusively  to  per- 
sonal estate,  especially  when  coupled  with  the  words  ''  at  the  time  of 
my  decease,"  which  could  not  refer  to  real  estate  (d). 

So,  in  Henderson  v.  Farbridge  («),  it  was  contended,  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  in  a  copyhold  estate  passed  under  the  follow- 
ing words,  in  a  letter  from  the  deceased  (who  was  abroad  in  a  mili- 
tary capacity)  to  his  mother.  After  giving  some  directions 
[•697]  *  respecting  the  rents  of  the  property  in  question,  he  said, 
"Provided  I  should  die,  or  be  slain  in  the  wars,  or  by  any 
other  means  before  my  return,  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  effects 
"All  my  ef-  (after  paying  of  every  due  demand)  to  you  for  life,  and 
'«5t8."  them  to  go  to  my  younger  sister  Ann."  In  another  letter 

to  his  mother,  he  made  very  affectionate  mention  of  his  sister  Ann, 
**  What  little  ^^^  added  these  words  :  "  If  anything  should  happen  io 
I  have  to  call  me  in  this  country,  what  little  I  have  left  to  call  my  atn 
■"•^ °^"  may  be  useful  to  her."  Lord  Gifford,  M.  R.,  was  of 
opinion  that,  treating  these  papers  as  testamentary,  the  words  were 
inadequate  to  pass  property  of  the  nature  of  real  estate. 

In  Maitland  v,  Adair  (/),  a  testator  devised  his  estate  at  T.  to  his 
nephew  A.,  and  bequeathed  money  legacies  to  several  other  relations; 

and  by  a  codicil  directed  his  undisposed-of  money  to  be 
"My  for-  divided  among  his  said  relations  in  the  proportion  he 

to  personalty  had  bequeathed  (ff)  the  other  part  of  his  fortune;  Lord 
by  context       Bosslyn  held  that  the  word  "fortune  "  must  mean  money 


id)  Followed  in  Cook  v.  Jafcgard,  L.  R ,  1  Ex.  125,  thongh  there  the  words  were  "or  vhat^ 
ever  I  may  be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to."^  The  court  distlnf^iished  the  case  from  Wike  r- 
Wilce,  sup.,  br  reason  of  the  words  being  "or  whatever"  instead  of  " and  wbaterer"  :  »«1 
qa.,  and  see  ^yans  «.  Jones,  sup.  As  to  another  distinction  suggested  bv  Channell,  B.,  dar- 
ing the  argument,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  a  densee  for  life  of  spNKific  lands  has  fraqoeritk 
been  held  to  take  the  remainder  in  fee  of  the  same  lands  under  informal  words  in  a  eube- 
quent  residuary  clause,  Hopewell  o.  Ackland,  ante,  p.  693;  and  see  the  following  cases  vbere 
tiie  residuary  devises  contained  the  word  "estate*'  or  "property**:  Scott  v.  Albernr, ante, 
p.  676;  Roe  «.  Gilbert,  ante,  p.  679  ;  Day  «.  Daveron,  ants,  p.  696;  Saumares  «.  SaumsitSi 
ante.  p.  690. 

(e)  1  Russ.  479. 

(/)  8  Yes.  S81. 

(y)  Af  to  thia  word,  vide  ante,  p.  69i,  n.  (p). 
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legacies^  and  that  A«  was  not  entitled  to  a  share  in  respect  of  the 
value  of  the  T.  estate. 

VL  When  Words  desoriptiTe  of  Personalty  only  pass  Real  Estate. 
— It  remains  to  be  observed,  that  words  applicable  exclusively  to 
personal  estate  have  sometimes,  by  force  of  the  context,   ^^^g  ^ 
been  held  to  include  land.     This  frequently  happens   scriptireof 
where  an  expression   is  evidently  used  as  referential  J^l^Seid^** 
to  and  synonymous  with  an  anterior  word,  clearly  de-  cArfy  laud  — 
scriptive  of  real  estate ;   in  which  case  its  extent  of 
operation  is  measured,  not  by  its  own  inherent  strength,  but  by  the 
import  of  its  synonym. 

Thus,  in  Hope  d.  Brown  v.  Taylor  (A),  where  a  testator,  after  de- 
vising certain  lands  to  A.,  B.,  and  C,  and  giving  pecuniary  legacies 
to  B.  and  C,  provided  that,  if  either  of  the  persons  be-   word  legacy 
fore  named  died  without  issue,  then  the  said  legacy   ^®^^J[i*^^^ 
should  be  divided  equally  between  them  that  were  alive :   autecedentlj 
it  was  held  that  the  word  "legacy,"*  in  this  clause   <*«^"«d. 
extended  to  the  land  before  devised.    Foster,  J.,  observed  that  one 
of  the  persons  named  had  no  pecuniary  legacy. 

•  So,  the  words  "residuary  legatee,"  though  properly  appli-  [*698] 
cable  to  personalty  only  (i),  are  sufficient  to  designate  the  per- 
son who  is  to  take  the  realty  if  the  context  shows  an  intention  so  to  use 
them ;  as  in  Hughes  v.  Pritchard  (A;),  where  a  testator  began  thus : 
"  As  to  my  estate  which  God  has  bestowed  on  me,  I  do  make  this  my 
last  will  and  testament  as  follows,  that  is  to  say : "  he  then  devised 
certain  freehold  land  to  A.  for  life  with  remainder  over,  and  another 
freehold  farm  to  B.  for  life  with  other  remainders  over ;    «i  appoint 
next  he  gave  pecuniary  legacies,  then  a  specific  legacy,   ^*  T*^,??^^ 
and  afterwards  more  pecuniary  legacies,  ^'and  I  make   tocan-yreal 
A.,  C,  and  D.  my  residuary  legatees : "  it  was  held  by  •*^**®- 
Jessel,  M.  K.,  and  James  and  Bramwell,  L.  JJ.,  that  the  testator's 
real  estate  not  specifically  devised  passed  to  A.,  C,  and  D.     Sir  G. 
Jessel  agreed  that  an  appointment  of  residuary  legatees  standing 
alone  in  a  will  would  be  a  gift  of  the  personal  estate  only ;  but  he 

(h)  1  Bnrr.  968.  See  also  Hardacre  v.  Nash,  6  T.  R.  716 ;  Bradj  v.  Cabitt,  Doogl.  31.  40 
As  to  the  words  '*  share,"  **  share  aforesaid/'  **  portion,"  and  similar  expressions,  as  applying 
to  one  or  more  of  several  preceding  subjects,  ride  Doe  d.  Stopford  v.  Stopford,  5  Ea«t,  601 ; 
Hardman  v.  Johnson.  8  Mer.  348;  Boe  d.  Gibson  ft,  Gell,  3  B.  &  Cr.  680,  4  D.  &  Ry.  387; 
Doe  d.  Driver  v.  Bowling,  5  B.  &  Aid.  722;  Scrivener  9.  Smith,  2  D.  M.  &  G  399. 

(0  Doe  d.  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  7  M.  &  Wels  382:  Lea  v.  Grundv,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  968;  Windus 
V,  Windns,  21  Beav.  878,  aff.  6  D.  M.  &  G.  649,  diss.  K.  Bruce.  L.  J. 

(k)  6  Ch.  D.  24.  See  also  Pitman  v.  Stevens,  ante,  p.  693;  Allevne  «.  Alleyne,  2  Jo.  &  Lat 
644,  per  Sogden,  C,  Evans  v.  Crosbie,  16  Sim.  600.  And  see  Singleton  v.  Tomlinson,  3  App. 
Ca.,  404,  stated  ante,  p.  694;  Wildes  v,  Davies,  1  Sm.  &  Gif  476;  in  each  of  which  the  sar- 
plus  proceeds  of  converted  realty  were  held  on  the  context  to  pass  to  persons  appointed 
'*  reiidaaiy  legatees." 

1  See  Price  «.  Douglass,  160  ICaas.  96  ;  Hofiiu  «.  Hofios,  92  Penn.  St.  806.  *<Beqnett" 
may  be  equivalent  to  **  devise.'' 
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said,  '^  Looking  at  the  preliminary  words,  the  testator^  as  it  seems  to 
me,  has  told  us  in  express  terms  that  he  has  disposed  by  his  wili  of 
all  his  property.  That  being  so,  and  finding  in  the  will  a  dispositi.c 
of  parts  of  his  property  with  that  appointment  of  residoaiy  legate^.'. 
why  are  we  not  to  say  that  the  expressions  in  the  former  part  of  d^ 
will  are  entitled  to  as  much  consideration  as  the  expressions  in  tiie 
latter  part,  and  that  he  intended  those  three  persons  to  take  tlr 
residue  of  nis  property."  Sir  W.  James  asked,  during  the  argum-^iit, 
whether  there  was  any  case  where  such  words  as  '^  I  appoint,  <k, 
had  been  held  not  to  pass  real  estate,  if  there  had  been  preTioui 
gifts  of  real  estate  in  the  will. 

But  in  Re  Methuen  and  Blore's  Contract  (/),  a  testatrix  made  be: 
"I  leave  A.  ^^^^  ^  follows :  "  I  commit  to  paper  my  wishes  respect- 
residaanr  ieg»-  ing  the  disposal  of  my  property.  .  .  .  Everything  I 
D^ttocany  *"^  possessed  of  I  leave  to  my  sister  for  her  life,  after 
afterecquired     her  decease  I  give  and  devise  as  here   annexed.  . . 

My  two  nephews  H.  and  F.  I  leave  my  executors^  ar^i 
the  latter  residuary  legatee  after  the  demise  of  my  sister.''  Si: 
Gr.  Jessel,  M.  K,  held  that  after-acquired  real^  of  which  the 
[*699]  testatrix  was  possessed  at  her  *  death  did  not  pass  bjthe 
will.  He  distinguished  this  case  from  that  of  Hughes  r. 
Pritchard  on  the  ground  that  here  there  was  no  direct  indication  of 
intention  to  give  all  property,  real  as  well  as  personal,  as  there  was 
in  that  case,  and  said  that  though  the  words  here  used  might  well 
pass  everything  which  the  testatrix  had,  including  realty,  to  the  sistt^r 
for  life,  there  was  no  indication  of  intention  that  the  remamderman 
must  necessarily  take  all  that  was  given  to  the  tenant  for  life.  Uis 
Lordship  attached  some  importance  to  the  fact  that  at  the  date  of  the 
will  the  testatrix  had  no  real  estate. 

Upon  the  principle  already  stated,  the  word  "eflFects"  (thougli 
applicable  strictly  to  personalty  only  (m)),  has  been  held  to  com- 
prehend the  several  particulars  before  mentioned,  consisting  of  both 
real  and  personal  es^te. 

As  in  Doe  d.  Ghillcott  v.  White  (n),  where  a  testator  after  making 
several  pecuniary  bequests,  devised  to  A.  the  income  of  a  certain  cot- 

"Said effects/'  ^E^9  ^^^  ^  ^«  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  Certain  estate ;  and  all  the 
}j«w  to  compre-  residue  of  his  goods,  chattels,  rights,  credits,  persoDol 
vfousij  menl^  ^^d  testamentary  estate,  and  also  his  lands,  tenements, 
tioned.  and  hereditaments,  he  gave  to  his  wife  for  life,  whom 

he  made  sole  executrix ;  and  he  allowed  her  to  give  what  she  thought 
proper  of  "  her  said  effects  "  to  her  sisters,  the  said  A.  and  E.,  for  their 
lives ;  and,  after  the  above  lives  were  expired,  he  gave  all  his  lantis 

(I)  16  Ch.  D.  696 ;  see  also  Oethin  v.  Allen,  98  L.  R.  Ir.  886.  ,  „^ 
Cm)  Camfield  v.  Gilbert,  8  East,  516;  Doe  d.  Hick  v.  Dring,  S  M.  &  Sel.  448;  Doe  d.  Biv 

9.  Earles,  15  M.  &  Wela.  450}  bnt  tee  p«r  ICaUot,  V.-C.,  Smrth  9.  Smjrth,  8  Ch.  D.  Ml. 

(II)  1  East,  38. 


J 
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to  J.,  who  was  hifl  heir-at-law :  it  was  held  that  the  power  of  the 
widow  extended  to  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  given  to  her  for 
life,  including  the  cottage  in  which  A.  had  a  life  interest. 

So,  in  Marquess  of  Titchfield  v,  Horncastle  (o),  where  the  testator 
directed  all  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be 
paid ;  and  bequeathed  all  his  furniture  and  goods,  linen,   ^^^  ''effects'' 
pl^te,  and  books  to  his  brother  J.     He  gave  to  Ruth   held,  upon  the 
Chambers  an  annuity  payable  out  of  his  real  and  per-  TxtendTo  real 
sonal  estate,  adding  "and  this  my  executors  hereinafter  «»t«te. 
named  will  contrive."    Then  after  giving  several  legacies,  he  gave 
and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  his  goods  and  chattels,  personal 
estate,  effects  of  what  nature  and  kind  soever  (p),  to.  trustees,  direct- 
ing them  to  take  an  inventory  of  all  his  goods  and  chattels, 
of  whatsoever  nature  ♦they  might  be  ;  but  not  to  dispose  of  [*700] 
nor  sell  any  part,  not  even  the  books,  until  the  death  of  his 
brother,  then  the  whole  of  the  effects,  &c.  to  be  sold,  and  the  money 
arising  therefrom  to  be  considered  the  property  of  the  noble  person 
thereinafter  bequeathed  to.    And  the  testator  further  directed  that 
no  part  of  the  real  property  he  had  in  houses,  land,  &c.  should  be 
disposed  of  at  the  time  of  his  decease.    And  then  (after  many  inter- 
vening directions  concerning  his  personal  estate)  he  declared  his  de- 
termination, that  his  brother  should  have  the  whole  of  the  profits 
arising  from  his  estates,  as  rents,  interest,  dividends,  as  they  arose, 
for  his  maintenance,  subject  to  the  control  and  management  of  his 
trustees,  and  that  he  should  have  the  entire  use  of  his  furniture,  in 
short,  everything ;  adding,  "  And  I  further  will  and  direct,  that  my 
said  trustees,  on  the  demise  of  my  brother,  shall  stand  seised  and 
possessed  of  such  moneys  and  effects,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  to 
the  noble  Marquess  of  Titchfield  to  his  own  entire  use;   and  as  I 
have  no  relations  that  I  know  of  entitled  to  a  single  sixpence  from 
me,  unless  Mrs.  M.,  my  brother's  widow,  and  she  has  ample  provision 
from  the  family,  I  trust  that  his  lordship  will  not  therefore  hesitate 
in  accepting  the  property  which  may  remain  after  my  brother's  de- 
mise."   Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  held  that  the  testator's  real  estate 
passed  under  this  clause.     "Much  has  been  said  in   oiticj^jn^n 
argument,"  he  said,  "as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  the  word 
'effects,'  which  was  understood  by  Lord  Mansfield  to    "«^«<^*'-" 
mean  much  the  same  thing  as  worldly  substance,  although  certainly 
in  subsequent  cases  the  Courts  have  inclined  to  consider  that  word 
in  its  proper  or  natural  interpretation  to  be  confined  to  personal 
estate,  unless  there  are  other  words  in  the  context  to  control  that 
meaning ;  I  do  not  express  any  opinion  on  that,  although  /  am  not* 
aware  oj  any  reason  why  the  word  should  not  be  applicable  to  the 

(o)  9  Jur.  610.  See  also  Milsome  v.  Long,  8  Jar.  N.  S.  1073;  Phillips  v.  Beal,  25  Bear.  25; 
Re  Shffridan,  17  L.  R.  Ir.  179. 
(p)  But  as  to  these  words  following  the  word  *'  effects,"  see  Doe  «.  Dring,  2  M.  &  Sel.  454. 
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*  effeeU '  generally  arising  from  a  tnan^s  industry  whether  eansistin; 
of  personal  or  of  real  est€Ue;  but  it  is  not  now  necessary  to  express 
an  opinion  on  so  refined  a  point  of  eonstraction.  The  testator  in- 
tended that  his  debts  should  be  paid ;  and  after  that  was  done,  tha: 
his  brother  should  enjoy  what  remained  of  his  real  and  peisoniC 
property  for  his  life,  and  after  his  brother's  death,  he  did  not  inten  I 
any  relation  to  have  any  part  of  his  property,  but  he  did  intend  tkit 
his  property  should  go  to  the  plaintiff.  He  subjected  the  whole  of 
his  property  to  the  payment  of  debts.  Then  the  annuity  giver, 
to  Buth  Chambers  was  to  be  paid  out  of  his  real  and   person^ 

estate,  which  his  executors  were  to  contrive.  His  executc^rs 
[•701J  •were  to  contrive  the  mode  of  payment  of  the  annuity  out 

of  the  real  and  personal  estate.  They  were,  therefore,  to  hare 
some  estate  or  power  to  enable  them  to  do  that  The  testator  after- 
wards, it  appears  to  me,  gives  directions  as  to  the  whole  of  the  prop- 
erty which  was  producing  income.  He  gives  directions  as  to  his  n-al 
property.  Nothing  was  to  be  sold  during  the  life  of  his  brother. 
His  property  was  realized  —  perhaps  it  might  be  right  to  say. 
'effected' — at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  he  meant  it  to  remain  so 
until  his  brother's  death.  Taking  the  whole  of  the  will  together,  it 
does  appear  to  me  that  the  testator  has  given  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  the  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  his  brother,  during  his 
life,  and  has  directed  that,  at  his  death,  all  shall  be  converted  inU'< 
money,  and  paid  to  the  plaintiff."  The  M.  R.  then  read  the  conclud- 
ing passage  in  the  will,  and  added,  '<  These  words  might  be  said  to 
mean  the  property  before  mentioned ;  but  it  is  the  property  '  remain- 
ing after  my  brother's  decease ; '  and  though  it  is  not  necessary  to 
attach  to  this  sentence  the  effect  of  a  new  devise,  it  certainly  explains 
what  was  before  given." 

So,  in  Den  d.  Franklin  v.  Trout  (;),  where  the  devise  was  to 

(a)  16  East,  S94.  As  to  the  effect  of  some  referential  expressions  of  freonent  oocaTrence. 
—  **  as  aforesaid,"  see  Walsh  v.  Peterson,  8  Atk.  194;  DaTis  v.  Norton,  S  P.  W.  890;  WeddeH 
V.  Mundav,  6  Veii.  841;  Sibley  tr.  Perry,  7  Ves.  632;  Meredith  v.  Meredith,  10  East,  d03;  *"•$ 
before,"  Slacnamara  r.  Lord  Whitworth,  Coop.  241 ;  "in  like  manner,**  per  Levins,  J..  1 
Mod.  100;  Roe  d.  Atstrop  v.  Aldtrop,  2  Bl.  1228;  Doudbty  v.  Saltwell,  16  Sim.  640;  Lewis  v 
PuxUv,  16  M.  &  Wels.  733;  Davies  v.  Hopkins,  2  Bear.  276;  T^ndale  v.  Wilkinitoo,  S3 
Beav/74;  "in  manner  aforesaid,"  Co.  Lit.  20  b;  Doe  d.  Woodall  v.  WoodaiL,  3  C.  B.  849; 
MilRom  V.  Awdry,  6  Ves.  466  ;  Luml**T  ».  Robbins,  10  Hare,  621;  Bessant  v.  Noble,  96  L.  J.  Cb. 
236:  Moantain  v.  Younfi:,  18  Jiir.  769:  "on  the  same  terms  or  conditions,"  GoodtiUe  d.  Cross 
V.  Woodhull,  Willes,  692 :  I»nffdon  v.  Simpson,  12  Ves.  296;  "  subject  to  the  same  restrictions," 
Barber  9,  Barber,  1  Jur.  916 ;  Ross  v.  Ross,  2  Coll.  269;  and  other  expressions  of  reference  to 
some  antecedent  clause  or  provision;  Co.  Lit .  9  b;  Shanley  v.  Baker,  4  Ves.  739;  Roc  d.  Wren 
V.  Clavton,  6  East,  628 ;  see  also  Younge  v.  Coombe,  4  Ves.  101;  Dillon  v.  Harris,  4  Bli.  N.  S. 
329;  be  Kendall.  14  Bear.  608;  Shawe  «  Cunliffe,  4  B.  C.  C.  144;  Doe  «.  Maxej,  12  Ea5t, 
689.  It  is  to  be  collected  from  the  cases  that  where  the  gift  is  absolute  such  referent isl 
expressions  determine  generally  not  who  shall  take  a  I'-gacy,  but  kow  the  legatees  shall  uke. 
Where,  for  insUnce,  a  legacy  is  given  to  such  of  a  class  as  are  Hying  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator equally  as  tenants  in  common,  and  there  follows  a  gift  to  the  children  of  A^  "in  ths 
tame  manner,"  all  children  of  A.  take  whether  living  at  that  time  or  not.    See  Tardley  s 
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*K  of  ''all  my  estate  and  effects  whatsoeyer  and  whereso-  [*702] 
ever,  which  I  shall  be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  at  the  time 
of  my  decease/'   in  trust  to  pay  funeral  expenses  and  debts.    The 
testator  then  subjected  his  "said  effects  bequeathed  to  E,  to  the  fol- 
lowing legacieSy^^  and  went  on  to  enumerate  certain  pecu-   ug^^^  effects 
niary  legacies,  and  gave  to  S.  a  horise  in  W,    He  directed   ^,y«**^«^  j<* 
that  all  the  above  legacies  should  be  paid  out  of  his   toWd  before 
effects  by  the  said  E.  within  twelve  months  after  his  deyiaed. 
decease,  and  then  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  and  remainder 
of  his  said  effects  to  the  said  £.,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  forever.     It 
was  held,  that  she  took  the  remainder  in  fee  in  the  house  devised  to 
S.  (which  was  the  testatoi*'s  only  real  property)  by  this  devise.    Lord 
EUenborough  relied  much  on  the  testator  having  included  the  house 
among  the  enumerated  legacies,  by  which  he  had  explained  himself 
to  describe  that  property  under  the  denomination  of  ''effects''  and 
"legacies." 

Again,  the  phrase  "worldly  goods,"  though  properly  applicable 
only  to  personal  estate,  will  include  the  realty  if  aided  by  the  con- 
text.    Thus,  in  Wright  v,  Shelton  (r),  where  a  testator   *«  worldly 
gave  to  trustees  "  all  his  worldly  goods  of  what  nature   goods "  held 
and  kind  soever  and  wheresoever  they  might  be  found,   to  pasa^real^ 
upon  the  trusts  undermentioned ;  his  wife  to  have  pos-  •«'*'«• 
session  while  she  lived,  but  if  she  married,  to  quit  possession :  all  his 
debts  and  legacies  to  be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate  and  W.  close. 
To  his  son  A.  20^.  and  H.  close:  to  his  children  B.,  C,  and  D.,  the 
rest  of  his  worldly  goods:"  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C., 
that  the  real  estate  was  included  in  the  gift  of  "worldly  goods." 
"  If,"  he  said,  "  we  were  to  turn  '  worldly  goods '  into  '  personal  es- 
tate,' it  would  not  make  the  sentence  read  better. '  The  second  '  all ' 
must  refer  to  the  same  property  as  the  first, —  viz.  all  that  was 
given  to  the  trustees,  which  certainly  includes  some  premises 
♦  to  be  quitted.    There  were  no  leaseholds.     If  the  premises  [*703] 
are  to  be  included  in  that  word  'all,'  then  the  'all'  here  re- 

(or  the  l^e)  will  gener«nv  import  the  same  (or  corresponding)  limitations  and  remainders, 
Davis  V.  Hopkins,  2  Beav.  276  ;  Re  Colshead's  will,  2  De  G.  &  J.  690;  Re  Palmer,  3  H.  &  N. 
26;  Sweeting  r.  Prideaux,  2  Ch.  D.  413;  Minton  v.  Kirwood,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  614  (where  "same 
Dses  were  held  to  include  powers  to  appoint  oses) ;  Heasman  v.  Peawe,  L.  B.,  11  Eq.  522; 
Giles  V,  Melsom,  L.  R.,  6  C.  P.  632,  6  H.  L.  24  ("so  specifically  devised").  And  gifts  in 
settlement ***•*"*"** -*'*-'*—  *»— «— *^  * -*• «      .a     ..    .  •'  .      .    .    r.       .     «»     . 

and  the 
Surtees 

the  same  _^^  ,,^  .,^^^  ^  ^^^,  ^  »,«..«.«w..o  .*■  -«.. «.  himh 

settlement  (though  not  referred  to),  there  being  no  othwVriif  landrbe^dev^sed  to  the*  same 
QSM  and  trusts  and  with  the  same  powers,  &c.  as  other  lands  already  settled,  the  powers 
will  be  exercisable  by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  not  of  the  will,  Taylor  v.  Miles,  28  Beav. 
411.  In  Anldjo  9.  Wallace,  31  Beav.  193,  a  bequest  of  **200/.  a  year  to  be  invested  in  the 
same  manner  as  "a  sum  of  consols  previously  given,  was  held  to  mean  a  fund  producing 
that  mmme.  In  Murton  v,  Markby,  18  Beav.  196,  a  bequest  of  leaseholds  upon  the  same 
trusts,  &c.,  as  those  declared  of  the  moneyt  to  arise  by  sale  of  property  previously  given  upon 
trust  for  sale,  was  held  to  subject  the  leaseholds  to  tfie  trusts  for  sale*, 
(r)  18  Jar.  445. 
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f erred  to  most  correspond  with  the  'all  the  worldly  goods'  g^ven  to 
the  other  parties." 

Even  the  expression  "  personal  estates  "  («) '  will  carry  realty  if 
the  testator  has  clearly  shown  his  intention  that  it  shall  do  so.  As 
''PeraoDAi  ^^  ^^^  ^  Tofield  V.  Tofield  (t),  where,  after  some  peca- 
estate,"  held  niary  bequests  and  a  particular  devise  of  realty,  the  tes- 
the  coiHext^"  tator  proceeded  to  give  to  his  wife  "  all  his  stock,  &c., 
pasD  realty.  ready  mouey,  &c.,  and  personal  estates  whatsoever  aiiu 
wheresoever,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  above  legacies,"  during 
widowhood:  but  if  she  married  she  was  to  resign  ^*^  his personfti 
estates  to  the  after-mentioned  legatees  in  manner  following  :  firsts  he 
gave  and  bequeathed  to  J.  the  house  and  premises  in  which  be  the 
testator  then  dwelt,  with  the  closes  adjoining,^'  to  hold  in  fee ;  ^'  and 
the  remaining  of  his  personal  estates  "  to  other  persons  in  fee.  TLe 
Court  of  K.  6.  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  wife  took  the  real  es- 
tates for  her  life. 

The  preceding  cases,  in  which  words,  in  themselves  clearly  inappli- 
cable to  real  estate,  have  been  held  to  extend  thereto  by  force  of  the 
context,  are  the  exact  converse  of  those  discussed  in  the  first  division 
of  the  present  chapter. 

But  in  Roe  d.  Walker  r.  Walker  («),  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife 
a  certain  house,  with  all  his  lands,  goods,  and  chattels,  whatsoever  aod 
"  Said  house,  wheresoever,  for  her  life ;  and  if  his  aforesaid  wife  should 
^^tlj'is*"*^  die  before  his  sons  H.  and  R.  came  to  the  age  of  fifteen, 
(omitting  the  then  that  his  house,  lands,  goods,  and  chattels^  that  is  to 
bXre  u*edf "  ^^^f  ^^®  rents  arising  from  the  same,  should  be  employed 
did  not  pass'  in  bringing  them  up,  until  the  age  of  fifteen.  The  testa- 
*°  ^  tor  then  declared  his  will  to  be,  that  his  aforesaid  kouse^ 

goods,  and  chattels,  equally  should  be  divided  between  all  his  sons 
and  daughters  that  should  be  living  at  that  time,  share  and  share 
alike.  It  was  held,  that  under  the  last  devise,  the  lands  did  not 
pass. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  Doe  d.  Ghilcott  v.  White  and  in  Den  d. 
Franklin  r.  Trout  the  word  "  effects  "  was  used  as  synonymous 
[*704]  with,  and  descriptive  of  the  same  subject  as,  the  anterior  ♦  ex- 
pressions, which  unquestionably  comprised  real  estate;  but 
in  Roe  v.  Walker  the  testator  had  in  the  third  devise  adopted  pre- 

(t)  In  "  personal  estate  and  property,"  or  **  personal  property,  estate  and  eff«;ta,**  the  word 
"personal"  will  generally  oyerride'the  whole,  Buchanan  v.  Harrison,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  74. 
8  Jur.  N.  S  965 J  Belanej'  v.  Belaney,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  210,  S  Ch.  138;  Jones  v.  Bobmson, 
3  C.  P.  D.  344. 

(0  11  East,  246.  See  also  Cadman  v.  Cadman,  L.  R.,  13  £q.  470;  Smallej  v.  Smalkv, 
W.  N.  1883,  p.  211,  49  L.  T.  662. 

<ti)  3  B.  &  P.  375.    Cf.  Lethbridge  v.  Kirkman,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  89, 2  Jar.  K.  S.  873. 

1  '* Personal  property"  used  in  a  special     "property."    Brawley  «.  Collins,  88  H.  C 
restricted  sense.    Johnson  v.  Goss,  128  Mass.     606. 
433;  Bills  v,  Putnam,  64  N.  H.    554.    So 
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cisely  the  same  phraseology  as  in  the  first  and  second,   Remark  on 
with  the  omission  of  a  single  word,  and  that  word  the   g^  ^;  ^^!^ 
only  one  which  applied  to  the  land.    It  was  too  mnch,   *j?d  R<^  v. 
therefore,  to  infer  that  these  words,  with  so  material  an 
omission,  were  intended  to  describe  the  same  subject  as  the  preceding 
expressions,  however  reasonable  might  be  the  conjecture  that  the 
omission  was  undesigned.     If  the  testator  in  the  third  gift  had  used 
terms  of  description  not  exactly  corresponding,  so  f^-r  as  they  went, 
with  those  of  the  preceding  devises,  the  difficulty  of  adopting  this 
construction  might  not  have  been  so  insuperable.     It  would  not  then 
have  imposed  upon  the   Court  the  necessity  of  treating  the  same 
words  in  the  several  gifts  as  descriptive  of  a  different  subject. 

But  though  a  devise  in  terms  properly  and  prima  facie  applicable 
to  personalty  only  may  thus  embrace  real  estate  where  the  context 
refers  to,  or  otherwise  speaks  of  the  subject,  or  any  part   Words  prop- 
of  the  subject  of  the  devise,  in  terms  applicable  exclu-  SJeof^*??" 
sively  to  real  estate ;  yet  no  such  incontestable  argument  wnaity  oniyj 
arises  where  the  context  contains  words,  which,  though  "o  reaity^bj 
they  properly  comprehend  real  estate  if  a  contrary  inten-  ambiguoui 
tion  IS  not  shown  by  the  will  (e,  ^.,  property,  estate),  are 
nevertheless  flexible  and  liable  to  be  influenced  by  more  precise  terms 
of  description.    Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Haw  v,  Earles  (x),  where  one  devised 
as  follows :  "  I  dispose  of  all  my  effects  as  follows  :  —  all  my  house- 
hold goods,  live  stock,  furniture,  plate,  wearing  apparel,  and  other 
effects  at  this  time  in  my  possession,  or  that  hereafter  may  become 
my  property^  to  my  wife : "  and  a  second  husband  was  to  have  no 
power  of  disposition  over  "  any  part  of  the  property  which  was  then 
or  might  thereafter  be  in  his  (the  testator's)  possession."      Piatt,  B., 
admitting  that  the  word  "  effects  "  alone  could  not  include  real  estate, 
was  induced  by  the  context  to  think  the  testator  had  here  used 
"effects"  as  synonymous  with  the  word  "property,"  and  that  real 
estate  passed.   But  Pollock,  0.  B.,  and  Parke,  B.,  were  of  opinion 
that  there  was  nothing  in  the  will  to  extend  the  natural  meaning  of 
the  word   "effects,"   which  they  held  meant  personal  things  only. 
"He  disposes  of  all  his  effects,"  said  Parke,  B.,  ^^  as  follows  :  —  The 
words  '  all  my  household  goods,  &c.  and-  other  effects  now  or  here- 
after to  become  my  property,'  carry  the  case  no  further; 
♦  only  such  effects  as  are  or  may  be  his  property  pass."    And  [*706] 
the  provision  that  the  second  husband  should  have  no  power 
of  disposition  over  the  property  meant  only,  he  thought,  that  what- 
ever property  was  left  to  the  wife  should  be  for  her  separate  use. 
"The  property  means  only  the  property  before  devised,  that  is,  effects 
merely." 

(«)  16  BL  &  Wels.  460.    And  aee  Bamabj  «.  Taisel],  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  863. 
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Word 
"effects," 
**  good»/'  or 
**  chattels," 
whether  it 
comprises  en- 
tire personal 
estate. 


I.  —  Extent  of  words  « (^oods,"  -  Cluittal*,-  *a  —  The  word 
effecU  (a),»  and  even  the  word  goods  (ft),  or  chattels  (c),  will,  it 
seems,  comprise  the  entire  personal  estate  of  a  testator, 
unless  restrained  by  the  context  within  narrower  lioiits.* 
Where,  however,  such  general  expressions  stand  imme- 
diately associated  with  less  comprehensive  words,  they 
have  been  sometimes  restrained  to  articles  ejusdem 
generis ;  the  specified  effects  being  considered  as  denot- 
ing the  species  of  property  which  the  larger  term  was  intended  to 
comprise ;  and  this  upon  a  principle,  evidently  analogous  to  that  on 
which  (as  we  have  seen)  the  words  "  estate "  and  **  property  "  have 
been  confined  to  personalty  by  their  juxtaposition  with  words  de- 
scriptive of  that  species  of  property. 

As  in  Cook  t;.  Oakley  (d),  where  the  testator  (who  was  a  sailor  on 
ship-board)  gave  to  his  mother  if  alive  his  gold  rings,  buttons,  and 
Words  "and  eldest  of  clothes,  and  to  his  loving  friend  F.  (a  shipmate), 
•11  (^iDS«"  his  red  box,  arrack,  atid  all  things  not  before  bequeathed^ 
^Hor  terms  of  &nd  made  him  sole  executor.  Sir  J.  Trevor,  M.  R.,  held, 
description.  j^}j^^  ^j^q  testator's  share  in  a  leasehold  estate  did  not 
pass  by  these  words. 


[J 


(a)  Gowp.  299,  15  Yes.  607. 

(6)  See  Portman  v.  Willis,  Cro.  EI.  8S6,  where,  it  was  held  that  leaseholds  passed  under  a 
bequest  of  *'the  residue  of  mv  goods."    See  also  Anon.,  1  P.  W.  967. 

(c)  Co.  Lit.  118,  a. ;  Tiller  r.  Simpson,  2  T.  R.  009,  n.,  per  Lord  Hardwicke.  In  Gower 
V.  Gt)wer,  Amb.  612,  2  Ed.  ^L  running  horMS  were  held  to  pass  as  "goods  and  chattels." 

(d)  1  P.  W.  302;  but  it  appears  from  R.  L.  1716  A.,  fo.  191,  b.,  that  the  M.  B.  fasscd  his 
decision  mainly  on  the  circumstance  that  the  testator  was  not  aware  that  he  possessed  the 
leasehold  interest,  and  therefore  could  not  have  intended  to  bequeath  it.  See  also  Boon  r. 
Cornforth,  2  Yes.  278 ;  Cavendish  v.  Cavendish,  1 B.  0.  0. 467 ;  Porter  v.  Tonmajr,  S  Yes.  311 ; 
Hunt  V.  Hort,  3  B.  C.  0.  311;  Be  Ludlow,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  99. 


1  "Household  effects."  Webster  v.  Wiers,  >  "All  my  personal  propertr.'*  Dslrfmple 
51  Conn.  669.  "  Household  property.'^  In  re  «.  Gamble,  '68  Md.  523;  Wolf  v.  Schsrttner, 
Fraser,  92  N.  T.  239.  51  Wis.  53. 
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The  circumstance  of  a  specific  or  pecuniary  legacy  being    ' 
given  *  to  the  same  legatee  (e),  or  of  the  general  bequest  [*707] 
being  followed  by  dispositions  of  particular  portions  of  the 
personal  property  to  other  persons,  has  commonly  been  considered  to 
favor  the  supposition  that  such  bequest  was  not  to  comprise  the  gen- 
eral residue. 

Thus,  in  Bawlings  v.  Jennings  (/),  where  the  testator  gave  to  his 
wife  certain  Bank  stock,  together  with  all  his   ''  household  furniture 
and  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever"  *  that  he  might   ^^^ 
be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  his  decease;  and  then  be-   ''effectt" 
queathed  certain  stock  and  money  legacies  to  other  per-  J^b»cqucnt^^ 
sons,  Sir  W,  Grant,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  bequest  to  the    bequest  to 
wife  was  confined  to  articles  of  the  nature  of  those  spe-   "™®  person, 
cified,  and  did  not  comprise  the  general  residue ;  observing,  that  part 
of  the  property  being  given  to  her  afterwards  (^),  the  word  "  effects" 
must  receive  a  more  limited  interpretation. 

The  words  here  were  very  general,  but  the  manner  in  which  the 
testator,  after  making  the  bequest  in  question,  had  gone  on  to  give 
specific  and  pecuniary  legacies  (though  he  did  not  com-   ^^,^^^1^  ^^ 
plete  the  disposition  of  his  personal  estate  by  a  residu-  Rawiiugs  v, 
ary  clause),  seemed  hardly  reconcilable  with  the  suppo-  ''®'*°'"8^- 
sition,  that  the  prior  gift  to  the  wife  was  intended  to  embrace  the 
general  residue,  as  it  is  more  natural,  though  certainly  not  invariable, 
for  a  testator  to  reserve  his  residuary  disposition  until  the  end  of  his 
will  (A).    Had  the  decision  rested  solely  on  the  bequest  of  the  Bank 
stock  to  the  wife,  its  soundness  would  have  been  questionable ;  for 
the  argument,  that  the  express  gift  of  part  shows  that  a  legatee  is  not 
to  take  the  remainder,  admits  of  this  answer,  that  the  testator  may 
have  intended  to  place  him  in  the  favored  position  of  a  specific  lega- 
tee pro  tanto  (i). 

Again,  in  Wrench  v.  Jutting  (k),  where  a  testator  bequeathed 

(e)  See  Stnflord  v.  Berridge,  poit,  p.  709,  note  (o). 

(/)  13  Ve§.  89. 

(^)  But  according  to  the  statement  of  the  will  m  the  report,  the  only  other  beqnest  to  the 
wife  is  of  the  Bank  stock,  which  is  anterior.  In  Parker  9.  Marchant,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  304, 
K.  Bruce,  Y.-C.,  observed  upon  this  case,  that  perhaps  the  word  *' household*'  belonged  to 
the  word  "  effects"  as  roach  as  to  the  word  ** furniture  ":  which  would  of  course  have  a  re- 
strictive effect,  Marshall  v,  Bentlev,  1  Jur.  N.  S.260;  Newman  v.  Newman,  26  Beav.  220;  and 
compare  Michell «.  Michell,  stated  post. 

(A)  See  1  Russ.  149;  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  301. 

(t)  And,  accordingly,  see  Leighton  9.  Bailie,  3  Mv.  &  K.  287,  post ;  Heame  v,  Wigginton, 
6  Mad.  119,  post;  Brooke  v.  Turner,  7  Sim.  671;  Rose  v.  Rose,  17  Yes.  351. 

{k)  8  Beav.  521.  In  Collier  v.  Squire,  3  Russ.  467,  it  was  held  that  stock  did  not  pass  nnder 
a  bequest  of  the  testator's  house,  and  all  his  household  furniture,  plate,  china,  books,  linen, 

1  Richardson  9.  Hall,  124  Mass.  228;  Kelly  Estate,  1  Brewst.  462  ;  Bnnn  0.  Winthrop,  1 

V.  Powlet,  Ambl.  605;  Cremome  v.  Antrobus,  Johns.  Ch.  329;  Hoopes's  Appeal,  60  Penn. 

6  Russ.  812,  319:  Birch  9.  Dawson,  2  Ad.  &  St.  220. 

£.  37;  Paton  v.  Sheppard,  10  Sim.  186;  Cole        <* Effects"  may   include   land.     Page  v. 

9.  Fitzgerald,  1  Sim.  &  S.  189;  Fitsgerald  9.  Foust,  89  N.  C.  447.    '*  Goods  and  chattels.'* 

Field,  1  Ross.  427;  Field  «.  Peckett,  29  Beav.  Peaslee  v.  Fletcher,  60  Yt.  188. 
676 ;  Tefft «.  Tillinghast,  7  R.  1. 434;  Hoopes'a 


728        WOBDS  COMPBISIKG  OENBBAL  PEBSONAL  ESTATE.      [CH.  XXIII. 

[*708]  * "  all  his  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  books. 
pictures,  and  all  other  goods  of  whatever  kind  to  A^,"  and 
then  proceeded  to  direct  that  certain  specified  particulars  of  his 
property  should  be  divided,  after  payment  of  his  debts,  as  <' follows : 
^oiti  ^^-  to  B. ;  100/.  to  C,  &c. ;  3,000/.  to  4,000/.,  or  what- 

"go<xJ«"  ever  remaining  sum  or  sums,  to  A.''    Lord  Langdale, 

Mubsequent  ^  ^*  R-9  ^^  that  if  the  first  clause  had  been  the  only  one 
gifu.  11^  the  will,  there  would  have  been  strong  reason  for  ex- 

tending the  operation  of  the  words  "all  other  goods,"  &c. ;  but  that 
the  testator  did  not  intend  all  his  estate  to  pass  was  shown  by  his 
subsequently  stating  what  were  his  intentions  as  to  a  particular  part 
of  it.  Those  words  must,  therefore,  be  restricted  to  goods  ejusdem 
generis. 

In  each  of  the  two  last  cases,  the  dispositions  of  particular  portions 
of  the  personal  property,  which  followed  the  disputed  clause,  com- 
Bemark  on  prised  a  gift  to  the  same  person  who  was  entitled  under 
preceding  the  first  clause ;  that,  at  least,  was  the  ground  (however 

**•*••  unsupported  by  the  actual   fact)  upon  which    Sir  W. 

Grant  expressly  went  in  the  case  before  him ;  and  where  other  per- 
sons are  alone  contemplated  in  the  subsequent  dispositions,  the  argu- 
ment in  favor  of  the  restrictive  construction  is  much  weakened ;  for, 
as  before  observed,  though  the  residuary  clause  is  usually,  it  need  not 
necessarily  be,  the  last  in  the  will :  and  any  particular  bequest  which 
follows  that  clause  may,  if  made  to  different  legatees,  reasonably  be 
read  as  an  exception  out  of  the  property  comprised  in  it  (Z). 

A  more  forcible  argument  in  favor  of  the  restricted  construction, 
however,  occurs  where  the  testator  has  added  to  the  equivocal  words 

in  question  terms  descriptive  of  a  particular  species  of 
fxpiwatary  propcfty,  which  those  words  in  their  larger  sense  would 
restriotiye  comprehend  (m).  In  such  case,  the  adoption  of  the  more 
expressions.  comprehensive  meaning  would  have  the  eflFect  of  render- 
ing the  superadded  expression  nugatory :  and  make  the  testator  em- 
ploy additional  language,  withoutT  any  additional  meaning. 

Thus,  in  Timewell  v,  Perkins  (n),  where  the  will  was  in  the 

[♦709]  ♦  following  words :  "  I  give  to  M.  T.  all  mortgages,  ground 

rents,  judgments,  &c.,  w?uitever  I  have  or  shaU  have  at  my 

and  every  other  article  belon^nne  to  him,  both  in  and  out  of  his  house,  and  which  might  not 
be  in  his  will  mentioned;  the  M.  R.  remarking  that  the  testator  oould  scarcely  say  of  stock 
that  it  miffht  not  be  mentioned  or  included  in  the  articles  specified. 

(0  See  Rogers  v.  Thomas,  2  Kee.  8;  Martin  v.  Glover,  1  Coll.  S69;  Arnold  9,  Arnold,  % 
My.  &  K.  365.  "  A  well  established  rule  of  construction/'  per  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Lyaaght  r. 
Edwaids,  2  Ch.  D.  513. 

(m)  An  assignment  of  "all  household  good^  &c.,  and  other  estate  and  effects,  of  or  to 
which  '*  the  assignor  is  **  now  possetoed  or  entitled,'*  or  "  belonging  or  due  "  to  him,  was  held 
not  to  pass  a  contingent  interest  under  a  will,  Pope  v.  Whitcombe,  8  Russ.  124 ;  Be  Wright's 
Trusts,  15  Bear.  367 ;  but  the  ground  of  these  decisions  is  distinct  from  that  treated  of  in  the 
text ;  see.  too,  Ivison  v.  Oassiot,  8  D.  M.  &  O.  958. 

(fi)  2  Atk.  103.  But  was  not  "as"  (plate,  &c.)  eqniralent  mereW  to  "ezempHmtia,*' 
and  less  restrictive  even  than  subsequent  eoameratioii  ?  See  at  to  this,  Fisher  v.  Hepbun, 
and  other  cases  citad,  pott,  pp.  7U,  715. 
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death,  as  plate,  jewels,  linen,  household  goods,  coach  and  horses,  for 
her  use."  Fortescue,  J.,  held,  that  goldsmiths'  notes  and  bank  bills 
did  not  pass  under  the  bequest :  for  though  there  was  no  doubt  but 
the  general  words,  whatever  I  have  or  shall  have  at  my  death,  would 
have  passed  them;  yet  the  particular  words  which  followed,  "as 
plate,  jewels,"  &c.,  confined  and  restrained  them  to  things  of  the  same 
nature ;  he  said  it  was  so  laid  down  in  Strafford  v.  Berridge  (o). 

So,  in  Crichton  v.  Symes  {p),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  to  A. 
and  B.,  all  her  goods,  wearing  apparel,  of  what  nature  and  kind  so- 
ever, except  her  gold  watch.^    Lord  Hardwicke  was  of   « Goods, 
opinion,  that  the  words  were  not  intended  to  be  a  resi-  wearing 
duary  clause;  observing,  that  the  testatrix  afterwards   what  nature 
gave  a  legacy  of  60^.  to  her  executor,  and  that  there  was   JJ^^^e^cept 
not  the  word  residue^    It  had  been  insisted,  he  said,  that   my  gold 
the  words  "wearing  apparel"  explained  the  testatrix's  ^»^"»-'* 
meaning,  as  if  she  had  said,  "  all  my  goods  (to  wit),  my  wearing  ap- 
parel ; "  but  wearing  apparel  must  be  construed  the  same  as  and  wear- 
ing apparel,  for  there  was  no  occasion  to  introduce  w^earing 
apparel,  in  order  to  except  ♦  the  gold  watch,  for  if  she  had  [♦710] 
said  "  all  my  goods,  except  my  gold  watch,"  it  would  have 
done  as  well ;  and  it  was  his  opinion,  that,  as  the  words  stood  in  the 
will,  she  intended  to  give  only  her  wearing  apparel,  ornaments  of  her 
person,  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  no  other  parts  of  her  per- 

(o)  Mo9.  208, 1  Kq.  Ca.  Ab.  201,  pi.  14  A.  bequeathed  all  his  goodiy  chattels,  homehold 
stuff,  furniture,  and  other  thingt^  which  were  then,  or  should  be,  m  his  house  at  the  time  of 
bis  death.  Decreed,  that  money  in  the  house  did  not  pass:  for,  b^  the  words  other  thinge 
should  be  intended  things  of  like  nature  and  species  with  those  be/ore  mentioned;  see  also 
Sanders  v.  Earle,  S  Ch.  Rep.  98.  cited  in  Anon.,  Finch,  8,  where  a  be(^ue8t  of  all  the  j^^uods  ind 
chattels,  plate,  jewels,  houi^ehold  stuff  and  stock  upon  the  ground,  m  and  belonging  to  the 
testator's  house  in  N.,  was  held  not  to  include  a  sum  of  money  found  in  the  house ;  I^berts  v. 
Kuffin,  2  Atk.  113,  where  a  bequest  of  all  floods  and  things  ot  every  kind  and  sort  whatever, 
which  should  be  found  in  a  certain  closet,  was  held  not  to  comprise  a  sum  of  money  found  in 
the  closet;  and  Gibbs  v.  Lawrence,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  134,  80  L.  J.  Ch.  170.  In  Sanders  v.  Earle. 
and  Roberts  v.  Kuffin,  some  stress  was  laid  on  the  fact  of  a  pecuniary  legacy  being  bequeathed 
to  the  same  legatee;  as  to  which,  however,  see  ante,  p.  707,  n.  (t).  See  also  Re  Moir's  Estate, 
Moir  9.  Warner,  W,  N.,  1882,  p.  189,  where  a  bequest  of  h11  the  household  goods,  furniture, 
pictures,  &c.,  and  all  plate,  jewels,  and  '*all  other  things  "  in  and  about  a  certain  house  to  be 
annexed  to  the  house  as  heirloomtf  was  held  not  to  include  wines,  horses,  carriages,  or 
harness. 

The  several  preceding  cases  illustrate  the  application  of  the  principle  stated  in  the  text,  to 
bec^uests  of  personal  movable  property  answenng  to  a  certain  locality.  But  see  Swinfen  v. 
Swinfen,  29  Bear.  207,  where  money  and  live  and  dead  stock  pas^-ed  under  a  gift  of  **  furniture 
and  other  movable  goods  here;'*  and  Kennedy  v.  Keily,  28  Beav.  223,  where  horses  and  car- 
riages kept  in  the  stable  passed  under  a  gift  of  a  "house  and  all  buildings  belonging  to  me, 
furniture  and  what  the  said  bnildings  may  contain;  **  and  Re  Robson,  Robson  v.  Hamilton 
(1891),  2  Ch.  559,  where  a  gift  of  a  desk  "with  the  contents  thereof  was  held  to  pass  a 
banker's  deposit  receipt,  promissoiy  notes,  and  other  choses  in  action  found  therein  at  the 
testator's  death.  These  cases  illustrate  the  modern  tendency  <o  reject  a  restricted  construction. 
A  gift  of  all  in  a  certain  locality  *'or  elsewhere'*  includes  the  general  personal  estate,  Be 
Scarborough,  80  L.  J.  Prob.  85,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  1166. 

(p)  8  Atk.  61. 

1  See  Kendall  «.  Kendall,  4  Rose.  860  ;  personal   pToi>erty  **  will  not  pass  money, 

Qooch  V.  Oooch,  88  Maine.  686.  stocks,  securities,  or  evidences  of  debt.    Dole 

s  *'A11  my  household  rarnirure.  wearing  «.  John«on,  8  Allen,  864;  Bills  «.  Putnam,  64 

apparel,  and*  all  the  rest  and  resiaue  of  my  N.  H.  664. 
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Booal  estate;  the  testatrix  here  meant  to  give,  not  only  -what  was 
properly  clothes^  but  the  ornaments  of  her  person,  and  the  exception 
of  the  gold  watch  showed  the  latitude  of  the  expression. 

So,  in  Steignes  v.  Steignes  {q\  where  the  testator  gave  to  liis  wife, 
<' besides  all  movables,  plate,  jewels,  pictures,  linen,  &c.  (ezcep: 
''  M     bi  three  books  of  miniatures  and  his  whole  library),  6,0(NJi. 

pUte,  liDen*  South  Sea  Stock : "  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  M.  B.,  said,  that  bj 
*^^*„^*  the  bequest  of  6,000^.  stock,^  besides  all  the  moTables, 

the  testator  had  shown,  that,  in  his  understanding  of  the 
word,  ''  movables "  would  not  comprehend  stock.*  The  consequence 
was,  that  though  the  word,  if  unrestrained  by  the  context,  would 
take  in  the  whole  purely  personal  estate,  yet  here  it  must  be  confined 
to  corporeal  movables,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  matters  of  a  like  na- 
ture with  the  stock.  Moreover,  the  testator  had  given  away  his  debts 
in  another  clause  (r). 

In  some  instances,  however,  the  argument  in  favor  of  the  re- 
stricted construction,  founded  on  subsequent  expressions,  descriptive 
of  a  particular  species  of  property,  has  not  been  allowed  to  prevail 
against  the  force  of  the  previous  general  words. 

Thus,  in  Bennett  v.  Bachelor  («),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  unto 
P.  (to  whom  he  had  before  devised  real  estates,  and  had  also  given 
s  bsea  Specific  legacies)  all  his  household  goods,  books,  linen, 

expressions  wearing  apparel  and  all  other,  not  before  bequeathed. 
rwu-icUvcu  ^     goods  and  chattels  that  he  should  be  in  possession  of  at 

the  day  of  his  decease,  except  the  plate  and  legacies  be- 
fore and  thereafter  given  and  bequeathed ;  and  he  also  bequeathed 
to  the  said  P.  all  moneys  due  from  his  (the  testator's)  tenants,  and 
other  persons.  Lord  Thurlow  held,  that  the  whole  residue 
[♦711]  passed  by  the  bequest ;  *  observing,  in  reference  to  the  latter 
words,  that  the  testator  might  not  know  that  the  debts  would 
pass  by  the  words  "  goods  and  chattels." 

A  conclusive  ground  for  giving  to  equivocal  words  their  larger 
signification,  occurs  where  the  bequest  contains  an  exception  of 

<q)  Mofl.  296. 

(r)  The  M.  R.  also  saJd  that  the  words,  '*p1ate,  jewels,  pictures,  liDen,^'  would  not  confine 
the  generality  of  the  word  "  movables,*'  though  they  were  only  corporeal  things,  for  ■'  &c." 
must  signify,'  et  cstera  mobilia.  Nor  was  the  sense  of  it  restfaiiieo  by  the  exception.  "  Ek 
csetem  ^  having  no  substantive  expressed,  is  more  dependent  for  its  meaning  on  the  con- 
text than  "other  effects.**  In  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  4  Ch.  I).  800,  where  a  testator  directed 
his  widow  to  pay  his  debts,  and  then  bequeathed  to  her  ''all  his  money,  cattle,  farminir  im- 
plements, &c.,  she  paying**  certain  legacies,  it  was  held  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  that  ^^he  ir^k 
eveiything;  see  also  Gover  v.  Davis,  29  Beav.  225.  In  Newman  r.  Newman,  26  Beav.  22<S 
and'Bamabv  r.  Tassell,  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  363,  "etc.**  was  held  to  mean  other  things  ejit»d«>m 
generis,  and'in  Twining  p.  Powell,  2  Coll.  266,  other  things  before  mentioned. 

(i)  8  B.  C.  C.  29, 1  Ves.  Jr.  63;  see  also  Fleming  o.  Burrowa,  1  Ross.  276,  post,  p.  713. 

1  See  Emery  v.  Wason,  107  Mass.  607;        ^  See  Penniman  v.  French,  17  Pkk.  401; 
Hurdle  v.  Outlaw,  2  Jones,  Eq.  7S ;  Adama  v.     Wood  v,  George,  6  Dana,  US. 
Jones,  6  Joues,  Eq.  221. 
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certain  things,  which  such  bequest,  according  to  its  re- 
stricted construction,  would  not  comprise ;  the  testator   ^^^1^^ 
haying  in  such  a  case  afforded  a  key  or  explanation  to   natory  of 
his  own  ambiguous  language,  by  showing  that  he  con-  ^^^.^ 
sidered  that  the  bequest  would,  without  the  exception, 
have  included  the  excepted  articles.    This  question  has  generally 
arisen  under  gifts  of  goods  and  chattels,  restricted  to  a  certain  local- 
ity ;  but  the  principle,  it  is  obvious,  is  equally  applicable  to  bequests 
not  so  restricted. 

Thus,  in  Hotham  v.  Sutton  {t),  where  A.  having  two  sons  and  a 
daughter,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  after  bequeathing  for  their  benefit  a  sum  of 
12,700/.  Consols,  gave  all  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  and  effects 
to  her  youngest  children,  G.  and  D.,  as  therein  mentioned.     A.  on  the 
day  of  making  her  will  executed  a  codicil,  and  revoked  so  much  of 
her  will  as  related  to  the  bequest  to  her  son  C,  of  a  share  of  her 
"  plate,  linen,  household  goods,  and  other  effects  {money 
excepted),^'  and  gave  the  whole  thereof  to  her  daughter.   ^dT^nd^^ 
The  question  was,  whether  the  revocation  extended  to  other  effecu, 
the  general  residuary  personal  estate,  or  whether  the   Sptei"*' 
words  "and  other  effects"  were  not  restrained  by  the 
prior  terms  to  articles  ejusdem  generis.    Lord  Eldon  decided  in  favor 
of  the  former  construction.    He  observed,  "  The  doctrine  appears  now 
to  be  settled,  that  the  words  ^ other  effects'  in  general,  mean  effects 
ejusdem  generis.     I  cannot  help  entertaining  a  strong  doubt,  whether 
this  testatrix,  if  asked  whether  she  meant  effects  ejusdem  generis,  or 
contemplated  the  share  of  all  which  she  had  considered  her  effects  in 
the  will,  would  not  have  answered  that  the  latter  was  her  meaning. 
Her  expression  is  conclusive  upon  that.    Money  cannot  be 
represented  as  ejusdem  generis  with  plate,  •  linen,  and  house-  [*712] 
hold  goods.    The  express  exception  of  money  out  of  the  other 
effects  shows  her  understanding,  that  it  would  have  passed  by  those 
words ;  that  express  words  were  required  to  exclude  it,  and  by  force 
of  that  exclusion  of  the  excepted  article,  she  says,  she  thought  the 
words  of  her  bequest  would  carry  things  non  ejusdem  generis.    This 
disposition  must,  therefore,  be  taken  to  comprehend  all  that  she  has 
not  excluded,  which  is  money  only  "  (w). 

It  will  be  observed,  that  Lord  Eldon,  in  the  last  case,  lays  it  down, 

(0  15  Yes.  319.  Cf.  Fleming  vl  Brook,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  818,  where  Lord  Redesdale,  on  the 
authority  of  Moore  v.  Moore,  1  B.  G.  C.  127,  held,  that  a  bequest  of  '*all  my  property,  of 
whatever  nature  or  kind  the  same  may  be,  that  may  be  found  in  A/s  house,  except  a  bond  of 
B.  in  my  writing-box/'  did  not  pass  a  mortgage  security,  and  another  bond  and  certain 
bankers*  receipts,  which  were  in  the  house,  on  the  ^ound  tnatchoses  in  action  had  no  locality 
for  this  purpose  (a  doctrine  which  is  now  well  setOed,  1  Ves.  278.  1  B.  C.  C.  127,  129,  n.;  7 
Beav.  1;  bat  see  Earl  of  Tyrone  v.  Marquis  of  Waterford,  1  D.  F.  &  J.  613;  Re  Prater,  Desinge 
V.  Beare,  37  Cli.  D.  481,  as  to  property  at  specified  bank) ;  and  his  lordship  being  of  opinion 
that  an  exception  in  the  will  of  one  security  was  not  safficient  eyidence  of  the  testator*s  inten- 
tion to  pass  all  the  other  chosea  in  action. 

(«)  See  also  Bland  v.  Lamb,  2  J.  &  W.  399,  409;  Re  Crawhall's  Trosts,  2  Jar.  N.  S.  899, 
895,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  480;  Reid«.  Reid,  25  Bear.  469;  cf.  Re  HaU's  Estate,  21  Beav.  814. 
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that  the  words  "other  effects/'  in  general,  mean  effects  ejasd^z. 

generis  (x);  but  such  a  position  seems  scarcelj  to  accor: 
Lord  Eidon'8  ^ith  some  Subsequent  decisions  about  to  be  stated ;  on^  o: 
general  rale,      which,  it  wiU  be  Seen,  was  determined  by  the  same  Julgr 

who  decided  Rawlings  v,  Jennings  (y),  which  case  cer- 
tainly  carried  the  restricted  construction  to  its  extreme  point;  ai:i 
probably  was  in  Lord  Eldon's  view,  when  he  advanced  the  abcve 
dictum. 

Thus,  in  Campbell  v.  Prescott  («),  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  scr.s 
A.  and  J.  all  his  sugar-house,  cupola,  and  merchandise  stock,  iritL 
"  And  jewels,  plate,  household  goods,  furniture  and  all  effe-ts 

fects  whatdol  whatsoever j  and  appointed  them  executors ;  Sir  W.  Gran:. 
*t^'ted"b*  "^  ^*  ^*'  held,  that  the  whole  personalty  passed  under  tLis 
sociation  with  clausc ;  remarking,  that  there  was  no  case  for  the  r^- 
urmV*™*'***      strictive  sense  attempted  to  be  put  upon  the  words  "ail 

my  effects  whatsoever." 
So,  in  Michell  v,  Michell  (a),  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C.,  held,  that  the 
personal  estate  of  a  testator  passed  under  a  bequest  of  all  and  sin-       j 
gular  his  plate,  linen,  china,   household  goods,  and  furniture  (h). 


t 


[x)  So  per  Lord  Redesdtle,  Stuart  v.  M.  of  Buta,  1  Dow,  S4,  87. 

\y)  Ante,  p.  707. 

{z)  15  Ves.  503. 

(a)  5  Mad.  69. 

(6)  The  words  "  honsehold  goods,"  or  "  fumitore/'  will  inclade  pktnrea  hnng  op,  ard 
plate  and  houne  linen ;  Amb.  605,  2  1*.  W.  419,  5  Russ.  312;  unless  these  words  are  used  eN«~ 
where  in  the  will  m  contradistinctioa  thereto;  Pre-  Ch.251;  al»o  prize  medals,  coins  aD<^ 
trinkets  if  framed  and  bung,  or  otherwiHe  disposed  for  ornament.  21  L.  T.  40,  5  Ross.  321.  t.^ 
Beav.  573;  but  not  books,  3  Atk.  201,  Arab.  605,  Mos.  112,  5  Kum.  321  (unless  an  intecti -b 
to  include  them  appear  by  the  context,  10  Beav.  462,  3  Rusa.  301, 11  W.  R.  417;  and  tht-y 
have  been  held  to  pass  as  articles  of  (lome!>tic  use  or  ornament,  12  S-m.  303,  which  brings  rhrc: 
within  the  definition  of  ^'furniture,**  Amb.  610,  eed  qu.);  nor  wines,  or  other  consumat'lc 
articles;  3  Ves.  311,  3  P.  W.  334;  nor  goods  belonging  to  tlie  testator  in  the  way  of,  or  us^-i 
in  carriMng  on,  trade :  2  P.  W.  302,  1  Ves.  97,  Amb.  611, 7  D.  M.  &  G.  55;  nor  farming  stock, 
8  Jo.  &  I^t.  727,  29  L.  J  Ch.  875;  nor,  in  general,  tenants*  fixtures,  i.e.  they  will  giroeralir 
pa«s  with  the  testator's  interest  in  the  house.  Mos.  112,  10  Ch.  D.  13.  In  Paton  r.  Sheppanl, 
10  Sim.  186,  the  house  had  been  set'led  without  the  tenant's  fixtures,  and  the»e  were  held  t? 
pass  to  the  legatee  of  the  furniture  as  against  the  residuary  legatees.  Under  the  terms 
*' household  furniture,  implements  of  household  and  articles  of  rertu,"  telescopes  hare  beea 
held  to  pass,  2  De  G.  &  S.  425;  as  to  a  bust,  quaere,  1  Beav.  189.  The  words  '*  household 
furniture  and  other  household  effects,**  it  seems,  extend  to  all  that  is  in  the  house  for  use,  cno- 
sumption,  or  ornament,  and  have  been  held  to  comprise  pistols,  apparatus  for  turning,  models, 
pictures,  organ,  parrot,  books,  wines  and  liquors,  but  not  a  ponV  or  cow,  or  a  fowhn^-nieoe, 
unless  used  (or  domestic  defence;  Cole  r.  Fitzgerald,  1  S-  &  St.  189, 3  Russ.  301.  and  n.;  Stone 
V.  Parker,  29  L.  J.  Ch.  874;  nor  articles  exclusively  of  personal  ornament,  2  K.  &  J.  635. 
Pictures  have  been  held  to  pass  br  gift  of  '*  effects  in  '*  a  house,  rather  than  by  a  gift  of  jewels, 

Elate,  ornamental  and  other  china,  and  other  objects  of  vertu  and  taste,  Re  Londesborough.  50 
I.  J.  Ch.  9.  In  Manton  v.  Tabois  .30  Ch.  D.  92,  it  was  held  that  the  words  ''  furniture,  goods 
and  chattels  "  passed  onlv  household  furniture.  The  circumstance  that  the  article  has  been 
sent  awa}'  for  repair  or  sale,  will  not  exclude  it,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  514.  As  to  the  words  "  live  and 
dead  stock,**  see  3  Ves.  311,  3  Mer.  190,  12  Beav.  357,  11  W.  R.  417  (where  books  and  wine 
were  held  included).  Growing  crops,  it  seems,  will  pass  under  a  bequest  of  stock  of  a  binn, 
6  East,  604,  n.;  or  stock  upon  a  farm,  8  East,  399;  Re  Roose,  Evans  r.  Williamson,  17  Cfa.  O. 
696,  overruling  Vaisey  v.  Reynolds,  6  Russ.  12;  and  see  1  Roper  on  Leg.,  by  White,  249. 
"  Movables,"  unrestrained,  will  take  in  all  pure  personalty,  Mos.  296 ;  and  articles  tempor- 
arily removed  from  a  place  will  pnss  as  articles  in  that  place,  4  B.C.  C.  537,  2  Jur.  N.  &  514; 
but  not  articles  permanentlv  removed,  3  Mad.  276, 21  Beav.  548, 1  Jur.  N.  S.  250;  nor  ankles 
intended  to  be,  but  never  yet,  taken  thither,  2  De  G.  &  S.  425;  (but  see  8  Ch.  D.  802).  "Mv 
freehold  house  and  property  situate  in  W.  road,"  was  held  not  to  carry  chattels  tempoimrifv 
on  ^und  near  the  bouse,  a  Gif.  277.  Under  a  gift  of  *'  plant  and  goodwill,**  the  hooM  A 
business  held  at  rack-rent  waa  decided  to  pass,  Buike  «.  Snaw,  Johns.  732. 
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*  and  effects  that  he  should  die  possessed  of.    He  considered  [*713j 
that  this  constraction  of  the  word  **  effects  "  was  aided  by  the 
subsequent  words,  "that  I  shall  die  possessed  of,"  and 
observed,  that  the  expression  was  not  household  goods,   and  effecto" 
furniture,  and  effects ;  but  "household  goods  and  fumi-  ^*^  ^^JjJ^ 
ture  and  effects,"  which  imported  a  distinct  sense  in  the   of.*' 
word  "  effects." 

And  in  Hearne  v.  Wigginton  (c),  before  the  same  Judge,  where 
after  giving  several  pecuniary  legacies,  a  testator  bequeathed  his 
wearing  apparel  to  A. ;  and  to  B.  and  C.  two  large  silver 
spoons,  one  silver  cream  jug,  six  tea-spoons,  one  pair   lo^rTandtn*' 
silver  buckles  ;  and  all  his  other  effects  he  willed  to  D.    other  eflfccu 
to  be  sold  for  his  benefit :  D.  was  held  to  be  clearly  en- 
titled to  the  general  residue,  although  some  of  the  particulars  com- 
prehended in  it  were  not  strictly  speaking  the  subject  of  sale. 

Again,  in  Flemming  v.  Burrows  (rf),  where  a  testator,  after  com- 
mencing his  will  with  the  words  "  As  for  such  temporal  estate  as  God 
in  his  mercy  hath  bestowed  upom  me,  I  give  and  dispose    ^^  ^  whmtev 
of  the  same  as  followeth ; "  devised  certain  lands  to  his   else  I  may 
natural  son  D.,  adding,  "  likewise  my  furniture,  plate,   J^^^P^ 
books,  and  live  stock,  or  whatever  else  I  may  then  be  pos- 
sessed of  at  my  decease,  also  my  shipping  and  ropery  concerns  at  W. 
and  H.,"  he  paying  the  debts.     It  was  contended  that  these  words 
were  to  be  confined  to  articles  ejusdem  generis  with  those  specified 
before,  L  e.  furniture,  &c.,  with  which  they  stood  immediately 
associated,  and  also  *  on  the  ground  of  their  being  followed  [♦714] 
by  the  mention  of  specific  articles,  which  were  already  in- 
cluded, if  the  previous  words  amounted  to  a  general  residuary  gift ; 
but  Lord  Gifford,  M.  R.,  held,  on  the  authority  of  and  the  reasoning 
in  Bennett  v.  Bachelor  (e),  that  these  circumstances  were  inadequate 
to  restrain  the  generality  of  the  bequest. 

In  Arnold  v.  Arnold  (/),  the  testator,  who  was  in  India  and  made 
his  will  there,  "  bequeathed  to  his  wife,  1,000^. ;  also  his  wines  and 
property  in  England,"  and  gave  other  legacies.     Lord 
Cottenham,  then  M.  R,  held  that  all  the  testator's  pro-  property." 
perty  in  England  (which  consisted  of  wines,  stock,  cash   ,    ,  p 
at  his  banker's,  and  other  particulars),  went  to  the  wife,   ham's  state- 
It  was  obvious,  he  said,  that  the  mere  enumeration  of  ™*°*  **f  ^^® 

'  genexal  role. 

particular  articles,  followed  by  a  general  bequest,  did  not 
of  necessity  restrict  the  general  bequest,  because  a  testator  often 
threw  in  such  specific  words,  and  then  wound  up  the  catalogue  with 
some  comprehensive  expression  for  the  very  purpose  of  preventing 
the  bequest  from  being  so  restricted. 
Lord  Gottenham's  statement  of  the  general  rule  is  the  exact  con- 


t 


e)  6  Mad.  119.  (d)  1  Ross.  276;  see  also  Sutton  v.  Sharp,  id.  145. 

e)  Ante,  p.  710.  (/)  S  My.  &  K.  365. 


784        WORDS  COMPBISINO  OENSBAL  PERSONAL  ESTATE.      [CH.  XXIH. 

trarj  of  that  cited  from  Hotham  v,  SuttoDi  and  is  now  generallj  ac- 
cepted. '*  The  mere  enameration  of  aome  items  before  the  words 
'  other  effects'  does  not  alter  the  proper  meaning  of  those  words''  (p). 
In  Parker  v,  Marchant  (A),  it  was  noticed  by  Sir  J.  K.  Brace, 
y.-C.|  as  a  circumstances  favoring  the  unrestricted  constniction  that 

the  general  terms  there  followed  the  specific.  But,  as 
f^Jving^l  already  shown  (t),  a  contrary  order  does  not  necessarily 
general,  Dot  lead  to  a  Contrary  result:  and  in  Fisher  v.  Hepburn  (k), 
raitricUv«T        where  a  testator  expressed  himself  as  follows :  ^'  As  to 

all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  estate  and 

effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  canal  shares,  plate,  linen, 

[*715]  china,  and  furniture,  I  give,  devise,  and  *  bequeath  the  same 

to  my  wife,  for  her  own  use  and  benefit ; "  Sir  J.  Bomilly, 

M.  R.,  held  the  wife  entitled  to  the  general  residue.    ^'Tbe  latter 

words,"  he  said  (/),  "are  not  words  of  restriction;  they 
Numeration.     ^^  rather  words  of  enlargement.    The  object  was  to 

exclude  nothing.  Such  an  enameration  under  a  videlicet, 
a  much  more  restrictive  expression,  has  been  held  only  a  defective 
enumeration,  not  a  restriction  to  the  specific  articles"  (m).  And  in 
a  similar  case  (n),  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C.,  said,  "The  strong  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  testator  did  not  mean  to  do  only  what  he  might 
have  effectually  done  by  giving  the  enumerated  articles  simply.''  It 
scarcely  need  be  added  that  it  is  immaterial  that  the  enumeration 
comprises  trivial  things  only,  and  omits  all  the  important  items  of 
the  personal  estate.  To  hold  the  contrary  would  involve  the  admis- 
sion of  evidence  to  prove  what  the  testator's  personal  estate  consists 

(g)  Per  JesseK  M.  R.,  Hodgson  v.  Jex,  t  Cb.  D.  132.    See  aiMk  Parker  v.  Marchant,  I  T.  & 

C.  (.\  C  290.  1  Phil.  866;  Read  «.  HodgeDs,  7  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  17;  Baker  v.  Mason,  2  Jur.  N.  S. 
539:  Re  Cadge,  L.  R.,  1  P.  &  D   643;  Harris  v.  James,  12  W.  R.  609;  Stratton  v.  Hillaa.  2 

D.  &  W.  War.  51,  a  yery  special  case.  Where  the  expression  which  follows  Uie  specific  enn- 
meration  is  unambignoas,  as  *'  all  other  the  rest  of  my  pertannl  etUittt**  there  is  still  greater 
diflicultv  in  limiting  its  meaning,  Martin  v.  Glorer,  1  Coll.  269;  Nogee  v.  Chapman,  29 
Beav.  290. 

(h)  1  T.  C.  C.  C.  296,  30] .  See  aUo  by  the  same  jadire,  1  D.  F.  &  J.  416,  and  by  Romilly, 
M.  R.,  Re  Kendall,  14  Beav.  611.  It  is  singular  that  this  circumsUnce  which  these  learned 
judges  thought  was  in  favor  of  the  isrger  construction  was  stated  bv  Lord  Lyndhurst  Id  ba 
essential  to  the  restricted  construction,  see  Lewis  v.  Rogers,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  52  (deed). 

(t)  Bennett  v.  Bachelor,  ante,  p.  710. 

(k)  14  Beav.  627.     See  also  Kendall  v.  Kendall,  4  Rnss.  360;  Avison  v.  Simpson,  Johns.  4^ 

(/)  Citing  Sir  W.  Grant,  Cambridge  v.  Rous,  8  Vr^s.  26.  See  also  Re  Smaller,  W.  N  ,  18S3. 
p.  211,  49  L.  T.  662,  where  expressions  following  a  gift  of  **  personal  property"  were  held  to 
extend  the  gift  so  as  to  inclnde  realty.    See  ante,  p.  703. 

(m)  See  Bridge  tr.  Bridge,  8  Yin.  Abr.  Devise,  i\  b.,  pi.  13;  see  also  Chalmers  v.  Storil,  2 
Y.  &  B.  222;  Nicholas  v.  NichoU^  Taml.  269 ;  Ellis  v.  Selbv,  7  Sim.  352;  Everall  v.  Browne^ 
1  Sm.  &  Oif.  368;  Chovce  v.  Ottov,  10  Hare.  443;  Banks  r.  Thornton,  11  Hare,  176,  Re 
Goodyar,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  127,  4  Jur.  N!  S.  1243;  Gover  v.  Davis,  29  Bear.  222;  Dean  v.  Gibson, 
L.  R.,  3  Eq.  713;  King  «.  George,  4  Ch.  D.  435,  6  id.  627.  See  also  Reaves  v.  Baker,  18  Bear. 
872;  Annstrong  v.  Buckland,  id.  204.  In  Att.-Gen.  v.  Wiltshere,  16  Sim.  36,  the  general 
terms,  "all  the  property  of  which  I  am  possessed,'*  were  held  to  be  restricted  to  property  in 
a  particular  p1ac«  by  force  of  the  context,  especiallr  bv  the  sentence  "Uie  property  above  re- 
ferred  to  is  at  A.**  And  in  Enohin  v.  Wylie,  1  D.  ^.  £  J.  410, 10  H.  L.  Ca.  1,  "all* my  capital 
in  ready  money  and  bank  billets "  was  held  a  description  of  a  limited  part  of  the  testator's 
capital,  not  a  case  of  enameration.  See  also  Stooke  v.  Stooke,  85  Beav.  396.  And  aee  Slingaby 
V.  Grainger,  7  H.  L.  Ca.  273. 

(a)  Dean  v.  Gibson,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  717. 
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of  at  the  date  of  the  will ;  which  we  have  before  seen  is  inadmissi- 
ble (o).  In  Re  Roberts  (p),  it  was  held  that  by  a  gift  of  "all  my  pro- 
perty leasehold  and  freehold  which  I  now  possess/'  all  the  testator's 
personal  estate  passed. 

These  cases  indicate  the  disposition  of  the  Judges  of  the  present 
day  to  adhere  to  the  second  rule,  which  gives  to  words  of  q^^^^  j^ 
a  comprehensive  import  their  full  extent  of  operation,   mark  on  pra- 
nnless  some  very  distinct  ground  can  be  collected  from  the  ^^^s  "■^' 
context  for  considering  them  as  used  in  a  special  and  restricted  sense. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  in  all  the  preceding  cases,  there 
was  no  other  bequest  capable  of  operating  on  the  general'  residue  of 
the  testator's  personal  estate,  if  the  clause  in  question  did  not. 
Where  there  is  such  a  bequest,  it  supplies  an  argument  of  no 
inconsiderable  weight  in  favor  of  the  restricted  •  construction,  [♦716] 
which  is  then  recommended  by  the  anxiety  always  felt  to  give 
to  a  will  such  a  construction  as  will  render  every  part  of  it  sensible, 
consistent,  and  effective. 

To  this  ground  may  be  referred  the  case  of  Woolcomb  v.  Wool- 
comb  (q)f  where  the  testator  gave  to  his  wife  all  the  furniture  of  his 
parsonage  house,  and  all  his  plate,  household  goods,  and  ^^^^  ^^^^^ 
other  goods  (except  books  and  papers),  and  all  his  stock  wiU  also  con- 
within  doors  and  without,  and  all  his  corn,  wood,  and  resMiuuy 
other  goods,  belonging  to  his  parsonage  house ;  and  gave   cla<u«* 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  J.    The  question  was,  whether 
ready  money,  cash,  and  bonds,  should  pass  to  the  wife.     It  was  held 
that  the  words  "  other  goods "  should  be  understood  to  signify  only 
things  ejusdem  generis  with  household  goods. 

So  in  Lamphier  v,  Despard  (r),  where  a  testator,  after  devising  cer- 
tain real  estates  to  his  wife,  bequeathed  to  her  "  all  his  household 
furniture,  plate,  house-linen,  and  all  other  chattel  property  that  he 
might  die  seised  or  possessed  of ; "  and  after  giving  various  legacies, 
he  appointed  A.  his  executor  and  residuary  legatee ;  Sir  E.  Sugden 
held  that  all  other  chattel  property  meant  all  ejusdem  generis ;  rely* 
ing  partly  on  the  subsequent  residuary  gift.  He  thought,  however, 
that  the  words  would  clearly  not  pass  money;  so  that  the  clause  could 
not  be  a  general  bequest  of  the  entire  personal  estate. 

n.  —  Bff ect  of  Residuary  Bequest.  —  A  residuary  gift  of  personal 
estate  («),  carries  not  only  everything  not  in  terms  disposed  of, 
but  everything  that  in  the  event  turns  out  to  be  not  well  dis- 
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(o)  King  9.  George,  (  Ch.  D.  627;  Re  Fleetwood,   Sidgrearefl  v.  Brewer,  15  Ch.  D. 

4. 

(0)  Per  Cotton  «id  Bowen,  L.  JJ.,  diss.  Fiy,  L.  J.,  W.  N.,  1886,  p.  166, 65  L.  T.  498,  35 
W.  B.  176. 

Iq)  3  P.  Wms.  112,  Cox*8  ed. ;  see  Marks  t.  Solomons,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  555. 

(r)  2  D.  &  War.  59;  see  lilso  Stuart  v.  Marquis  of  Bute,  1  Dow,  73;  Barrett «.  White,  24 
L  J.  Ch.  724, 1  Jur.  N.  S.  652;  MuUins  v.  Smith,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  904;  Oibbs  v.  Ldiwrenoe,  7  Jnr. 
N.  S.  134,  30  L.  J.  Ch.  170. 

(«)  As  to  real  estate  see  ante,  p.  609. 
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Effect  of  a  posed  of .  A  presumption  arises  for  the  residuaij  leg^ 
*uestof '^  tee  against  every  one  except  the  particular  legatee :  for  a 
midue.  testator  is  supposed  to  give  his  personalty  away  from  the 

former  only  for  the  sake  of  the  latter  (^).  It  has  been  said,  that,  t? 
take  a  bequest  of  the  residue  out  of  the  general  rule,  very  specbl 
words  are  required  (u),  and  accordingly  a  residuary  bequest  of  proiv- 
erty  '^not  specifically  given,"  foUowing  various  specific  and  generdl 
legacies,  will  include  lapsed  specific  legacies  (v).  And  a  gift 
[*717]  of  all  a  testator's  *  personal  estate,  except  certain  specific  sun.s 
of  stock  and  money,  followed  by  a  bequest  of  those  parti<ni- 
lars,  was  held,  in  Evans  v.  Jones  (ir),  to  include  some  of  the  speciii? 
legacies  which  had  failed.  And  in  James  v,  Irving  (x),  where  t^e  Iv^ 
quest  was  of  ^'everything  real  and  personal,  &c.,  exc^t  the  S.  sharess 
which  were  not  to  be  sold  until  after  the  death  of  A. :''  Lord  Laiicr- 
dale,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  exception  of  the  shares  was  only  for  the 
purpose  of  postponing  the  sale,  and  that  they  passed  by  the  bequest. 
So,  in  Markham  v.  Ivatt  (y),  a  gift  of  ''all  the  residue  of  my  free- 
hold and  leasehold  hereditaments,  estate  and  premises,  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,  not  hereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of,"  was  heM 
not  to  be  confined  by  previous  direction,  that  a  reversionary  interest 
in  certain  specified  leaseholds  should  '^  form  the  residue  of  her  le.ise- 
hold  estates,"  but  that  other  leasehold  property  also  passed  thereh.y. 
And  in  Bernard  v.  MinshuU  («),  where,  under  a  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment (a),  a  married  woman  bequeathed  the  whole  fund  to  her 
husband,  but  requested  him  after  reserving  a  specified  part  for  his 
own  use,  to  dispose  of  the  rest  as  would  best  carry  out  her  wishes 
often  expressed  to  him  ;  and  then  bequeathed  all  other  her  property 
to  her  husband.  The  trust  having  failed  for  uncertainty,  it  was  held 
that  the  husband  was  entitled  not  only  to  the  sum  which  he  was 
specially  allowed  to  reserve,  but  also  under  the  residuary  clause 
(which,  under  s.  27  of  the  Wills  Act,  operated  as  an  appointment) 
to  the  entire  remainder  of  the  fund. 

However,  if  the  words  of  the  will  show  that  the  testator 
suffice  7o  ex-  intended  the  residuary  bequest  to  have  a  limited  effect, 
elude  any  por-  the  presumption  in  favor  of  the  residuary  legatee  will,  of 
peraonaity  coursc,  be  effectually  rebutted  (b) ;  the  difficulty  in  these, 
from  a  resi-  ^g  {^  most  other  cases,  being  not  in  discovering  the  prin- 
ciple but  in  applying  it  to  particular  wills. 


duarj  gift. 


(0  Per  Sir  W.  Grant,  Cambridffe  «.  Rous,  8  Yes.  26;  aee  also  Leake  r.  Robinson,  2  Ucr. 
S9d ;  Reynolds  r.  Kortwripht,  18  Beav.  4*27. 

(ti)  Per  Lord  Eldon,  Bland  «.  Lamb,  2  J.  &  W.406;  see  also  Canningfaam  v.  Mnxny,  1  Di 
6.  &  S.  366,  rev.  on  app.  12  Jur.  647. 

(v)  Roberts  r.  Cooke,  16  Yes.  451;  see  also  Clowes  v.  Clowes,  9  Sim.  403. 

\w)  2  Coll.  516. 

(x)  10  Beav.  276 ;  see  also  Dobson  t.  Banks,  32  Bear.  259;  Read  r.  Hodgens,  7  Ir.  £q.  Rep. 
17;  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Orrery,  3  Atk.  286;  Thompson  v.  Whitelock,  4  De  G.  &  J.  490. 

(V)  20  Beav.  579. 

(z)  Johns.  276. 

(a)  Yide  ante,  p.  634. 

(6)  In  such  a  case  Uiere  is  no  troe  residoarj  gift,  por  Jesael,  M.  R.;  Bllglit  v.  Haitnan^  28 
Ch.D.222. 
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In  Davers  v.  Dewes  (c)  a  testator  gave  part  of  his  plate  to  A.,  and 
declared  that  he  intended  to  dispose  of  the  residue  thereof,  and  of 
the  goods  and  fnmiture  in  G.  house,  by  a  codicil ;  he  then 
♦bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  whatsoever  [*718] 
not  before  disposed  of,  or  reserved  to  be  disposed  of  by  his 
codicil,  to  A.  He  made  two  codicils  without  disposing  of  the  re- 
served  articles ;  but  Lord  King  held,  that  being  expressly  reserved 
to  be  disposed  of  by  a  codicil,  those  articles  could  not  pass  by  the 
devise  of  the  residuum  by  the  will. 

Again,  in  Att-Gen.  v,  Johnston  (d),  where,  after  giving  legacies  to 
a  considerable  amount,  the  testator  gave  to  a  hospital  100/.,  '<  that  is, 
if  there  remained  enough  of  his  personal  estate  to  satisfy  it ;  but  if 
not,  or  in  case  there  remained  but  little,  then  the  100/.  to  the  hospital 
should  not  be  paid ;  and  the  small  remainder  of  his  personal  estate 
should  be  left  to  his  executor,"  in  trust  for  charity  schools ;  "  so  as  it 
was  likewise  his  will  that  if  his  personal  estate  should  sufficiently 
reach  towards  satisfying  all  the  legacies  by  him  bequeathed  and  above 
mentioned,  that  his  said  executor  should  also  dispose  of  the  remain- 
der in  favor  of ''  the  charity  schools.  Lord  Camden  held  that  legacies 
to  a  large  amount  which  had  lapsed  did  not  pass  by  the  residuary 
bequest.  He  looked  upon  the  bequest  to  be  specific,  contingent,  and 
conditional;  that  is,  ''In  case  my  estate  turns  out  to  pay  all  my  other 
legacies,  and  there  should  be  a  little  more,  then  I  give  that  little." 

And  in  Wainman  r.  Field  (e)  (which  on  account  of  the  similarity 
of  the  form  of  the  bequest  to  that  in  Evans  v,  Jones  (/),  well  illus- 
trates the  rule),  a  testator  bequeathed  to  trustees  all  his  personal 
estate  (except  such  parts  as  were  particularly  disposed  of,  ''  and  also 
except  such  leasehold  estates  as  he  should  be  entitled  to  at  his  decease ; 
which  leasehold  estates  he  declared  it  to  be  his  intention  to  exonerate 
from  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies  "),  upon  trust  to  pay  debts, 
funeral  expenses,  and  legacies ;  "  and  in  case  there  should  be  any 
residue  of  his  said  personal  estate  (except  as  aforesaid)  beyond  what 
should  be  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  his  said  debts  and  legacies," 
he  gave  the  same  to  A.  The  will  then  contained  a  devise  of  the 
testator's  freehold  elates,  and  a  bequest  of  his  leaseholds  which  was 
void  for  remoteness :  and  the  question  being  whether  the  leaseholds 
passed  by  the  residuary  bequest.  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  held  that 
they  did  not.  "  The  testator  excepts  the  leaseholds,"  he  said,  "  for 
the  reason  that  he  wishes  to  exonerate  them  from  the  pay- 
ment *  of  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  [*719] 
making  a  particular  bequest  of  them."    And  again,  ''  The  tes- 

(c)  8  p.  W.  40.  See  also  Ladlov  v.  Sterenson,  1  De  Q.  &  J.  496  (gift  of  **  property  not 
otherwise  disposed  of*'  restricted  by  context). 

id)  Amb.  677. 

(e)  Kay,  607 ;  see  also  Russell  v.  Clowes,  S  Coll.  64S.  Bat  see  Blight  9.  HartnoUi  33  Ch.  IX 
S18  223. 

if)  a  Coll.  616,  ante,  p.  717. 

TOL.  X.  47 
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tator  had  both  an  intention  to  bequeath  those  leaseholds  for  oth-r 
purposes,  and  a  negative  intention  not  to  give  them  for  those  particu- 
lar purposes  "  (i.  e.,  for  payment  of  debts  and  legacies). 

To  hold  that  the  negative  intention  was  independent  of  the  inten- 
tion to  bequeath,  may  seem  a  rigid  construction.  But,  being  made. :: 
marks  the  distinction  in  principle  between  this  case  and  Evans  r. 
Jones  and  James  v,  Irving  (g). 

When  the  disposition  of  an  aliquot  part  of  the  residue  itself  fails 
from  any  cause,  that  part  will  not  go  in  augmentation  of  the  rema.L- 
Effect  of  ^^S  P&^9  RS  a  residue  of  residue,  but  will  devolve  as  un- 

Wiure  of  disposed  of.    In  illustration  of  this  well-settled  role  it 

Si^uot  ^of  will  suffice  to  mention  the  case  of  Skrymsher  r.  North- 
residue.  ^q^  ^^^^  where  a  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate 

equally  between  his  two  daughters;  but  in  the  event  (wliich  h^^ 
pened)  of  either  of  them  dying  and  leaving  no  children,  then  out  of 
the  moiety  of  the  one  so  dying  he  gave  600i^.  to  EL,  and  "  the  remai> 
der  of  that  moiety "  to  the  other  sister.  The  testator  revoked  the 
gift  of  SOOL  without  making  any  fresh  disposition  of  it,  and  Sir  T. 
Plumer,  M.  K.,  held  that  it  went  to  the  next  of  kin.  "  Residue,"  hr 
said,  "  means  all  of  which  no  effectual  disposition  is  made  bj  the  will 
other  than  the  residuary  clause.  In  the  instance  of  a  residue  given  in 
moieties,  to  hold  that  one  moiety  lapsing  shall  accrue  to  the  other, 
would  be  to  hold  that  a  gift  of  a  moiety  shall  eventuallj  carry  tie 
whole  "  (t). 

And  this  rule  has  been  held  to  prevail,  though  the  testator  directed 
that  in  a  certain  event  (which  happened)  the  aliquot  part  should  sink 
into  the  residue  and  be  disposed  of  accordingly ;  this  not  being  equiva- 
lent to  saying  it  should  belong  to  the  other  residuary  legatees  {j). 
But  it  is  a  mere  question  of  intention,  and  in  Evans  v.  Field  {k), 
where  a  testatrix  directed  her  executors  to  stand  possessed  of 
[*720]  her  residuary  personal  estate  after  satisfying  *  legacies,  and 
also  of  so  much  of  her  personal  estate  the  trusts  whereof  should 
fail,  upon  trust  for  division  in  elevenths,  one  share  being  separati^k 
given  to  each  one  of  eleven  named  persons.  One  of  these  died  before 
the  testatrix,  and  it  was  held  by  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  Y.-G.,  that  the 
whole  residue  went  to  the  other  ten.  He  said  the  gift  of  the  resi- 
due was  in  the  first  place  among  the  eleven ;  but  then  the  testatrix 

(g)  Ante,  p.  717.  In  Blight  v.  HartnoU,  S3  Ch.  D.  S88,  Jeaael,  M.  R.,  diupprorvd  of  this 
constrnction. 

(h)  1  Sw.  566;  see  also  Uojd  v.  Lloyd,  4  BeaT.  331;  Gre«n  v.  Ptortwee,  5  Hare,  S49;  Gib- 
eon  e.  Hale,  17  Sim.  129;  Simmons  v.  Rudall,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  lift. 

(i)  But  see  Be  Judkin's  Trusts,  S5  Oli.  D.  743. 


Ch.  D.  68. 

(h)  8  L.  J.,  N.  S.  S64.  See  also  Crawshaw  v.  Craw^haw,  14  Ch.  D.  817,  wbere  a  diiecfifle 
that  a  share  of  residue  should,  in  a  certafai  event,  fall  into  and  become  part  of  tlie  rMdoe, 
"and  be  paid  and  applied  according  to  Ao  tnuU  of  kit  wHl,^'  waa  held  to  be  an  afitctasl 
redisposition  of  the  share. 
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directed  that  so  much  of  her  personal  estate,  the  trusts  whereof  should 
fail,  should  be  disposed  of  according  to  the  same  trusts;  and  one 
share  having  lapsed,  he  thought  the  necessary  effect  of  that  direc- 
tion was  to  make  tiie  residue  divisible  into  ten  parts  instead  of 
eleven  (I). 

It  has  already  been  observed  (m)  that  a  general  bequest  of  chattels 
of  a  particular  species  carries  all  the  chattels  of  that  kind  which  the 
testator  is  possessed  of  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  as,  General  be- 
mortgages,  stocks,  or  furniture.  Thus,  a  gift  of  "  any  ScSw  re^*^ 
small  sum  remaining  in  the  bank  after  my  funeral  ez-  >icLae. 
penses  have  been  paid,"  was  held  to  carry  the  testatrix's  balance  at 
her,  bankers  at  the  time  of  her  death,  although,  in  the  meantime,  it 
had  increased  from  480^.  to  1,370Z.,  and  notwithstanding  the  word 
"  small "  (»).  In  the  fluctuating  character  of  the  property  comprised 
in  it  such  a  bequest  resembles  a  general  bequest  of  all  the  personal 
estate,  and,  by  analogy  to  a  bequest  of  the  latter  kind,  a  bequest  of  a 
particular  residue  is  held  to  include  all  of  the  particular  kind  which 
in  event  is  not  otherwise  disposed  of.  Thus,  in  De  Trafford  v.  Tem- 
pest (o),  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  widow  certain  chattels  which,  at 
his  decease,  might  be  in  or  about  his  house  at  T.,  and  bequeathed  to 
his  son  all  his  household  and  other  furniture,  plate,  and  chattels,  not 
thereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of,  which  at  his  decease  might  be  in 
or  about  his  said  house;  and  afterwards  bequeathed  his  residuary 
estate  to  other  persons :  the  widow  died  before  the  testator,  and  it 
was  held  by  Sir  J.  Romilly,  M.  R.,  that  the  chattels,  whereof  the 
bequest  to  the  widow  had  lapsed,  fell  into  the  particular  residue  and 
passed  to  the  son. 

So  in  Cook  v.  Oakley  (p),  where  the  testator  (a  sailor),  bequeathed 
certain  specified  articles  to  his  mother,  who  died  before  him,  it  was 
held  that  a  bequest  of  "  all  things  not  before  bequeathed," 
which  on  the  construction  of  the  will  was  confined  ♦to   [♦721] 
things  on  board  ship,  included  the  articles  comprised  in  the 
lapsed  gift. 

But  the  analogy  of  such  bequests  to  general  residuary  gifts  is  im- 
perfect, since  the  universality,  upon  which  the  sweeping  character  of 
the  latter  mainly  depends,  is  wanting  in  the  former ;  and  it  would  be 
unsafe  to  attribute  a  corresponding  character  to  a  gift  of  a  particular 
residue  merely  because  the  gift  was  of  a  fluctuating  amount  (q), 

(0  Semb.  by  tho  lapsed  share  being  divided  into  elevenths,  and  one  of  those  elevenths 
again  subdivided,  ad  infin.  as  in  Atkinson  v.  Jones,  Johns.  246. 

(m)  Ante,  p.  645. 

in)  Page  v,  Toung,  L.  R.,  19  £q.  501. 

(o)  21  Beav.  564,  and  see  Hant  v,  Berkley,  Mos.  47;  Ghampnev  9.  Davy,  11  Ch.  D.  949. 

f  p )  1  P.  W.  302,  ante,  p.  706. 

(q)  See  per  MelHsh,  L.  J.,  Springett  v.  Jennings,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  338.  James,  L.  J.,  in 
that  case  thought  (id.  335)  that  if  a  testator  gave  his  consols  to  A,  and  the  rest  of  his 
government  stock  to  B.,  or  gave  his  S.  W.  railway  stock  to  A.  and  all  the  rest  or  all  other 
his  railway  stock  to  B.,  and  A.  died  before  the  testator,  the  consols  or  Uie  S.  W.  stock 
woold  not  go  to  B.  "* 
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Effect  of  ft         It  ifl|  howeyer,  clear  that  whefe  a  testator   is   de^i  : 

^*  reildue*"  of  ^^^^  *  ^^^^  which  he  estimates  at  a  certain  amoui*-, 
ft  definite  BttiD ;  it  is  indiflferent  whether,  after  disposing  of  certain  pr- 
tionsy  he  specifies  the  remainder  by  stating  its  amount  or  by  oompr.i- 
ing  it  under  the  term  ''residue."  In  either  case,  if  the  disposit:  i 
of  any  portion  fails,  it  will  lapse,  and  not  pass  as  part  of  ue 
"residue"  (r). 

This  construction  depends  on  the  fund  being  of  ascertained  amonr.r. 
or  rather  on  its  being  so  treated  by  the  testator.  Where  this  is  l>  t 
_  f  f  d  ^^^  ^^^^'  ^^^  general  rule  as  to  the  comprehensiTeness  «: 
ofunaaoer-  a  particular  residue  prevails.  .Thus,  in  Falkner  v.  Bit- 
uined  ftmoimt.  j^^  ^^^^  where  a  testatrix,  having  under  her  deceased  hus- 
band's will  special  power  to  appoint  the  residue  of  his  personal  estar-r. 
appointed  several  legacies,  including  one  to  a  stranger,  and  then  a> 
pointed  "the  residue  of  her  husband's  estate  after  payment  of  t:.-* 
legacies ; "  it  was  held  that  the  residue  carried  the  ill-appointed  leg- 
acy. It  is  to  be  observed  that  here,  although  when  the  testatrix 
made  her  will  her  husband's  estate  may  have  consisted  of  an  ascer- 
tained sum  (t),  she  did  not  so  refer  to  it.  The  material  circumstance 
was,  therefore,  wanting  to  show  that  she  was  parcelling  out  a  fise-i 
sum  in  definite  proportions. 

And  in  Petre  v.  Petre  («),  where  a  testator,  having  a  general  power 
over  a  sum  of  7,100/.  stock,  gave  certain  money  legacies  thereout,  ar^i 
the  residue,  after  deducting  the  legacies,  to  his  son;  -the  fund  havir.^ 
by  the  appointment  become  subject  to  debts,  and  the  amount  it  wouli 
produce  by  a  sale  being  uncertain  till  it  was  sold.  Sir  J.  R'> 
[*722]  milly  held  the  gift  of  the  ♦  residue  to  be  not  specific,  bu: 
merely  residuary,  and  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  a  com- 
mon residue.  After  adverting  to  the  rule  in  Yage  v.  Leapingwell,  l:€ 
continued,  "In  this  case,  so  far  from  knowing  the  amount  of  the 
Where  ftscer^  fund,  the  testator  could  have  no  conception  of  it ;  for  it 
uined  fiind  is  was  impossible  to  ascertain  the  amount  until  the  fund 
unal^rt^ned  1^^^  been  realized  by  a  sale,  and  the  charges  on  it  known, 
charges.  jf^  jq  this  casc,  the  testator  thought  he  was  dealing  with 

7,100Z.  sterling,  and  he  had  divided  it  into  different  proportions,  the 
loss  would  then  fall  on  all  the  persons  interested  in  proportion  to 
their  shares,  although  the  last  portion  was  called  the  ' residue '(t\ 
but  that  is  not  the  case  here." 

(r)  EAffam  9.  Appleford,  6  My.  &  Cr.  56,  Pag«  «.  LeApinffwell,  18  Yes.  46S;  Wright  r. 
Weston,  26  Beav.  429;  Re  Jeafffei«on*8  Tnists^  L.  R.,  S  Eq.  276  (put  aroointed  to  a  vtrmnjrer 
to  power);  itee  also  Mitchell  v.  M* Isaac,  18  Jur.  679.  Acoordlni^  to  Hunt  v.  Bei^kT,  M^ 
47,  the  lapsed  legacy  would  pass  br  a  general  residuary  bequest  in  the  tame  wiU.  giee  alM> 
Patching  v.  Barnett;  W.  N.,  1880,  p.  106, 28,  W.  R.  886,  890. 

(«)  Amb.  514. 

(0  Vid.  per  Wood,  V.-C.,  Johns.  206. 

(t»)  14  Beav.  197. 

(v)  See  Page  v.  Leapingwell,  sap. ;  Wright  v.  Weston,  96  Bear.  429 :  Haslewood  e.  GntJL, 
28  Beav.  1  ;  Klwes  v.  Causton,  30  Beav.  654;  Walpole  v.  Apthorp,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  37;  Miller  v. 
Huddlestone,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  65.    An  immediate  legacy  to  the  feeitator's  wife  miut  abate  pari- 


-■<".    -   •r-f 
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An  express  charge  of  debts  on  the  fund  shows  that  a  testator  does 
not  mean  the  legatee  of  <<  residue  "  to  take  a  definite  proportion  of  the 
fund,  the  debts  being  of  altogether  uncertain  amount  (x).  But  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  charge  of  debts  which,  by  a  rule  of  law  only, 
and  not  by  express  provision,  attached  to  the  fund  in  Petre  v.  Petre, 
was  essential  to  the  decision  in  that  case,  even  if  it  could  properly  be 
permitted  to  weigh.  In  the  case  put  by  the  M.  B.  at  the  close  of  the 
remarks  cited  above  from  his  judgment,  the  debts  would  still  have 
been  a  charge  on  the  fund;  yet,  he  said,  in  that  case  the  residue 
would  have  borne  only  a  proportion  of  the  loss.  Hence  it  would 
seem  that  wherever  there  is  a  gift  of  money  legacies  out  of  a  speci- 
fied sum  of  stock,  followed  by  a  gift  of  the  '^residue,"  this  will  be  a 
true  residue,  the  amount  of  it  being  necessarily  uncertain  until  the 
stock  is  actually  sold  {y).  The  intention  is  placed  beyond  doubt 
if,  to  a  proper  description  of  the  fund,  the  testator  adds,  ''or  other 
the  stocks  or  securities  in  which  the  same  may  hereafter  be  in- 
vested" («). 

•Again,  where  the  testator  provided  that  if  a  particular  gift  [*723] 
should  fail  in  a  specified  manner,  it  should  fall  into  the  resi- 
due of  the  fund,  and  then  bequeathed  the  residue  of  the  fund,  he  was 
held  by  Sir  J.  Bacon,  V.  C,  to  have  shown  that  he  used  the  word 
"  residue "  in  its  proper  sense,  so  as  to  include  another   ^^  , 

particular  gift  which  had  failed  in  a  manner  different  ascertained 
from  that  specified  (a).  And,  in  Re  Harries'  Trust  (6),  ^""contiu!"*^ 
where  a  testatrix  having  a  power  to  appoint  2,000^.  se- 
cured by  policy,  and  all  bonuses  and  other  moneys  payable  thereun- 
der, appointed  1,000Z.  to  A,  1,000Z.  to  B.,  and  the  residue,  after  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sums,  to  be  divided  among  the  testator's  younger 
sons,  with  subsidiary  clauses  regarding  ''the  said  residuary  moneys 
and  premises ; "  A  died  before  the  testator,  and  it  was  held  by  Sir 


Miisa  wiUi  the  other  legacies:  Blower  «.  Morret,  S  Ves.  Sen.  42 ;  Re  Schweder's  Estate, 
Oppenheim  9.  Schweder  (1891),  3  Ch.  44  ;  see  contra  Re  Hardy,  Wells  v.  Borthwick,  17  Ch. 
D.  798,  sed  qn.  If  the  remainder  is  not  given  at  all,  the  case*  is  different  and  the  specific 
portions  are  payable  in  full,  Booth  v.  Alin^on,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  618;  see  Wilson  v.  Kenrick, 
31  Ch.  D.  662.  So  also,  if  there  is  no  estimation  of  the  amount  of  the  fund,  Re  Tunno, 
Raikes  e.  Raikes,  45  Ch.  D.  66.  Where,  as  often  happens,  the  question  arises  upon  an 
appointment,and  the  fund  is  insufficient  for  all  the  particular  gifts,  but  one  of  them  lapses,  — 
here,  as  between  the  appointees  and  those  entitled  m  default,  the  lapsed  appointment  goes  to 
augment  the  others,  and  to  prevent  abatement,  Eales  v.  Drake,  1  Ch.  D.  217.  As  to  estimat- 
ing the  value  of  annuities  for  purposes  of  abatement  see  Todd  v.  Beilhy,  27  Beav.  353; 
Heath  v.  Nutrent,  29  Beav.  226;  Potts  e.  Smith,  L.  R.,  8  £q.  683;  Re  Wilkins,  Wilkins  v. 
Rotheram,  27  Ch.  D.  708. 

{x)  Harlev  v.  Moon,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  623;  Baker  v.  Farmer,  L.  R.,  3  Ch.  637;  Champnej  v. 
Davy,  11  Cfi.  D.  949. 

(y)  See  ace.  Vivian  v,  Mortlock,  21  Beav.  252;  Carter  v.  Taggart,  16  Sim.  423. 

Iz)  De  Lisle  v.  Hodges,  L.  R.,  17  Eq.  440. 

(a)  Re  Meredith's  Trusts,  8  Ch.  D.  757.  See  also  Carter  v.  Taggart,  16  Sim.  423  (as  to  the 
6002.  consols). 

{h)  Johns.  199.  Oke  v.  Heath,  1  Ves.  135,  is  nsually  cited  on  this  qnestion,  but  on  examina- 
tion of  R.  L..  1748,  B,  fo.  215,  it  appears  not  to  be  in  point,  inasmuch  as  the  will  contained  a 
Esneral  resiauarv  bequest  under  which,  and  not  unaer  any  gift  of  particular  residue,  tha 
psed  fund  passed.    Cf.  Re  Hunt's  Trusts,  81  Ch.  D.  808. 
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W.  Wood,  y.-C.,  upon  the  whole  of  the  will,  that  the  lapsed  sum,  as 
well  as  the  bonuses,  passed  under  the  gift  of  '*  residue." 
^  „  Sometimes  it  has  been  a  question,  whether  the  word 

whether  coa-      ''  residue "  Comprises  the  general  personal  estate,  or  L^ 
u"uUrfand       Confined  to  the  undisposed-of  portion  of  a  certain  prop- 
erty or  fund,  which  the  testator  had  just  before  maiie 
applicable  to  specific  and  partial  purposes. 

As  in  Boys  v.  Morgan  (c),  where  the  testator,  after  bequeathing 
certain  property  to  K  M.,  and  directing  her  to  avoid  expenses  in  his 
funeral,  added,  '^  I  guess  there  will  be  found  sufficient  in  my  banker's 
hands  to  defray  and  discharge  my  debts,  which  I  hereby  desire  Mrs. 
£.  M.  to  do,  and  keep  the  residue  for  her  own  will  and  pleasure.'* 
Lord  Cottenham  decided,  that  the  word  ^'  residue  "  was  not  (as  coc- 
tended)  confined  to  the  fund  in  question.  He  thought  be  was  pre- 
cluded from  so  limiting  the  term  by  the  context  of  the  will ;  frox 
the  whole  of  which  it  appeared,  that  the  testator  had  assumed  that 
the  legatee  would  be  the  person  interested  in  the  bulk  of  bis  estate. 
He  also  adverted  to  the  direction  to  pay  the  debts,  which  were  by 
law  a  charge  on  the  general  estate,  out  of  the  fund  in  question. 

But  where  in  a  will  divided  into  paragraphs,  each  dealing  with 
particular  items,  one  paragraph  directed  debts  and  funeriJ 
[*724  ]  •  expenses  to  be  paid  out  of  specified  funds,  "  The  remainder 
to  be  equally  divided  to  my  children ; "  it  was  held  by  Sir  B, 
Malins,  V.  C,  that,  as  a  general  rule,  where  a  will  disposes  of  a  variety 
of  property,  and  winds  up  with  a  gift  of  the  remainder  or  residue,  it  is 
a  gift  of  the  general  residue,  but  that  here  the  form  of  tbe  will 
showed  that  the  testator  meant  to  give  only  the  remainder  of  the 
particular  funds  with  which  he  was  dealing  in  that  paragraph  (d). 

TEL,  —  Gkeneral  Residue  held  to  pass  by  Word  ^'  Money  *  and  other 
informal  Words.  —  As  words  \fi  themselves  the  most  general  and 
Wor^i  comprehensive  may,  we  have  seen,  be  narrowed  by  their 

"money"         juxtaposition  with  more  limited  expressions,  so  on  the 

held  to  extend    *  •      •   i      i.  i.-  i.     •      i.x.   •       j.  •  a.        j 

to  ^nerai         samc  pnuciplc,  terms  which,  m  their  strict  and  proper 
peaidue.  acceptation,  apply  to  a  particular  species  of  personalty 

only,  have  been  held,  by  force  of  the  context,  to  embrace  the  gen- 
eral residue.    In  several  instances,  the  word  "money "(e)  (which 

(e)  3  My.  &  Cr.  661 ;  see  also  Crr>oke  v.  De  Yandes,  9  Yes.  197,  11  Yes.  S80;  Newman  r. 
Newman. '26  Beav.  218.  Wilde  e.  Holtzmeyer,  5  Yes.  811,  Wilson  9.  Wilson,  11  Jar.  7^4. 
and  Holfurd  v.  Wood,  4  Yes.  76,  are  examples  of  a  restricted  construction  of  the  words  **•![ 

1  am  poa8e99ed of,'*  '* remainder,*'  and  '* personal  estate;"  see  also  Att.-G«n.  v.  Goaldin;:, 

2  B.  C.  C.  428. 

Id)  jall  F.  Jacobs,  3  Ch.  D.  703;  see  also  Clifford  «.  Anindell,  1  D.  F.  &  J.  907,  where,  ia 
a  deed.  "  other  money  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  "  was  upon  the  context  confined  to  income, 
exclusive  of  principal  moneys. 

(f )  In  its  strict  acceptation  "  money  "  will,  it  seems,  extend  to  bank  notes.  Ambler,  S80 ;  ard 
no  doubt  to  Exchequer  bills  and  other  documents  parable  to  bearer  :  pmbablr  alao  to  bills 
of  exchange,  indorsed  in  blank,  1  B.  &  P.  648,  651,  i  B.  &  Aid.  1,  and  see  1  Bop.  on  he^^ 
by  White,  252.    It  will  extend  to  money  in  the  hands  of  an  agent,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  434 ;  and  it 


i 
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is  often  *  popularly  used  in  a  vague  and  inaccurate  sense,  as  [*725] 
synonymous  with  property)  has  received  this  construction.^ 


in  the  owner's  own  hands,  and  his  money  in  the  hands  of  anybody  else."  Bat  in  Re  Mason's 
will,  34  Beav.  494,  a  lefi^y  due  from  another  testator's  estate  was  held  not  to  pass  by  a 
beauest  of  *'  money  and  securities  for  money,"  *'  becttuse  il  w  it  only  a  debt,**  See  also  Byr.)m 
9.  Brandreth,  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  475.  However,  a  bequest  of  *'  money  due  to  me  "  will  pass 
such  a  legacy  if  the  estate  out  of  which  it  is  payable  has  been  got  in  by  the  executor  so  as  to 
con:ititute  a  debt  from  him,  Bainbridge  v.  minbridge,  9  Sim.  16  :  otherwise,  if  the  estate 
bas  not  been  so  got  in,  Siartin  v.  Hobson,  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  401.  ** Money  due  to  me"  will  also 
include  moneys  under  a  policy  on  testator's  own  life,  Petty  v.  Willson,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  574,  and 
damages  to  wliich  he  was  entitled,  though  the  amount  was  unascertained,  at  his  death.  Bide  v. 
Harrison,  L.  K.,  17  Eq.  76.  But  not  money  to  be  paid  for  a  service  not  completed  at  the 
testator's  death,  Sceplienion  v,  Dowson,  3  Beav.  342.  Nor  will  money  in  the  hands  of  a 
stakeholder  to  abide  an  event  which  does  not  happen  in  the  testator's  lifetime  pass  by  a 
beauest  of  his  '*  money,"  7  D.  M.  &  G.  55.  And  m  an  Irish  case,  Dillon  v.  O'Donnel,  7 
L.  R.,  Ir.  335,  it  was  held  that  a  gift  of  "  money  "  did  not  pass  an  unpaid  line  for  a  grant  of 
land  in  perpetuity  which  had  not  been  completed  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.  In  Re 
Prmgle,  Walker' v.  Stewart,  17  Oh.  D,  819,  Sir  C  Hall,  V.-C,  held  that  a  beqaest  of  "all 
my  money,  however  invested,"  was  a  residuary  gift  of  personal  estate,  so  as  to  pass  furniture, 
dock  shares,  and  even  leaseholds.  See  also  Re  Cadogan,  Cadogan  v.  Palagi,  25  Ch.  D.  154. 
The  meaning  of  *' money"  must  in  each  case  depend  on  the  context.  See  and  compare  6 
P.  D.  203;  7  P.  D  65;  W.  N.  1884,  p.  69;  54  L.  T  811;  34  W.  R.  608.  In  Mo«>re  v. 
Moore,  1  B.  C.  C.  127,  it  was  held,  that  a  bequest  of  **  all  my  goods  and  chattels  in  Suffolk  " 
did  not  comprise  bonds  in  the  testator's  house  which  was  in  that  county,  they  having  no 
locality  for  this  purpose,  though  constituting  bona  notabilia.  And  since  all  choses  in  action 
(except  Bank  of  England  notes,  Amb.  68,  7  Sim.  671;  but  not  excepting  country  bank 
notes,  7  Sim.  671)  are  ecjually  incapable  of  acquiring  a  locality,  7  Beav.  1,  it  follows  that 
none  of  the  choses  in  action  mentioned  above  as  ordinarily  included  in  the  term  '*  money," 
can  pass  bv  a  bequest  of  money  in  a  particular  place.  But  a  gift  of  **  my  property  at  A.'s 
bank'*  will  pass  not  only  the*  testator's  cash  balance  but  aim  shares,  certificates,  &c.,  de- 
posited there  for  custody,  Re  Prater,  Desinge  v,  Beare,  37  Ch.  D.  481.  Although  money 
at  a  banker's  is  in  fact  a  debt  due  from  the  banker,  2  H.  L.  Ca.  31,  and  will  pass  under  a 
bequest  of  "debts,"  1  Mer.  541,  n.,  1  Phil.  361,  16  M.  &  Wels.  321;  yet  the  terms  "ready 
money,"  or  "  money  in  hand,"  do  also  sufficiently  describe  such  money,  and  generally  will 
pass  It,  1  Jur.  401,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  290, 1  Phill.  356,  5  Russ.  12;  but  not  money  in  the  hands 
of  an  agent,  1  Y.  &  C.  C  C.  290,  3  Jo.  &  Lat.  565  (see  however  11  Sim.  55,  and  2 1  L.  J. 
Ch.  496);  nor  unreceived  dividends  on  stock,  the  warrants  for  which  have  neither  been 
received  nor  demanded,  3  De  G.  &  S.  462.  Money  in  a  banker's  hands  on  a  deposit  account, 
whether  originally  withdrawable  at  pleasure,  on  producing  the  deposit  note,  or  after  expira- 
tion of  notice  to  withdraw,  will  also  pass  by  a  bequest  of  *'  money,"  or  "  ready  money,"  7 
D.  M.  &  G  55  Johns.  49. 

"  Cash  "  is  a  stricter  term  than  money.     In.  Beales  v.  Crisford,  13  Sim.  592,  it  was  held 
that  a  promissory  note,  pay^le  to  order,  was  not  included  in  "  Cash  or  moneys  so  called  " 
(i.e.,  "cash  or  money  commonly  called  cash").    Nor  would  it  pass  as  "ready  i 
Johns.  49. 


money," 


^  A  bequest  of  "money"  does  not  pass  N.  C,  629.    <' Available  stocks."    Sweltzer's 

bonds,  mortgages,  promissory  notes,  or  other  Estate,  142  Penn.  St.  641  (citing  Markley's 

securities,  unless  the  will  clearly  indicate  an  Estate,  132  Penn.  St  352;  Gold's  Estate,  133 

intention  to  that  effect.    The  term  is  to  be  Penn.  St.  495). 

understood  in  its  ordinary  sense  of  gold  or  "  All  my  acconnts  "  has  been  held  not  to 
silver  or  currency.  Beatty  v.  Lalor,  15  N.  J.  include  deposits  in  a  savings  bank.  Gale  «. 
Eq.  108.  See  Morton  v.  Perry,  1  Met.  446.  Drake,  51  N.  H.  78.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
On  the  other  hand,  "money"  may  represent  has  been  held  that  a  provision  requiring  the 
the  entire  personal  e<<tate.  Further,  see  executor  to  "  sell  all  my  property "  and  divide 
Decker  9.  Decker,  121  111.  341  fcitinfl;  Hig-  the  same  between  A.,  B.,  and  C,  did  not  show 
gins  9.  Dwen.  100  III.  554;  Smith  v.  smith,  a  failure  of  intention  to  give  such  parties 
17  Gratt.  268;  Irwine  v.  Lane,  15  W.  Ya.  notes  and  money  of  the  testator.  But  other 
646) ;  Smith  v.  Burch,  92  N.  T  227  (citing  parts  of  the  will  were  appealed  to  as  support- 
In  re  Miller,  48  Cal.  165;  Beck  v.  McGillis,  9  ing  this  view.  Cate  v.  Cranor,  30  Ind.  292. 
Barb.  35;  Manning  v,  Purcell,  7  De  G.  M.  &  As  to  what  will  pass  notes,  ^ee  Mathes  v. 
G  55);  Jacob's  Estate,  140  Penn.  St  268;  Smart,  51  N.  H.  438;  «.  c.  49  N.  H.  107; 
Widener  «.  Beggs,  118  Penn.  St.  374.  As  to  Penniman  f.  French,  17  Pick.  404;  Mann  v, 
"obligations,"  see  Hill  v.  Bloom,  41  N.  J.  Mann,  1  Johns.  Ch.  231. 
£q,276.    "Bank  stock."    Clark  v.  Atkins,  90 
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The  result  has  generally  been  due  either,  first,  to  the  testator  having 
directed  his  funeral  expenses,  debts,  or  legacies  (which  ordinarilj 
constitute  a  charge  on  the  general  residue)  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
"money;"  or,  secondly,  where  he  has  shown  a  clear  intention  to 
make  a  complete  disposition  of  all  his  personalty,  and  that  intention 
can  only  be  effected  by  adopting  the  enlarged  interpretation  of  the 
word ''  money."  For  it  is  clear  that  if  the  word  be  used  without  any  ex- 
planatory context,  it  will  be  construed  in  its  strict  sense  {f) ; 
[*726]  4  fortiori,  if  the  express  purpose  of  the  *  bequest  be  incon* 
sistent  with  the  notion  that  the  testator  could  have  intended 
so  to  apply  the  property  alleged  to  be  comprised  in  it.  As  where  an 
officer  on  service,  after  bequeathing  two  small  legacies,  and  directing 
his  portmanteau  and  other  articles  to  be  sent  home,  desired  that  '*'  the 
remainder  of  his  money  and  effects  should  be  expended  in  purchasing 
a  suitable  present  for  his  godson,"  it  was  held,  that  a  reversionary 
interest  in  stock  did  not  pass  (^). 

Of  the  first  class  of  cases  alluded  to,  we  have  an  instance  in  Legge 
V.  Asgill  (A),  where  a  testatrix,  after  bequeathing  200/.  long  annuities 
Where  tesutor  amongst  Several  persons  in  specific  legacies,  proceeded 
hu  charged  to  give  a  debt  of  2,9%/.  due  to  her,  to  A.  for  her  sepa- 
penseson'  rate  use ;  and  added,  ''/  believe  there  wiU  he  sufficient 
♦  monej."  fgioney  to  pay  my  funeral  expenses^^  which  she  desired 
might  be  plain.  The  testatrix  afterwards  made  a  codicil  to  her  will, 
commencing  with  the  following  words :  —  ^^If  there  is  any  money  left 

(/")  See  Shelmer*8  case,  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  909;  Hotham  v.  Sutton,  15  Yes.  SST;  Bend  r. 
Hwijrens.  7  Ir.  Eq.  Rep.  17;  Lowe  v.  Thomas,  Kay,  869,  affirmed  S  D.  M.  &  G.  315:  Lamer 
V.  Lamer,  3  Drew.  704;  Cowling  v.  Cowling.  96  Bear.  449;  Willtami «.  Williama,  S  Ch.  D. 
789;  Re  Sutton,  Stone  •.  Att.-Gen.,  98  Ch.  U.  464  (charitable  «ft).  So  a  legmcj  of  stock 
does  not  come  within  the  description  of  a  **  pecuniary  legacy,*'  Don|^  ».  Congreve,  I  Kee. 
410;  though  in  Barclay  v.  Maskelyne,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  19,  stock  legaciee  were  held  apon  the 
context  to  be  within  a  clause  revoking  •*  all  moneys  bequeathed  "  to  the  legatees. 

But  the  words  ''securities  for  money  "  will  include  stock  in  the  funds  eren  without  the  aid 
of  the  context,  4  Yes.  795,  1  S.  &  St.  500,  1  Jur.  934,  91  L^J  Ch.  848;  so  ako  unpaid  pur- 
cbasf^-money  in  renpect  of  which  the  tei>tator  had  a  vendor^s  lien.  Callow  v.  Callow,  42  Ch.  D. 
560:  but  not  Bank  stock,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  434;  nor  shares  in  an  insurance,  91  L.  J.  Ch,  S43,  or 
canal  company,  10  Beav.  547,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  484;  nor  an  I  O  U  given  forgoods  sold,  1  Jo.  & 
Lat.  476, 93  L.  J.  C  P.  187;  nor  a  bankers  deposit  note  L.  R.,  19  Eq.  922  ;  nor  a  legacy  doe 
from  another  tesUtor's  estate,  84  Beav.  494.  But  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  is  a 
"security  for  money'*  in  the  legal  and  proper  sense  of  the  words,  1  Jo.  &  Lat.  475  (see, 
however,  as  to  a  promissory  note,  4  Y.  &  0.  672) ;  so  is  a  bond,  8  D.  J.  &  S.  577,  and  a  judg- 
ment, L.  R.,  8  Ex.  87;  and  a  policy  of  assurance  on  the  life  of  a  debtor  is  a  **8ecuritv,'»  and 
will  pass  as  a  "  debenture.'*  1  Li.  &  Go.  291.  And  money  on  deposit  m  the  Post  Offic«  Sar. 
ings  Bank  has  been  held,  having  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  24  &  96  Vict,  c  14, 
B.  6,  to  pass  under  a  bequest  of  money  invested  in  consols  or  other  securities,  Be  Saxbr, 
Saxbv  V.  Kiddell,  W.  N.  1890,  p.  171. 

"*  the  funds,"  or  the  "  public  funds  "  jj^en^rally  means  funded  securities  guaranteed  by  the 
govemment,  —  as  consols,  reduced  annuities,  long  annuities,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  448;  and  "foreign 
funds  "  has  been  held  to  mean  securities  guaranteed  by  foreign  governments,  93  Beav.  543, 
L.  R.,  10  Eq.  39,  5  Ch.  D.  710.  But  "  funds"  will  not  include  Bank  stock,  7  H.  L.  Ca.  273; 
nor  East  India  stock,  under  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  85,  4  K.  &  J.  704;  nor  unfunded  Exdiequer 
Bills,  8  L.  J.  O.  S.  Ch.  88;  unless  there  is  nothing  more  appropriate  to  answer  the  bequest, 
10  Beav.  300.    As  to  Irish  govemment  debentures,  see  2  D.  8c  War.  239. 

(g)  Borton  ir.  Dunbar,  1  Oif.  221,  2D  F.  &  J.  888.  Converse  case  ~  declared  pnrpost  too 
large  for  strict  construction  of  "money,"  Prichard  v.  Prichard,  L.  B.,  11  Eq.  23s,  stated 
p.  728. 

(h)  T.  &  R.  965  n.,  and  dted  4  Rots.  868. 
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unemployed,  I  desire  it  may  be  given  in  charity.  My  watch  and 
piano-forte  I  give  to  G.  The  most  useful  of  my  clothes  to  be  given 
to  my  present  servant,''  and  she  concluded  with  some  directions  re- 
specting the  key  of  a  trunk.  The  question  was,  whether  the  general 
residue,  including  the  reversion  of  one-fourth  of  a  sum  of  10,000^. 
secured  by  a  settlement,  passed  by  these  words.  Lord  Eldon  consid- 
ered, that  under  the  will,  and  especially  having  regard  to  the  charge 
of  the  funeral  expenses,  the  word  ^'  money  "  was  intended  to  comprise 
the  entire  personal  estate ;  and  that  it  was  impossible  to  put  a  differ* 
ent  construction  upon  the  same  word  in  the  codicil. 

So,  in  Rogers  v,  Thomas  (t),  where  a  testatrix,  after  giving  various 
pecuniary  and  specific  legacies,  "  bequeathed  to  the  inhabit- 
ants of  T.  Row  cUl  which  might  rem/iin  of  her  money  after  ♦  her  [*727] 
lawful  debts  and  legacies  were  paid ;  ^'  and  she  went  on  to 
give  other  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies :  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R., 
considered  the  charge  of  debts  and  legacies  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
testatrix's  intention  {o  include  the  general  residue  in  the  bequest  of 
"  all  which  might  remain  of  her  money." 

It  seems,  indeed,  that  where  a  bequest  of  legacies,  primarily  pay- 
able out  of  the  general  estate,  is  followed  by  a  gift  of  the  residue  or 
remainder  of  the  testator's  "  money,"  the  latter  gift  com-  ^^^^^  .j^ 
prehends  the  general  residue,  although  the  testator  has  is  a  bequest  of 
not  eajpw^Zy  charged  the  legacies  on  his  "money."  Thus,  ^^^^^i^^ 
in  Dowson  v,  Oaskoin(X;),  where  a  testatrix,  after  be-  residue  of  tes- 
queathing  certain  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  con-  ^''*  '^^'' 
eluded  her  will  as  follows :  ''  I  appoint  A.  and  B.  my  executors,  and 
bequeath  200Z.  to  each  for  their  trouble,  and  whatever  remains  of 
money  I  bequeath  to  E.  D.'s  five  children."  At  the  date  of  the  testa- 
trix's will  and  of  her  death  her  personal  estate  consisted  principally 
of  stock,  which,  it  was  contended,  would  not  pass  under  the  word 
*' money;"  but  Lord  Langdale  observed  that  the  words  "whatever 
remains  of  money  "  must  signify  a  remainder  at  some  time,  or  after 
some  operation  upon  the  sum  of  which  the  remainder  was  contem- 
plated. Was  it  to  be  the  sum  existing  at  the  date  of  the  will,  or  the 
remainder  of  that  sum,  or  of  any  subsequent  sum  which  might  exist 
at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  or  after  payment  of  her  debts  and 
legacies  ?  There  was  no  intimation  that  she  intended  the  money 
(literally  so  called)  to  be  first  applied  in  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies ;  and  no  reason  could  be  given  why  the  Court  was  to  apply 
it  first,  or  to  make  an  apportionment  for  tiie  purpose  of  wholly  or 
partially  defeating  what  seemed  to  be  the  intention  of  the  testatrix. 
And  he  decided  that  the  stock  in  question  passed  by  the  will  (I). 

(0  S  Kee.  S;  see  also  Kendall  v.  Kendall,  4  Rass.  860;  Phillips  v.  Eastwood.  1  LI.  &  Go. 
89i;  Barrett  «.  White,  1  Jor.  N.  S.  652;  24  L.  J.  Ch.  724;  Grosvenor  v.  Durston,  25  Bear. 
99;  Stocks  «.  Barre,  Johns.  54;  Re  White,  7  P.  D.  65.  But  this  principle  will  not  eovern 
cases  where  the  bequest  following  such  charge  is  of  ready  money.  Be  Powell,  Johns.  ^. 

{k)  2  Kee.  14. 

(0  See  also  Lynn  v.  Kerridge,  West*s  Ga.  t.  Hardwicke,  172  (a  strong  case,  as  there  was 
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But  the  iuferenoe  to  be  drawn  from  the  charge  of  debts  is  £^t 
conclusive;  since  the  testator  may  have  intended  so  to  charge  tLr 
Not  if  there  .  Specific  gift  of  '^  monej ''  (m)  :  and  therefore  if  the  will 
w«rdoanr"*'  Contains  a  distinct  residuary  clause,  or  otherwise  gives 
bM^uest.  evidence  that  the  word  is  used  in  its  strict  sense,  tie 

enlarged  construction  is  inadmissible  notwithstanding  the  charge. 

Thus,  in  Willis  v.  Plaskett(n)y  where  a  testatrix  made  her 
[*728]  will  as  follows  :  *'  I  first  *  direct  my  funeral  expenses  to  be 

paid,  and  the  remainder  of  what  moneys  I  die  possessed  cf 
to  be  equally  divided  between  A.  and  B.  I  also  give  to  the  said  A. 
all  my  wearing  apparel,  trinkets,  and  all  other  property  whatsceTer 
and  wheresoever  that  I  may  die  possessed  of:"  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  R,  said  that  when  a  testator  directed  the  payment  of  his  funeral 
expenses,  there  was  an  inference  that  he  was  referring  to  his  general 
personal  estate ;  but  that,  having  regard  to  the  other  parts  of  tliis 
will,  he  was  prevented  from  giving  to  the  word  "  moneys  "  its  ex- 
tended meaning. 

The  second  class  of  cases  indicated  above  is  illustrated  by  Waite  r. 
Coombes  (o),  where  a  testator,  after  declaring  himself  desirous  cf 
Where  there  is  lu^^i^g  &  Settlement  of  his  aftairs,  appointed  A.  and  B. 
A  clear  intent  his  '*  cxccutors  to  take  and  receive  all  moneys  that  might 
the^wEoie  per-  he  in  his  posscssion  or  due  to  him  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
sonai  estate.  cease,  and  to  prosecute  for  the  recovery  of  the  same,  if 
necessary,  to  be  by  them  placed  in  the  British  funds  or  otherwise 
laid  out"  upon  security  and  held  in  trust:  Sir  J.  Parker,  V.-C., 
thought  the  whole  will  pointed  to  a  complete  disposition  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  that,  at  all  events,  a  sum  of  consols  passed  under 
the  word  <' moneys."  It  was  argued  that  the  direction  '^to  place  io 
the  British  funds  "  proved  that  the  testator  could  not  have  meant  to 
include  the  consols  in  the  bequest  of  '^  moneys,"  that  direction  being 
wholly  inapplicable  to  them ;  but  the  V.-C.  thought,  that  to  consider 
that  this  direction  destroyed  the  generality  of  the  word  "  moneys,"  as 
applicable  to  the  stock,  would  be  to  take  advantage  of  a  slip  of  the 
testator  in  wording  his  will,  while  his  meaning  was  obvious ;  that  if 
he  intended  his  executors  to  invest  moneys  not  then  invested,  i,  for- 
tiori he  must  have  intended  moneys  which  he  had  himself  invested 

then  a  seneral  residoary  beqnest);  Lowe  v.  Thomas,  5  D.  M.  &  6.  819;  lAngdale  v.  Wfah- 
field,  4  K.  &  J.  426,  436;  Re  Pringle,  Walker  v.  Stewart,  17  Ch.  D.  819.  These  cases  appeal 
to  overrule  Gosden  r.  Dotterell,  1  Mv.  &  K.  56. 

(m)  Per  Lesch.  M.  R.,  Collier  v.  Squire,  3  Ruas.  475. 

(»)  4  Beav  208;  and  see  Williams  t>.  Williams,  8  Ch.  D.  789  (iciftof  raidae  in  will  no: 
cut  down  bv  gift  of  '•  money  "  in  codicil);  Re  Maton*8  Will,  84  Beav.  484.  Of,  Barrett  t. 
White,  1  /ur.  N.  S.  652,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  724;  and  consider  Chapman  v.  Reynolds,  S8  Bear. 
221,  especially  with  reference  to  the  weight  there  attributed  to  the  fact  that  tne  testatru  had 
no  *' money'*' in  the  strict  sense. 

(o)  5  De  G.  &  S.  676.  As  to  the  weight  allowed  to  the  fact  that  at  the  time  nf  kiM  dtnfk 
the  testator  had  little  besides  the  consols,  qu.;  and  see  Golden  v.  Dotterill,  1  Mr.  Sr  K.  56, 
which  on  this  point  is  good  law.  If  the  gift  is  ipecific  such  eyidencs  is  admissible,  QaUini 
V.  Noble,  3  Mer.  691. 
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to  pass  by  the  will,  if  the  words  were  sufficient  to  carry  them,  as  he 
(the  V.-C.)  thought  they  were  (p). 

And  in  Prichard  v.  Prichard  (j'),  where  a  testator  ap- 
pointed an  ♦  executor  and  declared  that  the  income  arising  [*729] 
from  his  principal  money  should  be  paid  to  his  wife,   Residue,  in- 
while  unmarried,  for  the  support  of  herself  and  the  J^^y^°?^|?^ 
education  of  his  children,  and  at  her  death  or  mar-  pass  as 
riage  to  be  divided  among  them;  it  was  held  by  Sir   *'n»on«y-" 
R.   Malins,  V.-C.,  .that  the  declared  purpose  of    the   gift  showed 
that  the  whole  personal   estate   was  intended   to   pass,  including 
leaseholds. 

Where  the  context  shows  that  the  testator  means,  by  *'  money," 
his  general  personal  estate,  special  words  should  be  found  to  exclude 
any  part  of  it.  (r) 

But  if  the  context  shows  that  the  word  is  used  in  its  strict  sense, 
it  will  not  receive  the  more  popular  construction,  merely  on  the 
strength  of  even  an  expressed  intention  to  dispose  of  all  Unless  for- 
the  estate.  Thus,  in  Ommanney  v.  Butcher  (5),  where  bidden  bj  the 
a  testator,  after  commencing  his  will  in  the  following  ^^^^^' 
form :  *'  I,  A.  B.,  considering  in  what  manner  I  should  have  my  for- 
tune disposed  of,  in  case  of  my  death,  do  make  this  my  will : "  — 
bequeathed  numerous  stock  and  a  few  money  legacies;  and  after 
disposing  of  some  books  and  other  specific  articles,  he  directed  the 
remainder  of  his  books,  and  his  jewels,  plate,  and  household  furniture 
to  be  sold ;  and  desired  that  his  clothes  and  linen  might  be  divided 
between  his  servants :  he  then  gave  a  small  pecuniary  legacy  to  his 
executors,  and  added, ''  in  case  there  is  any  money  remaining  y  I  should 
wish  it  to  be  given  in  private  charity."  Sir  T.  Plumer,  M.  R.,  was  of 
opinion  that  the  concluding  clause  did  not  comprehend  the  general 
residue ;  but  was  to  be  considered  as  applying  to  the  residue  of  the 
produce  of  those  articles  which  the  testator  had  directed  to  be  sold, 
after  providing  for  the  payments  which  were  ordered  to  be  made.  It 
will  be  seen  that  the  clause  directing  the  sale  and  the  clause  dispos- 
ing of  the  "  money  "  did  not  stand  in  immediate  connection ;  and  the 
M.  R.  owned  there  was  difficulty  in  knowing  what  the  testator  meant : 
but  he  relied  on  the  circumstance,  that,  up  to  a  certain  extent,  all  the 
dispositions  in  the  will  were  legacies  of  stock ;  the  testator  therefore 
had  distinguished  where  he  meant  stock  to  be  the  subject  of  his  dis- 
position, and  the  context  showed  that  in  the  clause  in  question  he 
was  not  adverting  to  the  stock.  To  construe  the  word  "  money  "  to  mean 

(p)  Bat  the  mere  fact  of  **  money  "  beini^  disposed  of  (e.  g.  to  one  for  life,  with  limita- 
tions over),  as  to  necesitate  sn  investment,  will  not  suffice  to  extend  the  natnral  import  of  the 
word,  I^we  r.  Thomas,  Kay,  869,  6  D.  M.  &  Q.  316;  Lamer  v.  Lamer,  3  Drew.  704;  Wil- 
liams V.  Williams,  8  Ch.  D.*789. 

(a)  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  232.  See  also  Re  Cadogan,  Gadogan  v.  Palagi,  25  Ch.  D.  154,  sed  qn.  at 
to  the  dictum  at  p.  156,  ad  fln. 

(r)  See  per  Kinderslev,  V.-C,  Barrett  v.  White,  I  Jar.  N.  S.  652,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  724. 

(«)  T.  &  R.  260. 
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8tock  would  be  to  alter  the  words  of  the  will  contrary  to  the  conter.. 
The  modes  in  which  a  testator  may  attach  a  particolir 
[*730]  meaning  *  to  the  word  '^  money ''  are,  of  course,  various,  h. 
Giendening  v.  Glendening  {t)^  a  testator  bequeathed  to  Lj 
wife  ''  the  interest  of  his  money  and  the  use  of  his  goods  (u)  for  ha 
life :  "  at  her  death  he  gave  various  pecuniary  legacies,  **  and  the  re- 
OtiMrctMsof  mainder  of  his  property  to  be  equally  divided  betwetL 
^  fiKtended  ^^  brothers  and  sisters ;  his  wardrobe  to  be  equally  c:- 
«  money/'  vided  between  his  brothers : ''  Lord  Ladgdale,  M.  SL,  L^li 
that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  the  general  residue 
(consisting  of  money  in  the  funds,  a  small  sum  of  cash,  and  a  few  chat- 
tels), except  the  wardrobe.  "He  gives  the  interest  of  the  montj, 
and  the  use  of  his  goods  to  his  wife  for  life ;  and  at  her  death  be 
gives  certain  pecuniary  legacies,  and  the  remainder  of  his  property, 
to  his  brothers  and  sisters.  What  is  the  time  to  which  he  here  refers  ? 
I  think  that,  looking  at  the  structure  of  this  will,  it  refers  to  t:;^ 
wife's  death.*' 

The  word  '< money"  may  of  course  receive  from  the  context  a 
meaning  larger  than  that  which  properly  belongs  to  it,  but  short  of 
**MoDer"  comprehending  the  general  residue.  Thus,  where  a  te^ 
rqumMed*  ^^^  bequeathed  stock  specifically  to  one  for  life,  as*! 
extent.  afterwards  left  ''this  money"  to  B.  in  trust  to  pay  cer- 

tain portions  of  the  stock  to  B.  and  others  (not  exhausting  the  stockl 
and  gave  ''  any  surplus  money  "  to  B.,  it  was  held,  that  B.  took  tie 
undisposed  of  stock  (x). 

So,  in  Hastings  v,  Hane  (y),  where  a  testator,  after  bequeathing 
certain  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  directed  A.  and  B.  to  "  divide 
equally  any  moneys  which  may  remain  to  my  account  after  paymen; 
of  the  aforesaid  sums  and  my  debts."  It  appeared  that  the  testator 
had  certain  accounts  with  his  bankers  and  other  persons;  and  Sir  L 
Shad  well,  V.-C,  held  that  the  bequest  was  confined  to  the  balances 
owing  to  the  testator  on  these  accounts,  and  did  not  comprise  the 
general  residue,  observing  that  he  was  bound  to  give  a  meaning  to 
the  words  "to  my  account." 

And  in  Stooke  v,  Stooke  («),  where  a  testator  gave  a  house  and 
SOOl.  of  lawful  money  to  his  daughter  E.,  and  "the  remainder  of  all 
his  moneys,"  in  whatever  it  may  be,  —  in  bonds  or  consols  or  an3rthing 
else,  to  his  wife.  Sir  J.  Bomilly  held  that  the  wife  took  all  sums 
secured  by  any  species  of  security,  including  a  life  policy,  but 
[*731]  not  leaseholds,  nor  furniture,  plate,  &a  The  M.  Bi.  *said, 
"if  a  testator  gives  matters  which  are  not  money,  in  the 
ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term,  and  afterwards  gives  ^  all  other  mj 

(0  9  Bear.  824.    See  also  Whatetev  v.  Spooner,  S  R.  &  J.  544. 

(«)  No  reliance  appears  to  have  been  placed  bj  the  Court  on  thia  wonL 

(x)  Newman  v.  Newman,  S6  BaaY.  218. 

(y)  6  Sim.  67. 

(c)  86  Beav.  896. 
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moneys/  he  applies  that  expression  to  things  which  are  not  strictly 
money,  and  consequently  things  not  of  that  character  pass  under 
the  gift.  Thus,  if  a  testator  gives  '  Whiteacre  and  all  the  rest  of 
his  money/  he  means  all  his  property,  for  he  treats  Whiteacre  as 
money  "  (a).  So  any  narrower  terms  than  "  money/'  e.  ^.,  "  my  money 
in  the  S.  bonds/'  may  comprehend  more  than  would  be  signified  by 
that  expression  alone,  if  it  is  given  as  the  '^  remainder ''  of  something 
else,  no  part  of  which  was  in  the  S.  bonds  (6).  The  degree  of  com- 
prehensiveness must  in  each  case  be  decided  by  the  context  (c). 

Other  cases  may  be  adduced,  in  which  the  general  residue  of  a  tes- 
tator's personal  estate  has  been  held  to  pass  under  very  informal 
words.    As  in  Leighton  v.  Bailie  (rf),  where  a  testatrix 
made  the  following  indorsement  on  one  of  her  testamen-   mortis  held  to 
tary  papers :  "  I  think  there  will  be  something  left  after  pas*  general 

,n,  o  •  t    1         •        .     TTT   T»  .     residue. 

the  funeral  expenses,  &c.,  paid,  to  give  to  W.  B.,  now  at 
school,  towards  equipping  him  to  any  profession."    By  another  testa- 
mentary paper  she  bequeathed  the  sum  of  500L  to  W.  B.    It  was  held 
by  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R.,  that  under  the  indorsed  memorandum,  W.  B. 
was  the  general  residuary  legatee.* 

Again,  in  Hodgkinson  v.  Barrow  (e),  a  testator,  having  several  chil- 
dren by  different  marriages,  gave  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
trustees,  upon  trusts  that  did  not  exhaust  the  whole  interest,  but 
'^confiding  in  them  to  fulfil  any  memorandum  he  might  attach"  to 
his  will :  by  a  codicil,  after  reciting  the  settlement  made  on  his  second 
marriage,  "  he  directed  that  whatever  sums  might  come  to  the  chil- 
dren of  that  marriage,  or  the  children  of  his  former  mariiage,  with 
the  exception  of  such  sums  as  might  come  in  right  of  their  respective 
mothers,  that  his  trustees  would  take  the  whole  of  his  real  and  per- 
sonal property  into  their  consideration,  and  have  an  estimate  made  " 
—  "and  his  will  was  to  divide  to  every  child  its  due  share  and  pro- 
portion, also  taking  into  consideration  "  moneys  received  by  the  chil- 
dren by  way  of  advancement.     Lord  Gottenham  held,  reversing  the 

(a)  See  also  Montagu  9.  Earl  of  Sandwich,  83  Bear.  824;  and  per  Lord  Eldon,  Gkwkell  9, 
Hannanf  11  Ves.  604.  The  word  **  other ,**  or  the  like,  is  the  essential  word,  Collins  v.  Collins, 
L  R.,  12  Eq.  455. 

(b)  Patrick  v,  Teatherd,  38  L.  J.,  Ch.  288.  "In  S.  bonds'*  might  here  be  read  as  falsa 
deinonstratio. 

(c)  Langdale  v.  Whitfield,  4  K.  &  J.  486. 

{d)  8  My.  &  K.  267 ;  see  Sartees  v.  Hopkinson,  IS  L.  J.  Ch.  188;  Wiggins  9,  Wiggins,  9 
Sim.  N.  S.  229;  Dahamel  9.  Ardorm,  2  Ves.  162. 
(e)  2  PhlU.  678. 


1  In  case  of  the  devise  of  a  residnnm  to  a 
tenant  for  life  with  remainders,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  whole 
residue  should  at  his  death  be  converted  into 
money  and  enjoyed,  after  pavment  of  claims, 
according  to  the  terms  of  limitation,  as  a  fund. 
Brooks  V.  Brooks,  12  S.  Car.  422, 444.  But  this 
presumption  would  be  rebutted  by  the  ex- 
pression of  an  intention  that  the  sale  shoold 


be  postponed  until  after  the  death  of  the  life 
tenant.  That  would  show  a  desire  that  the 
life  tenant  should  have  the  specific  enjoy- 
ment of  the  property  itself.  Id.;  Calhoun  e. 
Furgeson,  3  Rich.  £q.  160;  Glover  9.  Hearst, 
10  Rich.  Eq.  829.  See  also  Finlev  v.  Hunter, 
8  Strob.  Eq.  78  ;  Robertson  v.  Collier,  1  Hill, 
Ch.870. 
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[*732]  decision  of  *  the  V.-G^  that  the  reyenionaiy  interest  in  the 
real  and  personal  property  passed  by  the  codicil 
And  in  Re  Bassett's  Estate  (/),  where  legacies  were  giren^  and  the 
will  then  went  on,  ''after  these  legacies  and  my  funeral  expenses  are 
paid,  I  leave  to  my  sister  A.,  without  any  power  or  control  of  her  hus- 
band ;  in  case  of  her  death  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  her  children 
or  grand-children:"  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  good  gift  of  the 
residue. 

</)    L.B.,14£q.M. 


•CHAPTER  XXIV. 


[•733] 


FOBGB  AND  EXTENT  OF  SPECIFIC  DESCBIPTION. 


PAQI 


I.  As  to  particnljur  Words  of  Description    733 

II.  RejeGtion  of  partial  Inaccaracj  in 
Description  — Falsa  Demonstratio 
nonnooet 742 


III.  Propert}'  answering  to  the  Testa- 
tor's Description  alone  passes  — 
Non  accipi  debent  verba  in  falsam 
demonstrationem  qus  competunt 
in  limitationem  veram    .... 


VA«1 


748 


"  Lands." 


I. — As  to  particular  Words  of  Description.  —  The  most  compre- 
hensive words  of  description  applicable  to  real  estate   '*  Tenements 
are  tenements  and  hereditaments ;  as  they  include  every   mente  "  *^*^* 
species  of  realty,  as  well  corporeal  as  incorporeal  (a).*         include  what 

The  word  "  lands  "  is  not  equally  extensive ;  for  though,  generally, 
it  includes  as  well  the  surface  of  the  ground  as  everything  that  is  on 
and  under  it,  as  houses  and  other  buildings  (&),  mines, 
&c.,  yet  it  seems  that  the  term  will  not,  proprio  vigore, 
comprehend  incorporeal  hereditaments,  as  advowsons,  tithes,  &c.  (c). 

But  though  a  devise  of  lands  will,  unaided  by  the  context,  carry 
houses  (d)f  or  rather  the  land  on  which  the  houses  are   vvhether  it 
built ;  yet  of  course  this  does  not  hold  where  the  testator  includes 
evidently  uses  the  term  in  contradistinction  to  house.         ^ousm. 

As  where  (e)  A.,  having  a  messuage  at  L.  and  a  messuage  and  lands 
at  W.,  devised  his  house  at  L.,  with  all  other  his  lands,  meadows, 
pastures,  with  their  appurtenances,  lying  in  W.,  the  house  at  W.  was 
held  not  to  pass. 

The  observation  is  equally  applicable  to  other  words  of  description, 
any  of  which  may  be  diverted  from  their  ordinary  signification,  by 
being  placed  in  contrast  or  opposition  to  others  (/). 

*  The  word  premises  properly  denotes  that  which  is  be-  [*734] 
fore  mentioned,  and  in  this  view,  its  comprehensiveness  is  of 


(a)  Co.Ut.6a,19b,90a,164a. 

lb)  Ewer  V.  Heydon,  Moore,  3Ml  pi.  491. 

(c)  See  Com.  Dig.  Adtowtonf  G.  1 ;  Anon.,  Dyer,  8S3  b.j  Bishop  of  London  v.  Chapter 
of  Southwell,  Hob.  803.  See  Rich  n.  Sanders,  Styles,  281;  Inchley  v.  Robinson,  9  Leon.  41, 
pi  57.  That  a  rent-charge  or  rent^eck  will  not  generally  pass  by  devise  of  **  lands,"  see 
West  9,  Lawday,  11  H.  L.  Ca.  375,  per  cur. 

(rf)  Co.  Lit.  4  a. 

(e)  Heydon's  Will,  S  And.  123;  Cro  EL  476, 658  (Ewer  «.  Heydon).  See  also  Re  Pbrtal 
and  Lamb,  80  Ch.  D.  50. 

(/)  See  Hockley  v.  UKwhvy,  1  Yes.  Jr.  143;  and  Doe  d.  Ryall «.  Bell,  8  T.  R.  579,  stoted 
post 


1  See  8  Kent,  401. 
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*'Pi«miM8."  course  measured  by  that  of  the  expression  to  which  i; 
refers  {g).  Thus  (A),  where  a  testator  derised  a  certain 
messuage  and  the  furniture  in  it  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  A.'s  decease, 
gave  the  said  messuage  and  premises  to  B.,  the  latter  devise  was  held 
to  carry  the  furniture  as  well  as  the  messuage  to  B.,  on  the  gronn: 
that  the  word  premises  included  all  that  went  before.  But  the  word 
is  vulgarly  used,  without  reference  to  what  is  before  mentioned,  in  the 
general  sense  of  houses,  land,  and  the  like ;  and  it  was  said  by  Wilde, 
G.  J.  (t),  that  a  gift  of  premises  at  A.  would  pass  land  there. 
^^  ^^        The  word  messuage  has  been  variously  construed ;  some- 

inciudes^iiti*    times  a  greater  and  sometimes  a  less  degree  of  oompit- 
'**d '  !S!i^'     hensiveness  having  been  attributed  to  it 

In  an  early  case  {k)  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  grant  of  a 
messuage  did  not  include  a  garden,  but  was  confined  to  the  bouse, 
"and  the  circuit  thereof,"  and  it  was  thought  that  the  words  "mes- 
suage or  tenement"  must  receive  the  same  construction,  the  word 
"tenement"  being  in  such  case  used  as  synonymous  with  messaag?; 
it  was  said,  however,  that  it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  the  expres- 
sion had  been  messuage  and  tenement;  indeed,  one  of  the  Jadg:e5 
(Weston)  expressed  an  opinion,  that  a  garden  would  pass  by  the  name 
of  a  messuage  or  tenement,  if  they  had  been  held  together;  and  ic 
Garden  v.  Tuck  (/),  a  devise  of  a  messuage  was  held  to  include  the 
garden  as  well  as  the  curtilage  (tti),  the  garden  being,  as  iras 
[*736]  said,  as  well  for  necessity  *  as  pleasure.  So,  in  Smith  v.  Mar- 
tin (n),  it  was  held  that  a  garden  might  be  said  to  be  parcel 
of  a  house,  and  by  that  name  would  pass  in  a  conveyance. 

{a)  Doe  d.  Biddulph  v  Meakin,  1  East,  456.  This  doctrine  was  advanced  in  the  jodgmest 
ana  is  indeed  unquestionable ;  but  the  case  did  not  turn  precisely  on  the  question.  A.  deri«n 
a  messuage  or  tenement,  lands,  buildings,  and  premises,  then  in  his  own  possession,  lod  aii 
other  his  real  estate  whatsoever,  to  his  wife  for  life.  And  after  her  decease,  be  devised  tki 
taid  mettuagey  or  tenemenUf  buildinat,  Umdt^  andpremuu  to  his  son  W.  in  fee.  The  qo^ 
tion  was,  whether  the  devise  to  W.  included  all  that  was  given  to  the  wife,  or  oo]vt£« 
premises  in  his  own  occupation ;  and  it  was  held,  that  it  included  all.  The  point,  therefore, 
was  not  so  much,  whether  the  word  **  premises*'  included  the  whole  antecedent  >*i^]^i^ 
whether  the  testator,  having  used  precisely  the  same  words  as  those  by  which  he  bad  de9cnw<i 
the  propertv  in  his  own  occupation,  was  not  to  be  understood  to  mean  to  confine  the  dense^ 
question  to'that  property.  If  the  devise  were  not  so  restrained,  there  were  other  words  tm- 
cient  to  carrv  the  reversion  in  dispute,  without  calling  in  aid  the  wordj^rewifes. 

(A)  Sanfofd  r.  Irbv,  4  L.  J.  Ch.  0.  S.  23,  cor.  Lord  Gilford,  Bt  R.:  see  Doe  d.  BsifeJ'^ 
Sloggett,  5  Exch.  10^.  ,   ,  .. 

(0  Doe  d.  Heming  v.  Willetts,  7  C.  B.  709;  and  see  Boss  o  Veal,  1  Jar.  N.  S.  7W;  Iff- 
bridge  «.  Lethbridge,  3D  F.  &  J.  623:  Hibon  v  Hibon,  82  L.  J.  Ch.  874,  9  Jnr.  N  &  oU; 
Mocatta  v.  Mocatta,  49  L.  T.  629,  32  W.  R.  477. 

[h)  Moore.  24,  pi.  82,  Dal.  29 

0  Cro.  El.  89,  3  I^n.  214,  pi.  283  (Chard  r.  Tuck).  n 

\m)  As  to  what  is  a  curtilage,  see  Marson  v.  London,  Chatham  snd  Dover  Bail.  Co.,  i^  »■' 
6Eq.  101.  ^„     „, 

(n)  2  Sannd.  400;  see  also  Hill  r.  Grange,  Plowd.  170  a;  Bettisworth's  case,  2  »«?•*:., 

It  has  been  held  that  '*  house  'Mn  s.  92  of  the  L.  C.  Act  includes  all  that  would  past  ^V^ 

ffrant  of  a  **  house  **  •—  includes  therefore  a  garden,  though  partly  nsed  for  trade  porp^'* 

-   -       -     u-      *rBervgai5en);butnotifwhonv80«M 


Salter  v.  Metropolitan  Rail.  Co.,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  432  (nursery 
Falkner  o.  Somerset  and  Dorset  Rail.  Co.,  L.  R. 
Grosvennr  r.  Hnmpstead  Junction  Rail.  Co.,  1  De 
Co.,  33  Beav  105.  aff.  33  L.  J  Ch.  29;  Steele  \   '" 
r.  Swansea  Improvement  Com.,  9  Ch.  D.  425. 


Falkner  o.  Somerset  and  Dorset  Rail.  Co.,  L.  R^  Id  Eg.  458  (market  garden).  ^^ '7 
Grosvenor  r.  Hempstead  Junction  Rail.  Co.,  1  De  G.  &  J  446;  Fergusson  t,  Brighton  i»»- 
Co.,  33  Beav  105.  aff.  33  L.  J  Ch.  29;  Steele  v.  Midland  RaiL  Co.,  L.  R.,1  Ch  276,  B>cW"» 
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In  Hearn  v.  Allen  (o),  two  acres  of  land  occupied  with  the  mes- 
suage, but  distant  four  miles  from  it,  were  held  not  to  pass  under  a 
devise  of  a  messuage  cum  pertinentiis.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Gulli- 
ver d.  Jefferies  v,  Poyntz  (p),  two  closes  of  meadow  and  six  acres  of 
arable  land  were  held  to  paes  under  a  devise  of  ^'  three  messuages, 
with  all  houses,  barns,  stables,  stalls,  &c.,  that  stand  upon  or  belong 
to  the  said  messuages."  The  property  had,  it  seems,  been  conveyed 
to  the  testator  by  the  description  of  "  a  messuage  or  tenement  with 
the  appurtenances ; "  but  it  is  clear,  that  extrinsic  evidence  of  this 
nature  was  inadmissible  to  enlarge  the  established  import  of  the 
words  of  the  devise  (y).  The  influence  which  this  circumstance  ap- 
pears to  have  had  in  the  determination  certainly  weakens  its  author- 
ity, and  it  is  probable  that  the  same  construction  would  not  now  be 
adopted.  At  this  day,  indeed,  the  distinction  suggested  in  the  early 
cases  (r)  between  messuage  and  house,  in  regard  to  the  greater  com- 
prehensiveness of  the  former,  is  not  to  be  relied  on  («) ;  *  »,  g  n 
and  it  is  clear,  that  even  the  word  "  messuage  "  would  not 
now  be  held  to  carry  land  beyond  a  homestead  or  orchard,  though 
contiguous  to,  or  enjoyed  with  it.(^). 

In  Doe  d.  Clements  v,  Collins  (u\  it  was  held,  that  under  a  devise 
of  "the  house  I  live  in  and  garden,"*  stables,  and  a  yai*d,  which 
were  in  a  ring  fence  that  inclosed  the  whole,  and  a  coal- 
pen  *  which  was  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  road  neai*  the    [*736] 
house,  and  both  which  were  in  the  testator's  own  occupa- 
tion, were  included.     The  coal-pen  was  used  in  his  trade,  as  well  as 
for  the  purposes  of  his  family.     It  was  admitted,  that    i«Hou8eIlive 
the  question  as  to  the  coal-pen  was  doubtful ;  but,  con-   in  and 
sidering  that  it  was  in  the  testator^s  own  occupation,  was   fif**"**®"** 
used  by  him  partly  for  domestic  purposes,  and  was  annexed  to  no 
other  tenement,  the  Court  thought  it  passed.' 


I 


[o)  Cro.  Car.  67;  S.  C.  Litt.  Rep.  5,  nom.  Kene  v.  Allen. 

\p)  2  W.  Bl.  726,  3  Wils.  Ul. 

f^)  Doe  d.  Brown  v.  Brown,  11  East,  441,  ante,  p.  384. 

(r)  Thomas  o.  Lane,  2  Ch.  Ca.  26,  Keilw.  57,  where  it  is  said  that  fnestiMge  extends  to  the 
curtilnge,  though  not  to  the  garden ;  but  that  damuM  coniprises  only  buildings. 

(«)  See  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst's  judgment  in  Doe  d.  Clements  v.  Collins,  2  T.  R.  502 ^  and 
Co.  Lit  5  b,  where  Lord  Coke  says,  "By  the  grant  of  a  messuage  or  house,  meauagtumf  the 
orchard,  garden,  and  curtilage  do  pass;  and  so  an  acre  or  more  may  pass  by  the  name  of  a 
house.'*    See  also  King  v.  w  vcoinbe  Rail.  Co.,  28  Beav.  104. 

(0  See  Roe  d.  Walker  v.  Walker,  3  B.  &  P.  375;  also  Shepp.  Touchst.  94. 

(u)  2  T  R.  498;  Ashhurst,  J.,  seems  to  treat  the  case  as  iftne  word  ''appurtenances  *'  had 
been  m  the  will,  ib.  p.  502.  See  observations  on  the  case  by  Turner,  L.  J.,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  291. 
In  Heath  v.  Pritchard,  W.  N.,  1882  p.  140,  "cottage  and  garden"  was  held  to  include  an 
adjoining  orchard. 

^  Ben  net  v.  Bittle,  4  Rawie,  339;  Sogers  unto  M.  my  house  and  land  in  S^  now  occu- 

V.  Smith,  4  Penn.  St.  93.  pied  by  me.*'    It  was  held  that  M.  took  n'*ne 

3  A  testatrix  who  owned  a  house  in  S.,  of  the'land  or  buildings  occupied  by  tenants 

with  a  yard  and  a  garden,  and  also  owned  at  the  date  of  the  will.    Brown  v.  Saltonstall, 

several  lots  of  land  adjacent  to  the  house  and  8  Met.  423. 

garden,  with  buildings  on  them,  which  were  *  The  word  '* house*'  in  a  will  has  been 

eld  by  tenants,  made  this  devise:  ''I  give  held  synonymous  with  ''messuage,"  and  to 

VOL.  I.  48 
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There  is  indeed  a  case  (x),  in  which  e  devise  of  the  testator's  hous^ 
at  G.  was  held  to  include  land ;  on  the  ground,  it  should  seem,  that 
CaM  in  which  the  devisee  was  directed  to  be  at  the  charge  of  house- 
heW^uTin-*"  keeping,  servants'  wages,  and  coach-horses,  to  the  num- 
ciude  land.  ber  that  the  testator  had  maintained ;  and  it  appearing 
that  he  had  a  small  piece  of  land,  which  he  had  employed  to  rais^ 
hay  and  corn  for  the  house,  and  which  was  ploughed  with  the  coach- 
horses  (y).  The  Court,  therefore,  thought  that  as  everything  was  to 
be  carried  on  as  it  was  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  same  style  of  li^iDg 
observed,  the  lands,  the  profits  whereof  had  been  used  to  be  applied 
to  the  maintenance  of  the  house,  should  continue  to  be  so  applied. 

However  strong  these  circumstances  may  be  as  affording  conjec- 
ture, they  seem  not  to  amount  to  that  species  of  evidence  on  which  to 
found  a  judicial  exposition  of  the  testator's  intention  (z),  "  House  ''' 
will  include  whatever  is  necessary  for  the  convenient  occupation 
of  it,  but  not  all  that  the  occupier  finds  it  convenient  to  occupy 
with  it  (a). 

Direction  to  But  where  a  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  erect  a 

erect  man-         mansion-housc,  and  suitable  offices  fit  for  the  resideni^ 

sion-house  held  -  ,  ^    t^  •   t 

to  include  of  the  owucr  of  his  estates  (which  were  worth  about 

iuiubie'''' "*'       15,000/.  per  annum),  on  some  convenient  spot.  Sir  L- 
grounds.  Shadwell,  V.-C,  held  that  the  direction  authorized  the 

formation  of  a  garden  and  pleasure-grounds  (b). 

''House/'  So   much   for   the    comprehensiveness    of  the    word 

wSfamoiinta     "house."    The  converse  question  is,  what  kind  of  tene- 
to.  ment  will  satisfy  this  and  other  similar  terms.     In  Doe 

d.  Hubbard  v.  Hubbard  (c),  it  was  held,  that  the  word 
[♦737]    "  cottage "  (defined  by  Lord  Coke  ((/)  to  be  •  a  little  house 

without  land  to  it)  was  satisfied  by  a  tenement  partitioned 
off  from  a  larger  cottage  and  having  a  separate  entrance,  though 
not  including  an  upper  room  under  the  same  roof. 

It  has  been  sometimes  a  question  what  will  pass  under  the  denom- 
ination of  appurtenances  to  a  messuage  or  house.      Strictly  speaking, 

{x)  Blackburn  v.  Edprlej,  1  P.  W.  600,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  324,  pi.  27, 

\y)  The  Court  assumed  that  there  was  a  direction  that  the  horses  should  oontinae  to  plongfa 
the  lands;  bat  the  will,  as  stated  in  the  report,  contains  no  such  clanae. 

(z)  See  2  B.  &  P  90S. 

(a)  Steele  v.  Midland  Rail.  Co.,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  275. 

(6)  Lombe  v.  Stoughton,  18  L.  J.  Gh.  400. 

(c)  15  Q.  B,  227. 

id)  Co.  Lit  56  b.  '*  A  cottags  is  a  small  dwelling-house,*'  Doe  v.  Sotheran,  9  B.  &  Ad. 
638. 

convey  all  within  the  cartilage,  without  the  the  factory  stood,  and  the  water  priTilege  ap- 

words  cum  pertinentibus  superadded.   Beunet  purtenant  thereto,  did  not  pass  br  the  dM. 

«.  Bittle,  4  Rawie,  339:  Rogers  v.  Smith,  4  Alien  v.  Scott,  21  Pick.  29.     As 'to  "home- 

Barr,  93.    Where  land  was  conveyed,  by  a  stead,"  see  Kennedy  o.  Kennedy,  105  111. 

de(*d  with  all  the  buildings  standing  thereon,  350. 
except  the  brick  factory,  the  land  on  which 
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land  cannot  be  appurtenant  to  a  house  (e)  or  to  other  «Appurte- 
land  (/).  But  in  Boocher  v,  Samford  (g),  where  a  tes-  nances." 
tator  devised  •*  the  tenement  with  the  appurtenances  in  which  H.  B. 
dwelleth  in  Ebley,"  it  was  held,  that  lands  that  had  been  held  at  one 
rent  with  the  house  sixty  years  passed,  though  not  strictly  appurte- 
nant. And  in  Doe  d.  Lempriere  v,  Martin  (A),  a  devise  of  the 
testator's  copyhold  messuage,  with  all  outhouses,  gardens,  and  appur- 
tenances to  the  same  belonging,  situate  at  F.,  and  then  in  his  own 
possession,  was  held  to  mchide  a  small  piece  of  land,  being  the  site 
of  several  cottages  pulled  down  by  the  testator,  who  had  laid  the 
ground  open  to  his  court  yard,  and  then  occupied  it  with  the  house, 
though  his  estate  in  the  two  was  different. 

But  in  a  subsequent  case  (i),  a  direction  by  the  testator  that  his 
steward  should  enjoy  his  mansion-house  with  the  appurtenances,  for 
one  year  after  his  death,  was  held  to  extend  to  orchards.    Gardens  &c. 
but  not  to  fifty  or  sixty  acres  of  land,  which  the  testator  held  to  pass 
had  kept  in  his  own  hands  with  the  house.    And  this   tenaiu^s^'^to 
construction  was  corroborated  by  the  fact  of  there  being,   *  house, 
in  another  part  of  the  same  will,  a  devise  of  this  property  "  with  the 
lands  and  grounds,"  also  "  with  the  appurtenances,"  showing  that  the 
testator  had  the  distinction  in  view.    Eyre,  C.  J.,  said  if  this  had  not 
been  so,  and  if  they  had  found  a  house  situated  in  a  park,  which  had 
been  always  occupied  with  it,  being,  as  it  were,  an  integral  part  of 
the  thing,  it  might  have  proved  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  pass 
the  whole  together. 

This  would  be  carrying  the  construction  of  the  word  very  far ;  and 
seems  to  have  been  put  only  for  the  sake  of  argument.  It  is  not  to 
be  doubted,  that  whatever  is  necessary  to  the  commodious  enjoyment 
of  the  house  will  in  general  pass  under  the  word  "appurte- 
nances "  (k) ;  4  fortiori,  if  then  actually  enjoyed  *  with  it  by  [*738  j 
the  person  in  whose  occupation  the  house  is  described  to  be ; 
though  in  some  of  the  cases  more  weight  has  been  given  to  this  cir- 
cumstance than  it  seems  fairly  entitled  to.  It  is  not  likely  that  at 
this  day  the  word  would  be  carried  beyond  its  ordinary  acceptation. 
It  has  a  definite  meaning,  and  though  it  may  be  enlarged  by  the  con- 
text, the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  those  who  so  contend  (l). 

(e)  Plowd.  169  a,  170.  A  fortiori  if  one  be  freehold,  the  other  copyhold,  Tates  «.  Clincard, 
Cro.  EI.  704.  >  fj        »  » 

( /•)  Co.  Lit.  121  b;  8  B.  &  Cr.  Ul;  6  Bing.  161. 

(g)  Cro.  El  113. 

(A)  2  W.  BI.  1148;  butsee  Heamv.  Allen,  Cro.  Car  57,  708. 

(i)  Buck  d  Wballej  v.  Nurton,  1  B.  &  P  53;  see  also  Harwood  v.  Hi|?ham,  Godb.  40. 

{k)  See  Nicholas  9.  Chamberlain,  Cro.  Jac.  131,  Hobson  v.  Blackburn,  1  My  &  K.  571; 
Thomas  v.  Owen,  20  Q.  B.  IX  225,  where  m  a  lease  of  a  house  a  right  of  way  on  a  formed 
road  was  held  to  pass  by  the  words  *' appurtenances  thereto  belonging;"  for this.purpose, 
however,  the  word  is  generally  unnecessary,  Steele  ».  Midland  Rail  Co.,  L.  R.,  1  Ch.  275; 
Phillips  V.  Low,  W.  N.  1891,  p.  170. 

(/)  See  ace  Evans  v.  Angel  1,  26  Beav.  202,  Lister  v.  Pickford,  34  Beav.  576  (in  both  of 
which  ''appurtenances"  was  cimstnied  strictiv).  Smith  v.  Ridgway,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  46,  331; 
also  per  Parke,  B.,  Pheysey  v.  Vicary,  16  M.  &  W.  494.    See  also  Cuthbert  v.  Robmson,  W. 
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There  is,  however,  a  difference  between  the  devise  of  a  house  a^i 
the  appurtenaneesj  and  of  a  house  with  the  lands  appertaining  then'. 
**  L^ndfl  ^^  ^  clear,  that  by  the  latter  expression  some  lands  l> 

apperuining  intended,  and  therefore  the  primary  sense  of  the  vci: 
toj*  a  hoiue,      «  appertaining  "  is  excluded.   Thus  in  Hill  v.  Grange  (.-.^ . 

it  was  held  that  the  demise  of  a  messuage,  ''  with  Z 
lands  appertaining  thereto,"  comprised  all  lands  usually  occup  •^c 
with  or  lying  near  to  the  messuage;  for  when  ^appertaining'^  t^^ 
placed  with  the  said  other  words,  it  could  not  be  taken  in  any  ot>r 
sense,  and  therefore  it  should  there  be  taken,  not  according  to  t^r 
true  definition  of  it,  because  that  did  not  stand  with  the  matter^  m 
in  such  sense  as  the  party  intended  it.  And  in  Hearn  v.  Allen  ('^>. 
the  Court,  while  holding  that  the  lands  there  in  dispute  were  l>: 
included  by  the  term  ^^  cum  pertinentiis,"  said  it  would  have  brc: 
otherwise  if  it  had  been  '^  cuin  terris  pertinentibus." 
"  Thereunto  ^^^  Construction  of  the  words  "  thereunto  belongin^^" 

belonging."  which  are  not  words  of  art  (o),  has  often  come  unuei 
discussion. 

Thus,  in  Ongley  v.  Chambers  (p)^  where  a  testator  deviscii 
[*739]  the  *  rectory  or*  parsonage  of  Minster,  with  the  messuac^. 
lands,  tenements,  tithes,  hereditaments,  and  all  and  singub 
other  the  premises  thereunto  belongingj  with  the  appurtenances;  it 
was  held  that,  by  the  effect  of  these  words,  the  devise  operated  iq 
certain  lands  which  had  been  purchased  by  the  owners  of  the  reel*  rj 
between  the  years  1607  and  1632,  and  had  been  since  uninterrupttK* 
occupied  with  it,  and  had  been  in  various  leases  described  as  beion: 
ing  to  the  rectory  ;  for  though  not,  strictly  speaking,  appurtenant  to 
the  rectory,  they  had  become,  by  unity  of  title  and  concurrent  oce^i 
pation,  joined  to  the  rectory,  and  might  be  taken  in  popular  aceep-^ 
tion  as  belonging  thereto.  Lord  Gifford,  C.  J.,  referred  to  several 
old  cases  and  text  books  in  which  it  was  laid  down  that  lands,  wh:ch 
had  been  occupied  with  a  house  for  ten  or  twelve  or  even  five  or  six 
years,  might  pass  as  parcel  of  or  as  belonging  to  such  house. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Gore  v.  Langton  (y),  where  a  testator,  in  1801,  de- 
vised all  his  "  manor  or  reputed  manor  of  Barrow  Minchin,  in  tk 

N.  1882,  p  U.  where  havinf^  re^rd  to  the  context  of  the  will  and  the  cimimatanoa  of  ^ 
caf^e,  Kav,  J  ,  heM  that  land  passed  bv  the  word  "appartenance»'" 

(m)  P'lowd  170  a 

(n)  Cro.  Car.  57,  ante,  p.  733;  see  also  Gbennings  v.  Lake,  Cro.  Car.  168;  Higham  r.  Bik« 
Cro.  El.  16,  per  Anderson,  C.  ,F. 

(o)  Per  Pollock,  C  B  ,  Maitl  »nd  «.  Mackinnon,  1  H.  &  G  607.  _., 

{p)  8  J.  B.  Moo.  665,  1  Bin^  483.  see  also  D<ie  v.  Holtom,  5  Ner.  &  M.  391,  4  Ad.  &  K/ 
76;  Bodenham  v.  Pritchard,  1  B.  &  Cr.  350  (♦'  lands  thereto  belonginff  at  now  enjoyed  -^ 
me  "),  with  which  cf .  Polden  v.  Bastard.  L,  K.,  1  Q.  R  156,  where  a  discontinuoos  etjeni'-'j 
over  other  property  of  the  testator  was  held  not  to  pass  br  derise  of  a  cotta|^  os  nov  in  tN 
occupation  of  A.  In  Marshall  v.  Hopkins,  15  East.  309.*a  house  and  nineteen  acres  of  Un '• 
all  held  bv  the  testator  under  one  title,  and  which  at  a  former  period  of  his  ownership  <^^ 
been,  but'at  the  date  of  the  will  were  not,  m  one  and  the  same occnpation,  were  held top*-*^ 
by  a  devise  of  *'  all  that  my  messuaf^,  dwelling-houM,  or  tenement,  with  all  lands,  berediu 
ments,  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging.*' 

(9)  2  B.  &  Ad.  68a 
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county  of  Somerset,  together  with  the  mansion-house,  Devise  of 
called  Barrow  Court,  thereto  belonging,  and  the  park ;  j"*^®''.?"*^ 
and  also  all  and  singular  his  freehold  messuages,  lands,  unto  belong, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  thereunto  belonging,  situate  '"S* 
in  the  parish  of  Barrow  Minchin  and  Barrow  Gurnej,"  to  certain 
uses.  The  testator  gave  to  his  executors  all  arrears  of  rent  which 
should  be  due  from  any  tenant  or  tenants  of  his  estate  in  the  parish 
of  BarroWf  upon  trust  to  lay  out  the  same  in  repairing  the  farm- 
houses and  buildings  appurtenant  thereto,  and  in  draining  the  lands. 
The  testator  also  charged  two  small  annuities  on  his  estate  at  Barrow, 
The  question  was,  whether  the  devise  comprised  a  farm,  which  had 
been  purchased  by  the  testator  in  1800,  and  which  was  situate  in  the 
parish  of  Barrow  Minchin  and  Barrow  Gurney,  and  adjoined  to  and 
was  in  some  part  intermixed  with  the  ancient  Barrow  estate.  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.,  considered  that  the  words  "thereunto  belonging" 
were  to  be  referred  to  the  manor,  and  not  to  the  park.  These  words 
are,  he  observed,  in  common  speech,  of  different  import,  according 
to  the  subject  of  which  they  are  spoken.  If  we  speak  of  a  farm  or  a 
field  with  reference  to  the  ownership,  we  say  it  belongs  to  such  a  one, 
meaning  thereby  that  it  is  the  property  of  that  person  (r) ; 
if  with  reference  to  any  *  estate  of  a  particular  name,  we  [*740] 
say  it  belongs  to  such  an  estate,  as  to  the  Britton  Ferry  estate, 
meaning  that  it  is  parcel  of  that  estate ;  if  with  reference  to  its  lo- 
cality, we  say  it  belongs  to  such  a  parish  or  township,  meaning  that 
it  is  situate  in  and  a  part  of  that  parish  or  township ;  and  so  with 
reference  to  a  manor,  we  say  it  belongs  to  such  a  manor,  meaning  that 
it  is  situate  in  or  part  of  that  manor,  in  the  ordinary  and  popular 
sense  of  the  word  "  part,"  and  not  in  the  strictly  legal  sense,  as  part 
of  the  demesnes  of  the  manor,  or  as  holden  of  the  manor  or  of  the 
lord  thereof.  He  adverted  to  the  fact  (which  had  been  proved  in  evi- 
dence), that  the  gamekeeper  of  the  manor  had,  both  before  and  after 
the  purchase  of  the  lands  in  question,  been  in  the  habit  of  shooting 
over  them.  Having  regard  to  this  circumstance  (which  he  considered 
important,  as  showing  that  the  lands  belonged  to  the  manor  in  the 
popular  sense  to  which  he  had  alluded),  and  having  regard  also  to  the 
circumstance,  that  the  bequest  of  the  rents  in  arrear  to  be  expended 
in  repairing  and  improving  any  part  of  the  estate,  and  the  charge  of 
the  annuities,  would  clearly  comprise  the  lands  in  question  (which 
the  testator  could  not  intend  to  be  united  to  the  rest  of  the  property 
for  some  purposes,  and  not  for  all),  the  Court  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  farm  in  question  passed. 

In  Josh  V.  Josh  (s),  the  question  was  what  passed  by  the  descrip- 
tion of  "the  piece  of  land  adjoining"  a  house  and  premises  previ- 

(r)  In  Kennedy  n  Keily,  28  Bear.  223,  a  bequest  of  a  lease  of  a  house  with  all  building 
belonging  to  me  was  held  to  pass  stables  occupied  with  the  house  by  the  testator  though  under 
a  different  title. 

(<)  6  a  a  N.  S.  454. 
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•*  Thereto 
adjoiDiog  " 


Farm." 


ously  described ;  whether  it  comprised  several  contiguc -s 
fields,  each  one  situated  beyond  the  other,  and  form  in  ^' 
with  the  house  and  premises  the  whole  of  the  testator's  real  property, 
or  was  limited  to  the  single  field  next  to  the  house  and  premises ;  :>i:  1 
it  was  held  to  comprise  the  whole.  Cockburn,  G.  J.,  observed  tlor 
the  testator  did  not  say  the  piece  of  my  land,  but  simply  the  piece  c: 
land ;  and  that  the  words  *'  thereto  adjoining  "  were  as  consist-^iLt 
with  the  larger  construction  as  with  the  other;  for  the  whole- of  tli? 
land  was  in  the  strictest  sense  adjoining,  for  it  was  all  contiguous. 

The  tvord  farm,  is  construed  according  to  its  obvio-is 
meaning,  as  including  houses,  lands,  and  tenements  i*. 
of  every  tenure  («). 

A  devise  of  the  rents  and  profits  {x)  or  of  the  income  i  v. 
[*74l]  of  *  land  passes  the  land  itself  both  at  law  and  in  equity  ;  i 
rule,  it  is  said,  founded  on  the  feudal  law,  according  to  whi;:i 
the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  the  land  consisted  in  the  right  to  take 
Devise  of  the  rents  and  profits  («).   And  since  the  act  1  Vict.  c.  26, 

profita^"*wL«e8   ^^^*^  *  devise  carries  the  fee  simple  (a) ;  but  before  tin: 
the  land.  act  it  Carried  no  more  than  an  estate  for  life  unless  words 

of  inheritance  were  added  {b).     But  where  a  testator,  seised  or  pt>s- 
*'  Ground  sessed  of  a  reversion  in  fee  or  for  years,  to  which  rent 

inciude**revep     ^^  incident,  dcviscd  or  bequeathed  his  "ground  rent," 
sion.  not  only  the  rent,  but  the  reversion  would  pass  (c)  ;  as  lie 

(0  Co.  Lit.  5  a. 

(u)  Doe  d.  Belasyse  v.  Lucan,  9  East,  44S. 

ix)  Co.  Lit.  4  b;'  Parker  c  Plummer,  Cro.  El.  190 (  Soathft  Alleine,  1  Salk.  228  ;  Doe  .i 
Goldin  p.  Lakeman,  2  &  &  Ad.  42;  Johnson  v.  Arnold,  1  Ves.  171;  Baines  v   Dixon,  id.  42 

(y)  Mannox  v.  Greener,  L.  R.,  14  Ea.  456. 

(z)  Per  lx)rd  Cranworth,  Blann  a  Bell,  2  D.  M.  &  Q.  78L 

(a)  Plenty  v.  West,  6  C.  B  201;  Mannox  «.  Greener,  L.  R.,  14  Eo.  456.  So  an  indeiiDttc 
bequest  of  the  income  of  personal  estate  passes  the  absolute  interest,  Humphrer  n  Hunf  h- 
rey,  1  Sim.  N.  a  536;  Watkins  v.  We»ton,  32  Beay.  238,  3  D.  J.  &  S.  4S4  O^ftsehil.Ui. 
Buchanan  r.  Harrison,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  965,  31  L  J.  Ch.  74  (indefinite  gift  of  income  cut  d*  «n 
by  context);  Re  Andrew*8  will,  27  Beav.  608  (f^ift  of  interest  to  A.,  and  if  he  dies  without 
issue  over);  Davidson  v.  Kimpton,  18  Ch.  D  218,  217;  Re  Tandy,  Tandy  r.  Tandy,  M  W 
K.  748;  Re  C-oward.  Coward  v.  Larkman,  57  L.  T.  286. 

{b)  Hodson  V.  Ball,  14  Sim.  571,  and  see  Belt  v.  Mftcbelson,  Belt's  SuppL  to  Vesej.  Sen. 
227. 

(c)  Kerry  a  Derrick,  Moore,  771,  Cro.  Jac  104;  Maundy  r.  Maundy,  2  Stnu  1020,  2  Barii. 


1  *'  The  word  *  farm  *  is  one  of  large  import 
both  in  Enirland  and  In  America,  though, 
perhaps,  somewhst  different  in  the  two  coun- 
tries  In  the  former,  it  commonly  implies 
estate  leased  ;  but  as  to  the  term,  it  is  said  to 
be  a  collective  word,  consisting  of  divers 
things  gathered  Into  one,  as  a  me<suage,  land, 
meadow,  pasture,  wood,  common,  &c.  In  this 
country,  a  man  is  generally  the  owner  of  his 
farm,  and  it  is  a  parcel  of  land  used,  occupi- 
ed, managed,  and  controlled  by  one  pro- 
prietor," Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Aldricli  r.  GaskiH, 
10  Cush.  155. 

Two  separate  tracts  of  land  owned  by  the 
testator,  and  occupied  together  by  him,  were 
held  to  pass  under  a  devise  of  his  plantation, 
in  Bradshaw  v.  Ellis,  2  Dev.  &  Q.  £q.  20. 


See  Hampton  v.  Cowles,  4  Dev.  &  R  16.  A 
devise  of  **  the  farm  whereon  I  now  live,  con- 
sisting of  about  one  hundred  and  thirty  arr^, 
with  all  the  buildings  thereon,*' may  p«<c:  a 
tract  of  land  not  immediately  adjacent  to  that 
on  which  the  testator  Ii\'ed,  although  the  tv.-> 
exceeded  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  and 
although  there  were  some  buildings  on  tl'* 
said  tract  of  Innd;  and  portions  of  it.  a<  ••!' 
other  parts  of  the  farm,  were  occasionally  \h 
to  tenants,  for  years  or  at  will,  and  rent  nr> 
ceived  from  them;  the  evidence  showing  that 
said  tract  was  once  a  nart  of  the  testator's 
farm,  and  not  showing  that  it  had  ever  betn 
severed  (rom  iti  Aldrich  «.  GaskiU,  lOCu^k 
155.  As  to  the  word  "homestead*'  set 
Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  105  lU.  850. 
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was  considered,  when  speaking  of  the  ground  rent,  to  mean  by  that 
term  all  the  reversionary  interest,  of  which  the  rent  was  the  im- 
mediate fruit. 

A  devise  of  rents  and  profits  includes  an  advowson  (d)  ;  and  with 
it  of  course  the  right  of  presentation  in  case  the  living  is  vacant; 
unless  the  will  devotes  the  <'  rents  and  profits  "  wholly  AdTowson  will 
to  purposes  which  can  be  answered  only  by  money  or  f^n'JJf  ^^'ji 
money''s  worth,  as  the  augmentation  of  poor  livings  (e),  profits." 
investment  in  lands  (/),  or  the  maintenance  of  children,  and  accumu- 
lation of  surplus  (g) ;  in  which  case  the  right  of  presentation,  not 
being  the  subject  of  profit,  will  result  to  the  heir.  If  the  living  is 
full  the  future  right  of  presentation  may  be  sold  for  the  purposes  of 
the  will,  like  any  other  fruit  of  property  (h) , 

A  devise  of  the  "free  use"(t),  or  of  the  "use  and   Devise  of 
occupation  '*  (k)  of  land,  passes  an  estate  in  the  land,    "  u««  *n<i  ^^ 
and  consequently  a  right  to  let  or  assign  it,  and  is  not   ^*^"P*  *®°' 
confined  to  the  personal  use  *or  occupation  of  the  prop-  [♦742] 
erty,  unless  the  context  clearly  calls  for  the  more  limited 
construction  (l). 

It  is  clear  that  customary  estates,  held  by  copy  of  court  roll, 
although  not  at  the  will  of  the  lord  as  in  the  case  of  Ctutomafy 
proper  copyholds,  will  pass  under  the  denomination  of   'beholds  pass 

as  coDvboiQs 

copyholds,  and  not,  unless  from  special  circumstances, 
under  that  of  freeholds  (m). 

Where  (n)  a  testator,  having  a  fee-simple  in  possession  in  one 
moiety  of  lands  called  H.,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  in   Question 
the  other,  devised  "  All  that  my  part,  purpart,  and  por-   'Whether  one 
tion  of  and  in  the  tenement  called  H.,"  with  otlxer  lands,    moieties '^ 
"and  the  reversion  and  reversions,  remainder  and  re-   P*w«d- 
mainders,  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,"  it  was  held,  that  both 
moieties  passed. 

n.  —  Rejeotion  of  Partial  Inaoooracy  in  Description.  —  In '  deter- 
mining what  property  is  comprehended  in  the  terms  used  to  describe 


K.  B.  a02,  Ga.  temp.  Hard.  143,  Fitz.  70, 288;  Kay  v.  Laxon,  1  B.  C.  C.  76;  and  see  Ashton 
9.  Adamson,  1  Dr.  &  War.  198. 

(d)  Earl  of  Albemarle  v.  Rtigers,  2  Ves.  Jr.  477,  7  B.  P.  C.  Torn!.  622;  Sherraid  v.  Lord 
Harboroagh,  Amb.  167,  per  L.  C. 

(e)  Kensey  v,  Langbam,  Ca.  temp.  Talb.  143. 


if)  Sherfard  v.  L^rd  Harborough,  Amb.  165. 

(a)  Martin  v.  Martin,  12  Sim.  679. 

(A)  Ck>oke  9.  Cholmondeley,  3  Drew.  1;  Cost  v,  Middleton,  11 W.  B.  456;  9  Jar.  K.  S. 
709. 

(t)  Cook  V,  Gerrard,  1  Saund.  181, 186,  e. 

(k)  Whittome  v.  Lamb,  12  M.  &  Wels.  813;  Rabbeth  v.  Squire,  19  Bear.  70,  4  De  G.  &  J. 
406;  Mannox  v.  Greener,  L.  R.,  14  Eq.456.  '<  Occupation  is  not  linng  and  residing:"  per 
Lord  Eldon,  Fillingham  v.  Bromley,  T.  &  R.  536. 

(/)  Maclaren  v.  SUinton,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  199,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  442;  Stone  v.  Parker,  29  id.  874. 

cm)  Roe  d.  Conolly  v.  Vernon,  6  East,  83;  Doe  d.  Ck)ok  v,  Danvera,  7  East,  299. 

(fi)  Doe  d.  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1  T.  R.  105. 
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Falsa  demon-  *^®  Subject  of  deyise,  frequent  recourse  is  had  to  tTj 
strmtio  non  rules  of  construction,  one  of  which  is  expressed  by  '1- 
''^^  *  maxim  **  Falsa  demonstratio  non  nocet  cum  de  corp'\'e 

constat/'  the  other  by  the  maxim  <<  Non  accipi  debent  verba  in  dt- 
monstrationem  falsam  quse  competunt  in  limitationem  yeram." 

The  first  rule  means  that  where  the  description  is  made  up  of  more 
than  one  part,  and  one  part  is  true,  but  the  other  false,  there,  if  tk 
Meaning  of  P&i*t  which  is  true  describe  the  subject  with  suffioi?:!: 
the  rule.  leg^l  certainty,  the  untrue  part  will  be  rejected  and  ti2 

not  vitiate  the  devise.  '*  The  characteristic  of  cases  within  the  n> 
is,  that  the  description,  so  far  as  it  is  false,  applies  to  no  subjett 
Devtue  of  at  all,  and,  so  far  as  it  is  true,  applies  to  one  only  *'  i)!- 

hoi^^^i^A.  T^"8»  ^^  ^^y  ""^  Trig{j9),  where  one  devised  "all  Us 
itreetin  Lon-  freehold  houses  in  Aldersgate-street,  London,"  having  ir. 
woni  freehold  ^'^^  ^nly  leasehold  houses  there,  it  was  held  that  ibe 
rejected.  word  "  freehold "  should  rather  be  rejected  than  tic 

will  be  wholly  void,  and  that  the  leasehold  houses  should  pass. 

So,  in  Blague  v.  Gold  (7),  where  a  testator,  having  two  houses  in 

A.,  one  called  "  The  Corner  House,"  in  the  tenure  of  B.  and  N.,  the 

other  adjoining  thereto  and  in  the  tenure  of  H.,  devist-l 

[•743]  *  "  his  house  called  *  The  Corner  House '  in  A.,  in  the  tenure  of 

"H       called    ^*  ^^^  ^* "  "  ^®  tcstator  having  no  house  in  the  joint 
<  the  corner        tenure  of  B.  and  H.,  it  was  held  that  the  description  by 
in  the  tenure*      t^i^^r®  ^^  mere  surplusagc  and  might  be  rejected, 
of  B.*'   The  Again,  in  Doe  d.  Dunning  v.  Lord  Cranstoun  (r),  where 

J^ted!  "*"  *  testator  recited  that  one  part  of  his  freehold  lands, 

namely,  those  lands  which  he  held  in  the  parishes  of  A., 

Jl^St^nW      ^'9  *°^  ^'>  ^®^  ^®^^  ^^^  *  considerable  period  of  time  by 

as  freehold        his  father's  ancestors  in  the  male  line,  bearing  the  name 

e    topau.       ^^^  ^^j^g  ^£  jy^  ^  hereditary  proprietors  of  the  same; 

he  therefore  devised  *^  the  freehold  lands,  which  he  held  in  the  three 
parishes  aforesaid,"  to  M.  The  testator  had  lands  in  each  of  the 
three  parishes  named,  answering  to  the  given  description  in  every 
respect  except  that  in  the  parishes  of  B.  and  G.  there  were  leaseholii^ 
only.  Upon  the  principle  stated  above,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held 
that  the  leaseholds  passed  by  the  will  (5). 

(0)  Per  Aldenton,  B.,  Morrell  9.  Fisher,  4  Exch.  591;  see  alto  Wigram,  Wills,  pi.  67. 

\p)  1  P.  W.  286 :  and  see  Cox  v.  Bennett,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  483. 

Iq)  Cro.  Car.  447.  473. 

(r)  7  M.  &  Wels.  1;  see  also  Welby  «.  Welbv,  2  V.  &  B.  187;  Denn  d.  Wilkim  r. 
Kemeys,  9  East,  366;  Vicars  Choral  of  Lichfield  V.  Erres,  Sir  W.  Jo.  435,  Cro.  Car.  546.2 
Boll.  Xb.  52,  pi.  26.  So  in  England  p.  Downs,  2  Beav.*  523,  636.  where  there  was  an  t<»4'^>- 
ment  of  all  the  household  goods,  and  all  other  the  effects  of  tne  assignor,  the  |iaiticaUn 
whereof  were  stated  to  be  set  forth  in  an  inTentorv  therennto  annexed,  and  there  wu  in  ^ 
BO  inventory,  it  was  held,  the  deed  wa^  not  void  for  want  of  it,  and  that  the  cfaalteis  v^W' 
be  ascertained  aliunde.    See  also  Wbatelev  r.  Spooner,  3  K.  &  J.  548. 

(t)  But  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  wife  "the  lease  of*  the  house  in  which  be  ^^^^ 
reside  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  He  resided  at  the  date  of  the  will  in  a  hoose  which  be  hf  m 
on  a  short  lease  at  a  rack  rent  He  snbseqnentlj  porehased  a  freehold  house  in  whidt  b< 
resided  at  the  time  of  his  death.  It  was  held  that  the  gift  did  not  pass  th«  freehold  houM  ts 
the  wife,  Re  Knight,  Knight  v.  Burgess,  34  Ch.  D.  518. 
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In  the  application,  however,  of  the  principle  contained  in  this  rule, 
the  Courts  have  not  confined  themselves  to  cases  which  are  strictly 
within  its  terms.     It  is  often  found,  on  a  disclosure  of   Extension  of 
the  facts  of  the  case,  that  of  two  particulars  of  which  the  ^®  '^^ 
description  is  composed,  each  separately  finds  some  corresponding 
subject,  but  the  one  is  applicable  to  a  larger  portion  of  Question 
the  testator's  property  than  the  other,  thereby  raising   JJ-^^I^J^*^  ^ 
the  question  whether  the  more  limited  term  be  restrict   tion  are  not 
tive  of  the  other,  or  expressive  only  of  a  suggestion  or   «>-«xten8ive. 
afiSrmation.     It  is  a  mere  question  of  construction ;  for  it  is  clear 
that,  if  the  answer  be  that  the  more  limited  term  is  merely  sugges- 
tive or  affirmative,  it  will  be  disregarded  in  deciding  upon  the  quan- 
tity to  be  considered  as  covered  by  the  description. 

Now  if  the  testator  describe  the  subject  of  the  devise  as  an  en- 
tire subject,  and  in  terms  of  sufficient  certainty  as  his  farm  called 
A.  or  his  house  in  a  particular  place,  or  his  B.  estate,  or 
*  the  like,  then,  although  he  adds  a  clause  to  the  effect  that  [*744] 
the  farm,  house,  or  estate  is  in  the  occupation  of  a  particular 
tenant,  or  is  situate  in  a  particular  county,  and  it  turns   Limited  tenn 
out  that  such  clause  is  true  only  of  a  part  of  the  farm,   rejected  where 


property  is 


as 


or  house,  or  estate,  the  entire  subject  may  well  pass,  un-  JesmSd 

restricted  by  the  additional  clause,  if  such  a  construe-  an  entire  sub- 

tion  be  in  accordance  with  the  general  intent  of  the  ^  ' 
testator  (t). 

Thus  in  (Joodtitle  d.  Radford  v.  Southern  (u),  where  a  testator  de- 
vised all  that  his  farm,  called  Trogues  Farm^  situate  in  the  parish  of 
D.,  now  in  the  occupation  of  A.  C.  The  question  was,  _  an "  my 
whether  two  closes,  part  of  Trogues  Famiy  but  not  in  farm." 
the  occupation  af  A.  C.,  passed  by  this  devise.  It  was  held  that  the 
devise  comprehended  the  whole  of  Trogues  Farm,  which^was  a  plain 
and  certain  description,  and  was  not  affected  by  the  defective  descrip- 
tion of  the  occupation. 

So,  in  Down  v.  Down  («),  where  A.  devised  all  his  farm  and  lands, 
called  CoWs'foot  Farm,  situate  in  or  near  the  parishes  of  D.,  W.,  and 
T.,  now  on  lease  to  Mary  Field,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  1501.  It  was  held 
that  a  close  of  seven  acres,  called  WUliamspring,  which  was  a  part  of 
CoWs'foot  Farm,  but  was  excepted  out  of  Mary  Fields s  lease,  as  well 
as  out  of  a  subsequent  lease  granted  by  the  testator  to  another  per- 
son, passed  (y)* ;  the  Court  being  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  intention 

(0  See  per  Lord  Ellenboroagfa,  Roe  d.  Conolly  v.  Vernon,  5  East,  80. 

iu)  1  M.  &  Sel.  299;  >iee  also  Paul  r.  Paul.  2  &nrr.  1089,  3  W,  BI  265;  Whitfield  r.  Lang- 
dale,  1  Ch.  D.  61,  as  to  "  Hookland  "  and  ''  Tickeridge.'*  In  the  same  case  it  was  held  that 
a  devise  of  a  *' messuage  and  lands  called  Cla^getts  and  Sievelands'*  carried  the  whole  of 
Olaggett's  farm,  upon  evidence  that  this  farm  mclnded  Claggetts  and  Sievelands  and  a  good 
deal  more,  sed  gu.    Qu.  also  as  to  the  ezclasion  of  the  wood  from  Tickeridga. 

(x)  1  J.  B.  Moo.  80,  7  Taunt.  343. 

(y)  The  farm  consisted  of  about  172  acres. 

1  Under  a  devise  of  "a  lot  of  about  one  of  B.  and  lands  of  W..^'  it  .was  held  that  the 
acrs  of  land,  be  it  more  or  less,  adjoining  land     devisee  took  the  whole  lot,  although  it  was 


r- 


a- 


rrr- 
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of  the  testator  to  pass  the  whole  of  the  f ann,  and  not  that  only  wLicl 
was  in  the  occupation  of  Mary  Fields 

But  though  a  devise  of  '^  my  farm  called  A.  in  the  occupation  of  ?." 
is  not,  under  these  circumstances,  limited  to  that  part  of  tbf  Lrz 
Dwtmction  which  is  in  the  occupation  of  B.,  yet  perhaps  it  dees  r  t 
where  the  re-  follow  that  the  Same  Construction  would  be  given  tr  a 
oca!^^^***  devise  of  "  all  my  farm  in  the  occupation  of  B.  called  1' 
precedes  that  In  this  casc,  the  reference  to  the  occupancy  forms  tk }-!■ 
*"*™*        mary  substantive  part  of  the  description^  and  the  lli^-. 

is  merely  an  addition.   Thus,  in  the  early  case  of  Wo(xirii  l  i- 
[*745]  Osbourn  («),  ♦  where  A.,  having  lands  called  Jfayes  Lit  ^ 

which  extended  into  two  vills,  Cokefield  and  Cranfidd,  devi.-  i 
all  his  lands  in  Cokefield  called  Hayes  Lands  to  J.  S.,  it  seems  to  ha 
been  held  that  the  part  which  was  in  Cranfield  did  not  pass.  Uiil^ 
a  reference  to  locality  be  more  restrictive  than  a  reference  to  occc; ; 
tiou  (a),  tliis  case  seems  to  warrant  the  distinction  suggested.  I: 
to  be  observed,  however,  that  Popham,  C.  J.,  and  Gawdy  and  Yel 
ton,  J  J.,  went  on  to  say,  that  if  the  words  had  been  "all  his  Ira  is 
Hayes  Lands,  in  Cokefield^'  (thus  reversing  the  order),  nothing  hi 
passed  but  the  land  in  Cokefield  (b).  And,  on  the  other  hand,  adiv 
tinction  for  this  purpose  between  a  reference  to  locality  and  a  refer 
ence  to  occupation  is  discountenanced  by  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Beach . 
Earl  of  Jersey  (c). 

Where  subject  Next,  with  regard  to  the  devise  of  a  "  house,''  it  vas 
of  deywe  decided  in  Chamberlaine  v.  Turner  (rf),  where  a  testator 

described  as  ....       .  ,  .      «-rr   "xt  j     '♦ 

"  a  house  "  devised  "  the  house  or  tenement  wherein  W.  J^.  d'^^  • 
temrf  ^^  ^^^^^^  *^®  White  Swan,  in  Old-street,*'  and  it  appeared 
pUcabie  to  that  W.  N.  occupied  only  the  entry  or  alley  of  the  sail 
part  only.  house  and  three  upper  rooms  in  the  same,  divers  other 

persons  occupying  other  parts,  that  the  whole  house  passed  (e). 
An  instance  of  the  similar  use  and  effect  of  the  word  "estate'  » 

(2)  Oo.  El  674;  t.  e.  nom.  Tuttesham  v,  Roberts,  Cro.  Jac  22;  and  Lord  Ellenboroneh ' 
judgment  in  Roe  d.  Conolly  v.  Vernon,  5  £ast,  78.    The  principal  point  in  the  case  in  i"*| 
seems  to  have  been  whether  the  Hayes  Lands,  beln^  so  restricted  in  the  devise  ^oJ.  S..  ^^ 
subject  to  the  same  restriction  in  a  subsequent  devise  of  it  as  Haytt  Lands  generallt".  tr. 
the  decision,  of  course,  was  in  the  affirmative.  •  As  to  words  of  desciiption  being  iisrrGV«> 
by  the  effect  of  the  general  context,  see  Doe  d.  Harns  r.  Greathed,  8  East,  9L 

(a)  See  Doe  d.  Beach  r.  Earl  of  Jersey,  1  B.  &  Aid.  660,  stated  infra.  .  . 

(6)  In  Stukele.v  r.  Butler,  Hob.  171*,  it  is  said,  "it  is  vain  to  Imagine  one  Pf** /JJi; 
another  :  for  though  words  can  neither  be  written  nor  spoken  at  once,  yet  the  mm  01 ' 
author  comprehends  them  at  once,  which  gives  vitam  et  modum  to  the  sentence:"  lee  <^ 
Doe  r.  Oallowav,  6  B.  &  Ad.  60. 

(c)  1  B.  &  Aid.  650,  3  B.  &  Cr.  870. 

(</)  Cro.  Car.  129.  The  court  seems  to  have  treated  the  case  as  if  the  words  had  «*n  ^ 
the  occupation  of  W.  N.,"  which  might  perhaps  be  restrictive,  where  the  terms  •^•' •^,^,, 
would  not  ;  see  per  Lord  Hardwicke,  3  Atk.  9:  see  also  Doe  d.  Hubbard  r.  Habbam,  »"*■ 
B.  227,  per  Erie,  J.,  and  Lord  Campbell,  C  J.  _.,.  ,  -» 

(e)  See  also  Re  Midland  Rail.  Co.,  U  Beav.  626,  sUted  ante,  p.  299;  Hibon  «.  HiboO'  t> 
L.  J.  Ch.  374,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  611  ('*  house  and  premises"). 

nearly  ten  acres,  in  Bear  «.  Bear,  13  Penn.        ^  See  Aldrich  f.  OaakUl,  10  Cv^-  ^^ 
St.  629.    See  M'Clanahan  v,  Kennedy,  1  J. 
J.  Marsh.  332. 
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presented  by  Doe  d.  Beach  v.  Earl  of  Jersey  (/),  where  A.  devised  all 
that  her  "  Britton  Ferry  estate,  with  all  the  manors, 

Estate  " 

advowsons,  messuages,  buildings,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  thereunto  belonging,  and  of  which  the  same  consists." 
In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  after  describing  another  estate,  she 
added,  "  which,  as  well  as  my  B,  F,  estate,  is  situate,  lying  and  being 
in  the  county  of  Glamorgan."    It  turned  out  that  part  of  the  B,  F, 
estate  was  situate  in  the  county  of  Brecon ;  but  it  was  found 
by  special  verdict  that  the  whole  had  been  ♦  known  by  the  [*746] 
name  of  the  Britton  Ferry  estate  for  fifty  years  before  the 
death  of  the  testatrix  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  whole  passed  (g). 

The  sam3  principle  is  illustrated  by  Hard  wick  v,  Hardwick  (A), 
where  the  devise  was  of  "  the  messuages,  lands,  and  premises  called 
The  Dyffrydd,  situate  in  the  parish  of  K.,  now  in  the   «« Messuages 
occupation  of  E. ; "  although  part  of  "  The  Dyffrydd  "   and  lands 
was  not  in  the  parish  of  K.,  and  other  part  was  not  in 
the  occupation  of  E.,  yet  the  whole  was  held  to  pass :    .,  .,j^ 
and  by  Travers  v,  Blundell  (i),  where  a  testator,  having   estate  as  de- 
under  his  father^s  will  power  to  appoint  "all  that  part   ^["i^^i^*;,.^* 
of  R.'8  estate  purchased  by  me,  situate  at  P.,  consisting 
of"   six  specified  closes,    appointed  "all  that  part  of  the  property 
comprised  in  my  late  father's  will  as  is  therein  described  as  that  part 
of  R.'8  estate  purchased  by  my  father,  situate  at  P.,  consisting  of," 
and  then  specifying  four  .only  of  the  six  closes ;  it  was  held  that  all 
six  were  well  appointed.     The  appointment  was  of  a  certain  corpus 
or  subject  as  described  by  the  father's  will,  and  representing  that 
description  to  be  in  certain  specified  terms ;  one  of  the  terms  specified 
differed  from  the  corresponding  term  of  the  description  actually  con- 
tained in  the  father's  will,  and,  not  being  needed  for  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  subject,  was  rejected  as  falsa  demonstratio. 

A  different  construction,  however,  prevailed  in  Hall  v,  Fisher  (k), 
where  a  testator,  by  will  dated  1841,  devised  "all  that  freehold  farm 
called  the  Wick  Farm,  in  Headington,  containing  200 
acres  or  thereabouts,  occupied  by  William  Eeley  as  tenant  struction  in 
thereof  to  me."  It  appeared  that  the  person  from  whom  ^***  *•  ^"^^^f- 
the  testator  claimed  the  Wick  Farm,  which  was  all  freehold,  had  sold 
a  small  portion  of  it,  but  had  continued  to  occupy  it  as  part  of  the 
Wick  Farm,  under  a  demise  from  the  purchasers,  and  to  treat  it  as 
such,  and  that  the  testator  had  let  the  whole  to  W.  Eeley.  There  was 
therefore  a  sufficiently  certain  description,  in  accordance  with  the 

(/)  IB.  &  Aid.  650. 

(g)  Observe  the  a^ement  between  the  principle  of  these  cases  and  that  of  those  which 
are  cited  in  connection  with  the  subject  of  uncertainty,  as  iilnstrative  of  the  rule  that  ifaUe 
addition  does  not  vitiate  a  devise;  see  also  Doe  v.  Nickle^s,  4  Jnr.  660. 

(h)  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  168,  explaining  Pedley  v.  Dodds,  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  810. 

(t)  6  Ch.  D.  436.  See  also  Cunningham  v.  Butler,  3  Gif.  87;  and  cf.  West «.  Lawdaj,  11 
H.  L.  Ca.  875. 

(ib)  1  Coll.  47.    See  also  Emnst  v.  Smith,  2  De  G.  &  S.  722,  stated  ante,  p.  295,  n. 
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testator's  undoubted  intention,  and  oorresponding  in  e^ery  particulii 
but  the  word  freehold  with  the  actual  state  of  the  property ;  bat  Sir  J. 
K.  Bruce,  V.-C.,  said  he  could  not  view  the  case  as  one  of 
[  *747]  falsa  demonstratio ;  that  if  the  word  "  freehold  "  •  had  bef n 
omitted,  the  probability  was,  the  leasehold  in  question  wouli 
have  been  held  to  pass;  but  that  there  was  a  subject  herewbicL 
property  answered  the  description  given  in  the  wilL  But  the  ca^e 
had  been  questioned  (/). 

As  a  subsequent  reference  to  the  occupancy  does  not  limit  a  derlse 
of  a  farm  by  name  to  the  lands  so  occupied,  it  is  clear  that  it  wc^!': 
Sabseqaent  not,  under  such  circumstances,  enlarge  a  devise  in  wLiiL 
reference  to  the  occupancy  extended  to  lands  not  included  in  the  narne. 
doe«  norex-  Consequently,  under  a  devise  of  "  my  Trogues  Parm,  in 
tend  devise.  ^he  occupation  of  A.,"  lands  of  another  farm  in  the  occ!i- 
pation  of  A.  would  unquestionably  not  pass ;  and  this  hypothesis  agrtes 
with  the  principle  of  a  class  of  decisions  stated  in  the  sequel  (m). 

Parts  of  a  description  which,  if  the  will  contained  no  other  devise 
than  that  to  which  they  belong,  would  be  rejected  as  falsa  democ- 
stratio,  sometimes  derive  a  restrictive  force  from  another 
rejected,  if  devise  in  the  same  will,  with  which  they  would  otherwise 
're vent  the  stand  in  contradiction.  Thus,  in  Higham  v.  Baiter  (nX 
devise  being  where  a  testator  devised  his  farm  called  Whiteaere,  aci 
to  wSthen'^*  the  lands  to  the  same  belonging,  then  iu  the  tenure  of 
W.,  to  A.,  and  devised  his  farm  called  Blackacre.  ace 
the  lands  to  the  same  belonging,  to  B. ;  and  it  appeared  that  there 
were  100  acres  of  land  belonging  to  Whiteacre,  and  no  land  belong- 
ing to  Blackacre,  but  that  the  testator  had  let  Whiteacre  with  6^* 
acres  of  the  land  belonging  to  it,  and  the  remaining  40  acres  wit^ 
Blackacre  :  it  was  clear  that  only  so  much  of  the  land  belonging  to 
Whiteacre  as  was  in  the  tenure  of  W.  was  devised  to  A. 

So,  in  Press  v.  Parker  (o),  where  a  testator  devised  to  A.  his  mes- 
suage in  the  parish  of  H.,  wherein  he  then  lived,  with  the  yard,  back 
Whether  ©State  and  premises  thereunto  belonging,  part  of  v^hifh 

devise  passed  fvcLS  in  kis  {the  testator^ s)  awn  occupatumj  and  other  part 
Slii5>ied'by  whereof  was  in  the  occupation  of  C.  and  ]^L ;  and  he 
the  person  devised  to  B.  his  front  messuage  in  K.  street,  in  the 
described.  ^2lt\^\^  of  H.  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  then  in^ 
the  occupation  of  j&.,with  a  right  of  way  to  the  yard  adjoining,  and 
the   use    of   the   pump,    Ac.,    in    the    yard.      The    question  v-as 

(0  Br  Lord  Selborne,  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  177,  ▼ho  also  (id.)  questions  Stone  v.  Greeninf.  ^j 
Sim.  890,  which  ii«  shortly  stated  ante,  p.  628,  n.  Both  of  these  cases  were  also  qo«*ionf:; 
by  Chitty,  J.,  in  Re  Briglit-Smith,  Bright-Smith  r.  Briffht-Smith,  81  Ch.  D.  814,  where  a  p\^ 
oJ  "my  freehold  farm  and  lands »'  was  held  to  pass  S<6  acres  of  copyholds  with  W  «««»'' 
freeholds.  .  __^- 

(m)  See  Doe  d.  Trrrell  v.  Lyford, 4  M.  &  Sel.  560;  Hall «.  Fish«r,  1  GoU.  47;  Dm  d. Beoov 
V.  Ashley,  10  Q.  B.  ()63. 


IWi  Cro.  Rl.  16. 


10  J.  fi.  Moo.  158,  9  Bing.  456. 
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whether  a  coal-cellar  passed  *  to  A.  or  B.  It  was  within  the  [*748] 
range  of  the  house  devised  to  B.^  but  was  in  the  occupation 
of  the  testator,  who  had  put  up  a  partition  between  it  and  B.'s  pre- 
mises, the  entrance  being  from  his  own  house.  It  was  held  that  the 
cellar,  being  in  the  testator^s  occupation,  passed  to  A. ;  the  intention, 
it  was  thought,  being  manifest  to  gire  to  A.  whatever  was  so  occu- 
pied. But  Best,  C.  J.,  said  if  the  latter  devise  had  stood  alone,  the 
words  in  the  occupation  of  E,  might  have  been  deemed  mere  words  of 
description. 

In  connection  with  the  subject  of  the  construction  of  words  re- 
ferring to  occupancy,  it  may  be  here  observed,  that  in  Doe  d.  Temple- 
man  V,  Martin  (^),  where  a  testator  devised  all  his  messuage,  the  Ark 
Cottage,  gardens,  and  lands  at  S.,  rented  to  Mrs.  S.,  and  others  ;  and 
it  was  attempted  to  confine  the  devise  to  a  particular  property  at  S., 
forming  a  distinct  purchase  made  by  the  testator,  of  which  Mrs.  S. 
was  the  principal  occupant ;  the  devise  was  held  to  comprise  all  the 
land  situate  at  S.,  by  whomsoever  rented,  including  a  considerable 
farm,  in  the  occupation  of  a  tenant,  not  Mrs.  S. ;  the  suggestion,  that 
the  testator  could  scarcely  mean  to  describe  a  large  property  in  such 
terms  (omitting  the  name  of  the  tenant),  not  being  allowed  to  prevail 
against  the  clear  import  of  the  words  of  the  will. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  the  foregoing  cases  where  terms  of 
occupancy  or  locality  were  not  allowed  by  reason  of  their  inapplica- 
bility to  particular  portions  of  the  subject  to  exclude   Limited  t«nn 
them  from  the  devise,  those  portions  bore  but  a  small  ^^^    ,. 
proportion  to  the  whole.  But  in  Whitfield  v.  Langdale  (g),   cablilf  to*&rge 
an  erroneous  statement  of  the  acreage  as  being  "  by  esti-  proportion, 
mation  80  acres,  more  or  less,"  was  not  permitted  to  exclude  any  por- 
tion of  the  *'  farm  "  devised,  although  the  real  quantity  was  175  acres, 
and  as  to  a  small  part  of  the  disputed  lands  there  was  a  mistake  also 
made  in  the  locality. 

IIL  —  Property   answering  the   desoription   alone   paBses.  —  But 

if  the  property  is  not  described  by  a  name  comprehending  the 
whole  (r),  a  different  rule  seems  to  prevail :    for  it  is  a 
*  well-settled  canon  of  construction,  that  where  a  given  sub-  [*749] 
ject  is  devised,  and  there  are  found  two  species  of  pro-   Derise  of  pro- 
perty, the  one  technically  and  precisely  corresponding  to   J^JJ^J^J^t^" 
the  description  in  the  devise,  and  the  other  not  so  com-   whole  is 
pletely  answering  thereto,  the  latter  will  be  excluded ;   ^il^^t'eMSly 
though,  had  there  been  no  other  property  on  which  the   anawem  it, 

ip)  4  B.  &  Ad.  770;  conf.  Chester  v.  Chester,  3  P.  W.  55,  where  an  attempt  was  made  to 
limit  the  sense  of  "  elsewhere  '*  by  reference  to  previously  specified  places. 

(q)  1  Ch.  D  61. 

(r)  That  this  circumstance,  however,  is  not  absolutel^r  essential,  but  that  the  same  result 
ma^  follow  from  a  precise  description  of  the  property,  either  by  the  names  of  the  clones  or  by 
their  metes  and  bounds,  appears  from  Doe  d.  SmithV  Galloway,  5  B.  &  Ad.  48.  E  conv.  a 
particular  de«cription  of  parcels  will  restrict  general  terms,  Griffiths  r.  Penson,  9  Jur.  3S5; 
alaitland  v.  Mackinnon«  1  H.  &  C.  607. 
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devise  could  have  operated,  it  might  have  been  held  to  compriBe  the 
less  appropriate  subject. 

As  in  Roe  d.  Ryall  v.  Bell  (5),  where  a  testator  devised  all  his  copy- 
hold estates  situate  at  6.,  which  he  became  entitled  to  on  the  decease 
of  his  father.  The  fact  was,  that  on  the  death  of  his  father,  the  tes- 
tator had  taken  possession  of  two  copyhold  estates  at  6. ;  one  which 
his  father  had  in  his  lifetime  surrendered  to  him  in  fee,  but  of  which 
he  (the  father)  had  retained  possession  until  his  death,  and  another 
which  descended  to  the  testator  as  heir.  It  was  held,  that  as  the  lat- 
ter estate  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  words,  the  former  did  not 
pass  (t). 

Again,  it  has  been  held  (u),  that  a  devise  of  lands  at  W.,  in  the 
parish  of  C,  "  which  I  purchased  of  S,,  did  not  include  lands  not  at 
W.,  though  purchased  of  S.  in  the  parish  of  C.  And  in  Roe  d.  Con- 
oUy  V.  Vernon  (x),  a  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  will  of  all 
the  lands,  &c.,  situate  in  certain  specified  places,  which  he  held  of  the 
manor  of  W.,  being  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lord  in  the  whole  ofAL  10s, 
8^rf.,  ajid  compounded  for,  was  held  to  be  confined  to  copyholds  com- 
pounded for,  though  the  rent  specified  exceeded  the  amount  of  rent 
paid  for  the  compounded  copyholds,  but  did  not  correspond  with  the 
amount  paid  for  the  whole. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Parkin  r.  Parkin  (y),  where  a  testator,  seised  of  a 
house  and  five  acres  of  land  in  his  own  occupation,  and  of  an  inn  and 
nine  acres  of  land  in  the  same  place,  not  so  occupied,  devised 
[*750]  all  his  messuages,  tenements,  lands,  grounds,  *  hereditaments, 
and  premises  situate  at  or  in  the  township  of  A.,  in  the  parish 
of  B.,  aiid  then  in  his  own  occupation,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  cer- 
tain uses,  the  Court  held  that  these  words  were  clearly  restrictive, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  inn  did  not  pass.^ 

In  Pullin  V.  Pullin  («),  a  testator,  reciting  that  he  was  seised  in  fee 
of  divers  freehold  lands  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington,  and  of 
certain  copyholds  within  and  holden  of  the  manor  of  the  Prebendary 

(s)  8  T.  R.  579 ;  see  alM>  Wills  v,  Sayere,  4  Mad.  409;  Doe  d.  Gillard  v.  GUlard,  6  B.  &'Ald. 
785:  and  f^ee  the  rule  exemplified  in  cases  treated  of  ante,  p.  394;  but  see  Doe  d.  Newton  v. 
Taylor,  7  B.  &  C.  384,  wliere  a  devise  by  A.,  of  her  moiety  of  all  her  late  father's  messuages, 
&Cm  situate,  &c.,  was  held  to  extend'  as  well  to  lands  which  had  been  the  property  of  the 
father,  and  had  been  devised  by  him  to  a  granddaughter,  from  whom  ther  baa  descended  to 
the  testatrix,  as  to  those  which'  had  descended  to  her  immediately  from  him.  In  this  case, 
the  terms  used  were  equally  applicaiile  to  both  properties. 

(0  See  also  Wilkinson  v.*  Bewicke,  1  Eq.  Rep-  12.  But  a  devise  of  lands,  which  the 
testator  bad  from  time  to  time  *'  purchased,'*  has  been  held  to  appiv  to  lands  which  he  had 
received  in  exchange,  and  not  (as  contended)  to  be  confined  to  those  which  he  had  bought 
with  money;  the  word  '*  purchase"  admitting,  it  was  considered,  of  application  to  what  waa 
purchased  for  monev  or  lands,  Doe  d.  Me^nrick  v.  Meyrick,  1  Cr.  &  M.  820. 

(«)  Doe  d.  Tvrrell  v,  Lyford,  4  M.  &  SeL  550. 

(x)  5  East,  5i. 

(y)  5  Taunt.  321;  doubted  in  White  v.  Birch,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  174,  led  qn. 

(f)  10  J.  B.  Moo.  464,  3  Bing.  47;  see  also  Wilson  v.  Mount,  3  Yes.  191. 

1  Jackson  v.  Moyer,  13  Johns.  531;  Brown  5  Pick.  513;  Hampton  v.  Cowles.  4  Dey.& 
V.  Saltonsull,  3  Met.  423;  Allen  r.  Richards,     B.  16;  Jackson  v.  Gill,  11  Johns.  21L 
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of  Islington,  and  all  which  lands,  &c.  were  mbject  to  a  mortgage  thereof 
made  hy  him  to  B.  (minutely  referring  to  the  mortgage),  gave  and  de- 
vised all  his  said  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  and  hereditaments ;  it 
was  held  that  twenty-one  acres  of  freehold  land  in  Islington,  not  in 
mxyrtgage  to  B,,  did  not  pass  under  this  devise,  but  were  included  in  a 
general  devise  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  of  the  residue  of  his 
freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estate ;  the  Court  being  of  opinion 
that  the  testator  intended  to  confine  the  former  devise  to  the  property 
in  mortgage  to  K.  It  seems  that  a  contrary  construction  would  have 
left  the  residuary  clause  nothing  to  operate  upon ;  but  this  circum- 
stance was  not  relied  on,  and  seems  indeed  entitled  to  little  weight,  as 
the  clause  embraces  copyholds  as  well  as  freeholds,  and  the  testator 
had  no  copyholds  except  those  in  mortgage.  The  testator's  expres- 
sions certaiuly  indicated  that  he  considered  the  mortgage  as  extend- 
ing over  the  whole  subject  devised. 

And  in  Morrell  v.  Fisher  (a),  where  a  testator  devised  "  all  his  lease- 
hold farm-house,  homestead,  lands,  and  tenements  at  Headington,  held 
under  Magdalen  College,  Oxford,  and  then  in  the  possession  of  T.  B. 
as  tenant  to  him,''  it  was  contended,  that  two  pieces  of  land  at  Head- 
ington, containing  together  twelve  acres  and  being  leasehold,  held  of 
the  college,  but  not  in  the  possession  of  T.  B.,  passed  by  this  devise. 
But  the  Court  of  Exchequer  were  of  a  contrary  opinion,  there  being 
other  lands  which  fully  answered  the  description. 

This  principle  is  applicable  to  descriptions  of  property  by  its 
tenure,  as  freehold,  copyhold,  or  leasehold  (b) ;  and  generally 
to  *  all  terms  of  the  description  of  property,  personal  (c)  as  well  [*751] 
as  real,  but  it  has  most  frequently  been  applied  to  terms  of 
local  description.  Thus,  if  a  testator  have  property  in,  and  property 
contiguous  to  a  particular  street,  parish,  or  county,  it  is  clear  that  a 
devise  of  houses  or  buildings  in  that  street,  parish,  or  county,  will 
carry  the  former  to  the  exclusion  of  the  latter  (d).    So  in  Webber  v. 

(a)  4  Exch.  591 ;  and  nee  Homer  v.  Homer,  8  Ch.  D.  758  (land  at  Stock  Green). 

(6)  Doe  V.  Brown,  11  East,  441;Qaennell  v.  Tamer,  13  fieav.  240  ;  Early  v.  Rathbone,  W. 
N.  1888,  p  64  (deed).  But  where  besides  a  fee  simple  estate  in  one  part  and  a  leasehold 
interest  in  a  second  part  of  a  block  of  buildings  in  A.  street  and  B.  court,  a  testator  had  in  a 
third  part  of  the  same  block  a  leasehold  interest  in  possession,  and  (sobject  to  an  intermediate 
reversionan'  term)  the  ultimate  reversion  in  fee :  and  devised  his  *'  freehold  messuaf^es  in  A. 
street  and  B.  court; "  it  was  held  that  everything  passed  in  which  he  had  the  fee,  and  that 
as  he  had  the  fee  in  the  third  part,  although  he  had  another  sort  of  Interest  in  it  besides,  jet 
it  passed,  being  sufficiently-  denoted  as  the  thing  intended,  Mathew  o.  Mat  hew,  L.  R.,  4  Rq. 
278.  A  gift  of  "  real  estate"  now  passes  leaseholds,  Re  Davison,  Greenwall  v.  Davison,  W. 
N.  1888.  p.  41. 

(c)  Ridge  V.  Newton,  2  D.  &  War.  239;  Qnennell  v.  Turner,  13  Beav.  240;  Oakes  v. 
Oakes,  9  Harp,  666  (but  as  to  *^ shares*'  in  a  company  being  identical  with  "stock,'*  see 
now  Morrice  v.  Avlmer,  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  148,  7  H.  L.  717) ;  Mavberv  v.  Brooking.  7  D.  M.  &  G. 
678;  Slingsby  v.  i^rainger,  7  H.  L.  Ca.  273;  Gilliatv.  Gilliat,  28*  Beav.  481;  Ex  parte  Kirk, 
5  Ch.  D.  800.  But  a  gift  of  "  shares  "  will  not  generally  pass  debenture  stock,  Re  Bodman, 
Bodman  v.  Bodman  (1891),  3  Ch.  135. 

(d)  See  Doe  d.  Browne  v.  Greening.  3  M.  &  Sel.  171;  Pogson  ».  Thomas,  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
337;  Smith  v.  Ridgway,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  46,  331;  Evans  v,  Angell,  26  Beav.  202:  Lister  v. 
Pickford,  34  Beav.  676'  But  where  a  house,  with  the  appurtenances,  is  described  to  be  in  a 
certain  place,  lands  quasi  appurtenant  to  the  house  may  pass,  though  not  in  that  place, 
Boocher  v,  Samford,  Cfro.  £1. 113;  and  see  Moser  v,  Piatt,  14  Sim.  95. 
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Webber  v.         Stanley  (e),  where  a  testatrix  first  charged  her  Welsh  ea- 
Stanley.  tatcs  with  a  8um  of  money  as  ^'an  addition  to  her  Ted- 

worth  estates  thereinafter  devised,"  then  gave  her  mansion-house  at 
Tedworth,  in  the  county  of  Hants,  and  all  her  manors,  farms,  lands, 
&c.  in  the  county  of  Hants,  devised  to  her  by  her  husband  (subject  to 
the  annuities  charged  thereon  by  his  .will),  and  all  other  her  heredit- 
aments in  the  county  of  Hants,  <'all  which  hereditaments  in  the 
county  of  Hants  were  thereinafter  described  as  her  Ted  worth  estates," 
to  uses  in  strict  settlement,  and  she  subsequently  referred  to  ''her 
said  Tedworth  estates : "  it  appeared  that  the  husband,  being  owner 
of  property  in  Hants  and  Wilts,  together  known  as  ''  the  Tedworth 
Estate,"  had  devised  to  the  testatrix  all  his  estates  at  or  near  Ted- 
worth, charged  with  certain  annuities:  it  also  appeared  that  there 
was  only  one  manor  in  Hants,  but  several  in  Wilts,  that  some  of  the 
farms  of  "  the  Tedworth  Estate  "  lay  partly  in  one  county  and  partly 
in  another;  and  that  the  charges  thrown  on  the  devised  property  were 
or  might  become  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  Hants  prop- 
erty. It  was  held  in  C.  P.  that  the  words  "  in  the  county  of  Hants  " 
were  not  falsa  demonstratio,  but  confined  the  devise  to  lands  in  that 
county.  Erie,  C.  J.,  delivered  judgment  and  "laid  down  the  law  with 
a  clearness  and  authority  which  cannot  be  strengthened  or  added 
to "  (f) :  there  was  a  property  which  every  part  of  the  de- 
[*762]  scription  fitted,  and  on  which  •  every  word  of  it  had  full  ef- 
fect: if  the  testatrix  had  devised  "her  Tedworth  estates" 
simply,  that  would  have  suflced ;  but  that  phrase  was  never  used  by 
her  without  referring  to  the  definition  (her  "  said  "  Tedworth  estates), 
which  confined  it  to  property  in  Hants.  As  to  the  word  "manors" 
(in  the  plural ),  it  occurred  only  in  a  sweeping  general  clause ;  and  as 
to  the  charges,  a  similar  disproportion  had  been  disregarded  in  Doe 
d.  Templeman  v.  Martin  (g)  ;  and  such  considerations  could  not  out- 
weigh the  clear  words  of  the  devise. 

So,  in  Doe  d.  Ashforth  v.  Bower  (A),  where  a  testator  devised  all 
his  messuages,  tenements,  or  dwelling-houses,  and  buildings,  situate 

at,  in,  or  near  Snig  Hill,  in  SheflSeld,  which  he  had  lately 
near/*  bow  purchased  from  the  Duke  of  Norfolk.  The  testator  had 
oonstrned.  gj^^  houses  at  Sheffield,  all  purchased  from  the  Duke,  and 
comprised  in  one  conveyance,  four  of  which  houses  were  distant 
about  twenty  yards  from  Snig  Hill,  and  the  remaining  two  about 
four  hundred  yards  therefrom.  The  testator  had  redeemed  the  land 
tax  for  all  the  houses  by  one  contract.    It  was  held,  that  the  devise 

U)  16  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  698,  Tirtumlly  OTemiling  Stanley  v.  Stanley,  S  J.  &  H.  491,  on  samo 
will. 

(/)  Per  WiDes,  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Ridg^way,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  332. 

(a)  4B.  &Ad.771. 

(A)  8  B.  &  Ad.  453.  See  also  Attwater  «.  Attwater,  18  Bear.  880.  The  ease  of  Newton  v. 
Lucas,  6  Siro.  54,  is  generally^  cited  in  sappoit  of  the  same  position;  but  the  final  decision  was 
given,  under  the  particular  circnmstances,  in  favor  of  the  greater  comprehensiTeiiess  of  the 
devise,  1  My.  &  Cr.  391. 
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did  not  comprise  the  two  latter  houses^  part  only  of  the  description 
applying  to  them,  and  there  being  other  houses  to  which  the  whole  of 
the  description  did  apply. 

But  if  the  testator  had  no  property  in  the  street  named,  a  contigu- 
ous property  may  pass.    Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Humphreys  v,  Eoberts  (i), 
where  a  testator  devised  all  that  his  messuage  or  dwell-   Description 
ing-house,  with    the    appurtenances,   situate   in  High-  applied  to  a 
street,  in  the  town  of  Holywell,  wherein  his  mother   J^ic^ySaiing 
inhabited,  and  nearly  opposite  to  the  White-horse  inn,   ▼Jthm  it,  for 
together  with  the  shop  adjoining  the  said  messuage,  and  more  appn^ 
all  and  every  his  buildings  and  hereditaments  in  the   pria^^on®- 
same  street,  to  A.    It  appeared  that  the  testator  had  only  one  house 
in  High-street,  and  that  was  occupied  by  his  mother ;  but  he  had  two 
cottages  in  a  lane  called  Bakehouse-lane,  behind  the  house,  from 
which  it  was  separated  by  a  road  wide  enough  to  admit  carriages ; 
but  there  was  no  thoroughfare  in  the  lane,  and  the  only  entrance  to 
it  was  out  of  High-street,  under  an  arch  a  little  below  the  testator's 
house.    It  was  held  that  these  cottages  passed  under  the  de- 
vise, the  Court  relying  *  much  on  the  fact  that  the  testator  [*753] 
had  no  other  property  which  could  answer  to  that  part  of  the 
description ;  and  there  being,  it  was  thought,  a  clear  intention  to  pass 
some  property  in  the  street  in  addition  to  the  house ;  and  as  there 
was  no  access  to  them  but  from  the  street,  it  was  considered  that  the 
cottages  might,  without  much  impropriety,  be  described  as  situate  in 
the  street. 

It  is  observable,  that  if  the  cottages  in  question  had  not  passed 
under  this  devise,  there  was  a  general  clause  which  would  have  com- 
prised them,  so  that  the  construction  was  not  induced  by  an  anxiety 
to  avoid  intestacy. 

It  is  clear  however  that  where  a  testator  having  lands  in  a  certain 
county,  devises  all  his  estates  in  another  county,  in  which  he  has 
actually  no  property,  the  lands  in  the  former  county   Devise  of  lands 
will  not  pass  {k).    So  also  a  bequest  of  moneys  stand-  in  one  county 
ing  in  the  testator's  name  at  a  particular  bank  in  which   lands  m  an- 
the  testator  has  no  account  at  his  death  will  not  pass   ®^^*'  ^^°*y- 
moneys  standing  in  his  name  in  another  bank  ([). 

And  though  a  testator  may  show  by  the  context  of  his  will,  that  he 
uses  a  local  appellation  in  a  peculiar  and  extraordinary  sense,  yet  this 
hypothesis  will  not  be  adopted  upon  slight  and  equivocal  grounds. 
Thus,  where  (m)  the  devise  was  of  a  testator's  lands,  "  in  Levering- 
ton,"  and  it  appeared  that  there  was  within  the  parish  of  this  name  a 

(0  5  B.  &  Aid.  407  ;  Baddelej  v.  GinffeU,  1  Excb.  319;  Goodright  d.  Lamb  v.  Pears,  11 
East,  58 ;  Nightingall  v.  Smith,  1  Exch.  870;  Doe  d.  Campton  v.  Carpenter,  16  Q.  B.  181. 

(ib)  MiUer  v.  Trayers,  1  Moo.  &  Sc.  842,  8  Bing.  S44;  Pogson  «.  Thomas,  6  Bing.  N.  C 
837;  Moser  v.  Piatt,  14  Sim.  95. 

(0  Re  Howes,  Chabot  v.  Chabot,  W.  N.,  1882,  p.  102. 

(m)  Doe  d.  Edwards  9.  Johnson,  6  Nev.  &  M.  281. 
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district  called  Leverington's  Parson's  Drove,  for  which  a  chapel  of 
ease  had  long  ago  been  endowed,  and  that  the  testator  had  lands  in 
the  parish  which  were  within  the  chapelrj,  and  lauds  in  the  parish 
which  were  not;  it  was  contended, that  this  devise  was  to  be  confined 
to  the  latter,  on  the  ground  that  the  testator  had  himself  distin- 
guished the  parish  and  the  chapelry  by  describing  himself  to  be  '^  of 
Leverington,"  and  one  of  his  devisees  as  being  of  '^  Leverington  Par- 
son's Drove:"  but  the  Court  held,  that  the  lands  in  the  parish, 
whether  in  the  chapelry  or  not,  passed  by  the  devise ;  Lord  Denman 
observing,  that  though  if  the  description  of  locality  had  been  "  Lever- 
ington Parson's  Drove,"  that  would  have  been  exclusive  of  every 
other  part  of  the  parish ;  yet  the  use  of  the  larger  term  did  not  ex- 
elude  the  less. 

But  in  a  case  (n)  where  a  man  was  seised  of  land  in  a  vill 

[*754]  and  *  in  two  hamlets  of  the  same  vill,  and  devised  all  his 

lands  being  in  the  vill,  and  in  one  of  the  two  hamlets  by 

name,  it  was  held  that  nothing  of  the  land  in  the  other  hamlet  should 

pass ;  for  the  naming  of  the  one  hamlet  argued  his  intent  fully. 

In  regard  to  proximity,  it  has  been  decided  that  a  devise  of  estates, 
''Estates in  situate  "in  or  near  Latchingdon,  near  Maldon,"  did  not 
or  near  L.,         include  a  close  which  was  situated  four  or  six  miles  from 

Latchingdon,  and  in  the  town  of  Maldon  (o). 

Some  minute  but  not  unserviceable  criticism  was  devoted  to  the 
words  "  at  or  within "  in  Homer  v.  Homer  (p),  where,  among  other 
"  Lands  at  or  devises  of  distinct  properties,  one  "  in  the  parish  of  "  A., 
within  D."  another  "  in  the  parish  of  "  B.,  and  a  third  "  in  the  parish 
of"  C,  a  testator  devised  "his  manor  of  D.,  and  all  his  messuages, 
tenements,  and  lands  at  or  within  D.  then  in  the  occupation  of  J.  S." 
The  testator  had  two  farms,  the  greater  part  of  which  was  in  the  par- 
ish (which  was  co-extensive  with  the  manor)  of  D.,  but  a  small  part 
of  each  was  in  an  adjoining  parish,  separated  from  the  bulk,  in  the 
one  case  by  a  hedge  (which  was  close  to  the  church  of  D.),  in  the 
other  by  a  high  road.  It  was  held  by  Fry,  J.,  that  the  outlying  por- 
tions did  not  pass  by  the  devise.  The  true  meaning  of  "at,"  when 
applied  to  a  place  which  might  include  a  farm,  was,  in  his  opinion, 
"within,"  i.  e.,  in  the  present  case  within  the  parish  of  D.,  and  "at 
or  within  "  meant  "  at,"  that  is  to  say,  "  within."  But  bis  decision 
was  reversed  by  the  L.  JJ.,  who  held  that  D.  meant  the  place  so 
called,  not  the  parish  of  D.  They  thought  it  would  be  an  inaccuracy 
in  language  to  speak  of  houses  or  lands  "at"  a  place  the  bounds  of 

(n)  Anon.,  8  Dy.  361.  pi.  87.  In  the  parish  of  S*reet  were  two  rills,  viz.  Street  and  Wal- 
ton; bv  fine  leviea  of  '*all  his  lands  in  Street/*  land  in  Walton  did  not  pass,  Stock  v.  Fox. 
Cro.  Jac.  120.  But  this  is  explained  to  have  been  because  the  law  then  took  notice  only  of 
civil,  not  (unless  named)  of  ecclesia^ticftl.  diyisions,  4  Crui.  Difi;.  p.  965. 

(o)  Doe  d.  Dell  v.  Pigott,  1  J.  B.  Moo.  374,  7  Taunt.  553;  see  also  Doe  «.  Bower,  3  B. 
&  Ad.  453. 

ip)  8  Ch.  D.  758.  See  also  Att.-Gen.  v.  Homer.  11  App.  Ca.  66,  which  was  a  ease  ef  a 
grant  by  charter  of  a  market  "in  siye  Jnxta '*  a  particalar  localitj. 
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which  were  at  the  same  time  expressly  or  impliedly  indicated^  e.  ^., 
"  at "  a  county,  or  "  at "  a  parish ;  but  that  "  at "  was  the  appropriate 
preposition  when  speaking  of  lands  with  reference  to  localities  as  to 
which  no  such  bounds  were  indicated,  «.  ^.,  "at"  a  town,  or  "at"  a 
village ;  hence  in  the  present  case  the  proper  meaning  of  the  words 
was  at  or  within,  not  the  parish,  but  a  more  indefinite  district  taking 
its  name  from  the  church  of  D.  (there  being  in  the  parish  no  village, 
but  only  scattered  houses) ;  and  that  this  was  made  plainer 
by  the  almost  pointed  absence  *  from  this  particular  devise  of  [*755] 
the  word  "  parish."  Thus  "  at  or  within  "  meant  "  whether  at 
or  within,"  and  each  word  had  its  proper  meaning. 

Sometimes  the  application  of  the  principle  in  question  is  embar- 
rassed by  the  circumstance,  that  the  terms  of  description,  though  not 
applicable  to  any  property  of  the  testator,  precisely  an-    ^^^  ^^^^ 
swer  to  the  property  of  some  other  person.  For  instance,   there  is  prop- 
a  testator  having  a  manor,  called  North  Dale,  in  A.,   other^answer- 
devises  his  manor,  called  South  Dale,  in  A.    Now,  sup-   mg  to  the 
posing,  that  there  was  in  A.  no  manor  of  South  Dale,  the     ®^"P*»o"- 
authorities  would  authorize  the  application  of  the  devise  to  the  manor 
of  North  Dale ;  but  if  it  should  turn  out  that  there  was  in  A.  a  manor 
called  South  Dale,  belonging  to  some  other  person,  it  might  be  con- 
tended that  the  testator  conceived  himself  to  have  some  devisable 
interest  in  the  manor  of  South  Dale,  and  intended  to  devise  that  in- 
terest, or  in  respect  of  wills  operating  under  the  present  law,  he 
might  have  contemplated  the  subsequent  acquisition  of  a  devisable 
interest  in  such  manor. 

It  may  here  be  observed  that  though  an  advowson  is  a  heredita- 
ment (q),  it  is  merely  a  right  collateral  to  the  land,  and  is  not  prop- 
erly described  as  "  situate  at "  a  particular  place ;  and   whether  gift 
accordingly  it  would  seem  that  a  devise  of  all  my  here-   o*  herediUr 
ditaments  at  A.,  will  not  pass  an  advowson,  unless,  upon   at  A."  will 
an  examination  of  the  whole  will,  there  is  clear  indica-   pM«»<ivowsoiL 
tion  of  the  testator's  intention  that  it  should  pass  (r). 

(q)  See  ante,  p.  733. 

(r)  Crompton  v,  Jarratt,  30  Ch.  D.  298,  which  was  a  case  of  a  settlement  br  deed.    The 

aaestion  whether  or  not  there  was  other  property  on  which  the  instrument  could  operate  at 
le  date  of  its  execution  is  immaterial  in  the  case  of  a  wUl  under  the  present  law.    See  also 
Kensey  v,  Langham,  Cas.  t.  Talb.  148. 


[♦756] 
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I.  —  General  Rale  in  regard  to  Teatins;.  — The  law  is  said  to  favor 
the  vesting  of  estates  (a)  ^  the  effect  of  which  principle  seems  to  be. 
General  rule  ^^^t  property  which  is  the  subject  of  any  disposition, 
as  to  vesting,  whether  testamentary  or  otherwise,  will  belong  to  the 
object  of  gift  immediately  on  the  instrument  taking  effect,  or  so  soon 
afterwards  as  such  object  comes  into  existence,  or  the  terms  thereof 
will  permit.  As,  therefore,  a  will  takes  effect  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, it  follows,  that  any  devise  or  bequest  in  favor  of  a  person  in 
esse  simply  (t.  «.,  without  any  intimation  of  a  desire  to  suspend  or 
postpone  its  operation),  confers  an  immediately  vested  interest.' 

(a)  The  same  principle  prevails  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  Carlton  v.  Thompaon,  L.  R.,  1  Sc 
Ap.  238;  Taylor  v.  Graham,  3  App.  Ca.  1287. 


1  For  affirmation  and  illustration  of  this 
rule  see  Watkins  v,  Quarles,  33  Ark.  179; 
Legwin  v,  McRee,  79  6a.  430;  Clanton  v. 
Estes,  77  Ga.  352 ;  Hudgens  v.  Wilkins.  id. 
655;Scofield9.  Olcott,  120  III.  362;  Wood 
V.  Ballard,  151  Mass.  324 ;  Denny  v.  Kettell, 
135  Mass.  138;  Pike  v.  Stephenson,  99  Mass. 
188;  Richardson  v.  Wheatland,  7  Met.  171; 
Person  «.  Dodge,  23  Pick.  287 ;  Olnev  r.  Hall, 
21  Pick.  311;  Shattuck  v.  Stedman,  2  Pick. 
468;  Toms  v.  Williams,  41  Mich.  552;  Chew 
V.  Keller,  100  Mo.  362;  In  re  Collier,  40  Mo. 
287;  Kennard  v.  Kennard,  63  N.  H.  303; 
Moore  v.  Lvons,  25  Wend.  119;  Gallowav  9, 
Carter.  106  N.  C.  Ill;  McCall's  Appeaf,  86 
Penn.St. 254;  Kine:  v.  King,  IWatts  &  S.  205; 
Weatherhead  v.  Stoddard,  58  Vt.  623;  Stokes 
»  Van  Wvck,  83  Va.  724;  Baker  v.  McT^eod, 
79  Wis.  634  (citing  Arthur  v.  Scott,  113  U.  S. 
340);  Bumham  v.  Bumham,  id.  557;  Scott  v. 
West,  63  Wis.  529. 

But  the  favor  shown  to  vested  interests 
is  not  to  be  so  far  pressed  as  to  defeat  the  in- 
tent of  the  testator.  Richardson  v.  Wheat- 
land, 7  Met.  171.    And  while  there  has  been 


some  variance  amon^  the  authorities  concern- 
ing the  legal  distinctions  between  vested  and 
contingent  estates,  the  cases  agree,  first,  in 
favoring  the  vesting  of  interests,  and,  seo- 
ondly,  m  treating  fature  faitereats  as  vested 
where  there  is  any  present  vested  interest  in 
the  income  of  the  property.  Toms  «.  Wil- 
liams, 41  Mich.  562,  565;  Kogers  v.  Rogers, 
11  R.  I.  38;  Dale  r.  White,  33  Conn.  294;  and 
many  other  cases.  A  contingent  interest  in 
real  and  personal  estate  may  so  vest  that  it 
will  go  to  the  real  and  personal  representative 
of  the  person  interestea^  if  he  dies  before  the 
liappening  of  the  contingency.  Winslow  v. 
Goodwin,  7  Met.  363.  Where,  however,  the 
existence  of  the  donee  at  a  particular  time 
makes  part  of  the  contingencv,  the  interest 
cannot  aesoend.  Id.  p.  879.  &be  post,  p.  767, 
note  1. 

s  The  term  *' vested  '*  is  sometinMa  used  in 
the  sense  of  **  alienable.*'  It  is  proper  enough 
to  use  it  in  that  sense  in  certain  places  where 
it  is  not  brought  into  connection  with  the 
word  "contingent;"  but  in  the  recent  case 
of  Putnam  «.  Stoiy,  138  Mass.  205,  a  learned 
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If  woids  of  futurity  are  introduced  into  the  gift,  the  question 
arises  whether  the  expressions  are  inserted  for  the  purpose  of  post- 
poning the  vesting  or  point  merely  to  the  deferred  possession  or  en- 
joyment.* 

It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  a  testator  creates  a 
particular  estate,  and  then  goes  on  to  dispose  of  the  ulterior  interest, 
expressly  in  an  event  which  will  determine  the  prior  estate,  the  words 
descriptive  of  such  event,  occurring  in  the  latter  devise,  will  be  con- 
strued as  referring  merely  to  the  period  of  the  determination 
of  the  possession  or  enjoyment  under  *  the  prior  gift,  and  not  [*757] 
as  designed  to  postpone  the  vesting.  Thus,  where  a  testator 
devises  lands  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  B.  in  fee,  the 
respective  estates  of  A.  and  B.  (between  whom  the  entire  fee-simple 
is  parcelled  out)  are  both  vested  at  the  instant  of  the  death  of  the 
testator,  the  only  difference  between  the  devisees  being,  that  the  es- 
tate of  the  one  is  in  possession,  and  that  of  the  other  is  in  remainder.* 

judge  speaks  of  *'a  rested  interest  in  a  con-  99  Mass.  188;  White  v.  Curtis,  12  Gray,  54; 

tingent  remainder/'  —  an  incautious  expres-  Bartow  v.  Bigelow,  4  Gray,  353;  Fay  v.  Syl- 

sion  surely.   Such  an  expression  might  lead  to  vester,  2  Gray,  171 ;  Wight  v.  Shaw,'  5  Cush. 

serious  results  in  the  application  of  the  rule  56;  Brown  v.  Lawrence,  3  Cush.  880;  Chew 

against  perpetuities^  if  not  in  other  cases,  by  v.  Keller,  100  Mo.  362 ;  Wiggin  v.  Perkins, 

an  incautious  or  uuinstructed  conveyancer  or  64  N.  H.  36;  Crosby  v.  Crush v,  id.  77;  Bal- 

judge.  *  lentine  v.  Wood,  48  ]^.  J.  Eq.  552 ;  Williams 

The  fact  that  a  legacy  once  vested  is  cat  v.  Freeman,  98  N.  Y.  577 ;  Monarque  v.  Mon- 

off  by  a  condition  subsequent  annexed  to  it  an^ue,  80  N.  Y.  320 :  Womrath  v.  McCor- 

will  'not  prevent  the  legatee  from  holding  mick.  51  Penn.  St.  504;  Lantz  v.  Truster.  37 

the  benefit  of  his  legacy  to  the  end  of  a  Penn.  St.  482;  Ross  v.  Drake,  id.  373;  King 

Year   after  the  testator's   death.      Quigley  v.  King,  1  Watts  &  S.  207;  Shuler  p.  Ball, 

V.  Gridley,  132  Mass.  35;  P«)8t  v.  Van  Hou-  15  S.  C.  421;  Farrow «.  Farrow,  12  S.  C.  168 

ten,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  82  (citing  Condict  v.  King,  It  matters  not  whether  the  interest  is  legal 

2  Beasl.  375;  Rowev.  White,  1  C.  £.  Green,  or  equitable.    Loring  v.  Games,  148  Mass. 

411).    Nor  will  security  be  reauired  of  the  223. 

legatee  unless  there  is  dangler  tnat  the  prop-        If  a  limitation  over  depends  upon  an  event 

erty   will  be   wasted  bv   him.     Quigley  v.  sure  to  happen,  and  the  ^rsons  who  are  to 

Gridley,  supra  (citing  Flske  v,  Cobb,  6  Gray,  take  can  be  ascertained  during  the  continuance 

144);    Post  V.  Van  Uouten,    supra  (citing  of  the  particular  estate,  tlie  estate  is  vested. 

Bowe  V.  Whitej  supra).  If  it  depends  upon  an  event  which  may  or 

1  Of  course  it  matters  not  that  the  estate  may  not  happen,  or  if  it  is  uncertain  whether 

given  is  "  to  be  set  apart,"  or  payment  made,  any  person  will  ever  be  in  existence  who  can 

to  the  donee  at  a  future  time.    The  estate  is  take,  the  estate  is  contingent.     Famam  v. 

still  vested.    Higgins  9.  Waller,  67  Ala.  396 ;  Famam,  53  Conn.  261.     See  Wilkinson  v. 

Dale  V.  White,  33  Conn.  294;    Bushnell  v.  Sherman,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  513. 
Carpenter,  92  N.  Y.  270 ;   Green  v.  Green,        So  when  the  only  gift  is  in  a  direction  to 

86  a.  C.  546.    But  see  Jones  v.  Massey,  9  pay  at  a  future  time,  and  the  will  does  not 

Rich.  N.  S.  376.     A  gift  at  discretion  of  otherwise  indicate  any  intention  to  make  a 

another  is  not  a  contingent  gift.     Fales  v,  present  gift,  the  remainder  will  generally  be 

Fales,  148  Mass.  42.  construed  contingent     But  when  the  Ian- 

3  For  illustration  see  Doe  v.  Considine,  6  gnage  imports  a  gift  an<i  a  direction  to  pay  in 

Wall.  458;  Smith  v.  Bell,  6  Peters,  68;  Kumpe  the  future,  the  legacy  vests  at  the  testator's 

V.  Coons,  63  Ala.  448;  Throop  v.  Williams,  death.      Faraam  v.  Vamam,  53   Conn.  261 

5  Conn.  98;  Lnf borrow  v.  Kock,  75  Ga.  448;  (citing  Traver  r.  Schell,  20  N.  Y.  89;  Manice 

Scofield  V.  Olcott,  120  HI.  362;   Marvin  «.  v.  Manice,  43  N.  Y.  303;  Warner  v.  Durant, 

I^dwith,  111  111.   144;  Bruce  r.  Btssell,  119  76  N.  Y.  133;  Smith  v.  Edwards,  88  N.  Y. 

Ind.  526;  Hoover  v.  Hoover.  116  Tnd.  498;  92);  Griffin  v.  Shepard,  124  N.  Y.  70  (citing 

I/oring  V,  Caraes,  148  Ma.<«8.  223  (citing  Mer-  Crooke  v.  Kings,  97  N.  Y.  449 ;  Beardsley  v. 

riam  v.  Simonds,   121   Mass.   198 ;  Dodd  v.  Hotchkiss,  96  N.  Y.  200).   See  Scofield  r.  01- 

Winsfiip,  144  Mass.  461;  Cummings  o.  Cum-  cott,  120  III.  362;  McCartney  v.  Osburn,  118 

mings,  146  Mass.  501;  Dorr  v.  Lovering,  147  111.  403.    It  is  not  uncertainty  of  enjoyment, 

Mass.  530);  Dole  v,  Keves,  143  Mass.  237;  bat  uncertainty  of  the  right  of  enjoyment, 

Schwaunz  v.  Goes,  132  Mass.  141:  Weston  v.  that  makes  the  test.    Wiggin  v.  Perk'ins,  64 

Weston,  125  Mass.  268 ;  Pike  v.  Stephenson,  N.  H.  36;  Crosby  o.  Crosby,  id.  77;  Kennard 


774         DEVISES  AND  BBQUBSTS,  TB8TBD  OB  OONTINOENT.      [CH.  ZXY. 

On  the  same  principle,  where  a  person  who  is  entitled  to  a  reyer- 
sion  or  remainder  in  fee,  expectant  on  an  estate  tail  in  himself,  or  in 
.  any  other  person,  by  his  will  devises  the  property  in 

veraioDs  and  question,  in  the  event  of  the  person  who  is  tenant  in  tail 
remaindera.  dying  without  issue,  this  is  construed  as  an  immediate 
disposition  of  the  testator's  reversion  or  remainder.  If  the  contin- 
gency described  corresponds  precisely  with  the  event  which  deter- 
mines the  existing  estate  tail,  no  difficulty  exists  in  applying  this  rule 
of  construction ;  but  it  frequently  happens,  that  the  terms  used  by 
the  testator  do  not  completely  answer  to  the  event  in  question ;  as, 
for  instance,  where  the  reference  is  to  issue  generally,  and  the  sub- 
sisting estate  is  restricted  to  issue  of  a  particular  marriage  or  sex. 
In  such  cases,  the  reasonable  conclusion  would  seem  to  be  that  the 
discrepancy  arises  merely  from  an  inaccuracy  in  the  description  of 
the  reversion  or  remainder,  and  that  it  does  not  show  a  different  in- 
terest to  have  been  in  the  testator's  contemplation ;  and  such,  accord- 
ingly, seems  to  have  been  the  prevailing  doctrine  of  the  cases  (b). 

It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  that  where  a  remainder  is  limited  in  de- 
fault OT  for  want  of  the  object  or  objects  of  the  preceding  limitation. 
Words  of  de-  ^hese  words  mean,  on  the  failure  or  determination  of  the 
faait,  or  for  prior  estate  or  estates,  and  do  not  (as  literally  construed 
Ject  of*prior  ^^^7  ^o^ld)  render  the  ulterior  estate  contingent  on 
esutes,  how  the  event  of  such  prior  objects  or  objects  not  coming 
COM  rue  .  j^^  existence.  In  short,  they  signify  all  that  is  com- 
prehended in  the  word  ''remainder,"  being  merely  an  expression 

employed  by  the  testator  in  carrying  on  the  series  of  lim- 
[•758]    itations  (c).      The  ulterior  estate,  therefore,  is  •a  vested 

remainder,  absolutely  expectant  on  the  failure  or  determina- 
tion of  the  prior  estate. 

(b)  Wellin^on  v.  Wellington,  1  W.  Bl.  645, 4  Barr.  2165,  post;  French  «.  Caddell,  3  & 
P.  C.  Toml.  257,  pottt;  Jones  v,  Morgan,  Fea.  C.  R.  329;  Lytton  v.  Lytton,  4  B.  C.  C.  441. 
Egerton  r.  Jones,  3  Sim.  409.  The  c  se  of  Banks  v.  Holme,  1  Russ.  394,  n.,  indeed,  favors  a 
more  rigid  construction ;  but  Lord  Eldon^s  strictures  apon  this  case,  in  Morse  v.  Lord  Or> 
monde,  1  Ru89.  405,  afford  ground  to  infer  that  it  did  not  coincide  with  his  own  opmion. 
The  strict  rule  there  adopted  certainly  exacts  from  testators  more  of  technical  correctness 
than  it  has  been  usual  to  rec^uire,  and  clearly  would  not  now  be  followed;  aee  farther  as  to 
the  above  cases,  Ch.  XL.,  s.  iii.,  pt.  5,  and  Ch.  XLI. 

(c)  In  a  former  publication,  the  writer  contented  himself  with  simply  stating  this  position, 
and  a  single  case  in  support  and  illustration  of  it,  conceiving  that  the  rule  of  construction  was 
too  well  established  to  be  called  m  question;  but  subsequent  experience  tanght  him  that  it 
has  not  obtained  so  ready  and  unanimous  an  assent  in  the  profession  as,  from  the  state  of 
the  authorities,  was  to  have  been  expected.  Indeed,  even  so  recently  as  Ashlejr  v.  Ashley, 
6  Sim.  358,  the  master  reported  that,  under  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,'  with  remainder  to  her 
children,  and,  for  want  of  such  issue  to  B.,  the  devise  to  B.  failed  on  A.  having  a  child,  — a 
conclusion  which  the  V.-C.  appears  to  have  regarded  as  too  plainly  untenable  for  serious  re- 
futAtion.  The  reluctance  to  acquiesce  in  a  construction  at  once  so  reasonable,  and  so  well 
sustain^  by  authority,  is  remarkable,  but  probably  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  yet  lingering 
influence  of  the  long-exploded  case  of  Keene  v.  Dickson,  1  B.  &  F.  254,  n..  where  a  contrary 
construction  prevailed;  and  serves  to  show  that  the  uncertainty  produoea  by  contradictory 
decisions  is  not  easily  dispelled. 

V.  Kennard,  63  N.  H.  303.     See  Scott  v.     a  Tested  remainder  in  equitable  as  well  as  in 
West,  63  Wis.  529.     Of  coarse  there  may  be     legal  estates.    Scofleld  v.  Olcott,  supra. 
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Thus,  it  has  been  decided  (d)  that,  where  lands  are  devised  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  A.  successively  in  tail,  and,  in  default,  of  siLch 
sons,  to  the  daughters  of  A.  in  tail,  although  it  should  happen  that  A. 
has  a  son  or  sons,  jet  on  his  or  their  subsequently  dying  without 
issue,  the  devise  in  remainder  to  the  daughters  takes  effect. 

So,  where  (e)  a  testator  devised  to  E.  for  life,  and,  after  her  de- 
cease, to  the  first  and  every  other  son  of  her  body  lawfully  to  be  be- 
gotten, the  elder  to  be  preferred  to  the  younger,  and,  for  want  of  such 
sons,  to  the  daughter  or  daughters  of  E.,  share  and  share  alike,  and  in 
default  of  such  issue  of  E,,  then  to  M. ;  it  was  held,  that  the  devise 
to  M.  was  a  vested  remainder,  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  prior  successive  life  estates  of  E.  and  her  sons  and  daughters 
(the  will  being  subject  to  the  old  law),  and  those  estates  having  ex- 
pired by  the  death  of  EJs  only  daughter,  M.'s  remainder  fell  into 
possession. 

Again,  where  (/)  A.  devised  certain  lands  to  D.  for  life ;  remain- 
der to  a  trustee,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  remainder  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  D.  and  their  heirs,  and  for  want  of  such  issue, 
to  J.  for  life  with  remainders  over ;  it  was  held  that  the  sons  of  D. 
took  successive  estates  tail,  with  a  vested  remainder.  Rule  wher« 

Where,  however,  the  ulterior  estate  is  expressed  to  ^^^ffJ^J 
arise  on  a  contingent  determination  of  the  preceding  in-  bui  is  deter- 
terest,  and  the  prior  gift  does  in  event  take  effect,  but  is   different  * 
afterwards  determined  in  a  mode  different  from  that  nuinaer. 
which  is  so  expressed  by  the  testator,  the  ulterior  gift  fails.* 

As  where  (g)  the  devise  was  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
*  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  on  condition  that  he  and  his  is-  [^^759] 
sue  male  should  assume  a  particular  name,  and  in  case  he  or 
they  refused,  then  that  devise  to  be  void,  and  in  such  case  the  testa- 
tor devised  the  lands  over.  A«  survived  the  testator,  complied  with 
the  condition,  and  then  died  without  issue ;  and  it  was  held  in  B.  B., 
on  a  case  from  Chancery,  and  ultimately  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
the  limitation  over  did  not  arise  (h). 

An  exception  to  this  rule,  however,  may  seem  to  exist  in  a  case 

(d)  Doe  V.  Dacre,  1  R  &  P.  250,  8  T.  R.  U2,  Hayes*  Principles,  p.  35. 

i«)  Goodright  v.  Jones,  4  M.  &  Sel.  88. 

(/)  Lewis  V.  Waters,  6  East,  336.     See  al^o  Hennessey  v.  Bray,  33  Bear.  96. 

(o)  Amherst  v.  Donellv,  8  Vm.  Ab.  221.  pi.  21,  5  B.  P.  C.  Toml  254;  see  also  Sheffield 
V.  Lord  Orrery,  3  Atk.  282,  post,  p  760. 

(h)  Compare  this  case  with  Arelyn  v.  Ward,  1  Yes.  420,  and  Doe  v,  Scott,  3  H.  &  Sel  300, 
in  which  the  lapse  of  a  prior  estate^  on  whose  contingent  determination  the  subsequent  estate 
was  to  arise,  was  held  not  to  defeat  the  subsequent  estate.  In  order  to  reconcile  these 
cases  with  Amherst  v.  Doneliy,  we  must  infer,  that  in  the  latter  case,  had  the  estate  of  A. 
and  his  sons  failed  by  Iape«e,  the  devise  over  would  nave  taken  effect.  Pan  ratione,  it  must 
be  concLude<l,  that  had  the  prior  devisee  in  those  cases  survived  the  testator  and  performed 
the  condition,  the  devise  over  (if  the  whole  interest  bad  not  been  absorbed,  as  it  was  by  the 
first  devisee)  wonld  not  have  taken  effect. 

^  Frey  v.  Thompson,  66  Ala.  287. 
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Devise  during  which  deserves  especial  attention,  on  account  of  the  f re- 
^•^d***^  quencj  of  its  occurrence,  namely,  where  a  testator  makes 
over  on  a  devisc  to  his  widow  for  life,  if  she  shall  so  long  con- 

niArriflge.  tinue  a  widow,  and  if  she  shall  marry,  then  over ;  in 

which  the  established  construction  is,  that  the  devise  over  is  not 
dependent  on  the  contingency  of  the  widow's  marrying  again,  but 
takes  effect,  at  all  events,  on  the  determination  of  her  estate,  whether 
by  marriage  or  death.^ 

In  Luxford  v.  Cheeke  (t),  which  is  a  leading  authority  for  this 
Devise  owr  doctrine,  the  testator  devised  to  his  wife  for  life,  if  she 
impU^on^to  **<"*^  ''^^  marry  again,  but  if  she  did,  then  that  his  son 
determination  H.  should  presently  after  his  mother's  marriage  enjoy 
by  death.  ^^  premises  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with 

remainders  over.  The  widow  died  without  marrying  again ;  but  it 
was  held,  that  the  remainder  took  effect. 

(Gordon  v,  Adolphus  {k)  was  a  case  of  the  same  kind.  The  bequest 
was  to  the  testator's  wife  <<  during  her  natural  life,  that  is  to  say,  so 
long  as  she  shall  continue  unmarried ;  hU  in  case  she  shall  choose  to 
marry,  then,  and  in  that  case,"  it  was  to  be  for  the  immediate  use  of 
the  testator's  daughter,  and  in  case  she  should  die  without  leaving 
issue  then  over ;  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Camden,  and  afterwards  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  bequest  over  was  not  contingent  on 
the  event  of  the  marriage  of  the  wife. 

In  these  cases,  therefore,  the  widow  takes  an   estate  durante 
viduitate,  and  the  gifts  over  are  vested  remainders  absolutely 
[*760]  *  expectsmt  on  that  estate,  being  to  take  effect  at  all  events 
on  its  determination,  and  not  conditional  limitations  depend- 
ent on  the  contingent  determination  of  a  prior  estate  for  life. 

In  Lady  Fry's  case  (I),  Lord  Hale  said,  it  was  all  one  as  if  the 
estate  had  been  devised  to  the  widow  for  life,  and  if  she  married, 
then  to  remain,  which  had  been  but  an  estate  quamdiu  sola  vixerit. 
If,  however,  the  devise  had  been  framed  in  the  manner  suggested  by 
this  eminent  and  excellent  Judge,  the  case  would  have  been  brought 
into  very  close  resemblance  to  Sheffield  r.  Lord  Orrery  (m),  where  a 

different  construction  prevailed.  There  A.  devised  his 
on  marrii^  housc,  &c.,  to  his  wife  for  life,  upon  this  express  con- 
again,  strictly     dition  Only,  that  if  she  should  marry  again,  then  the 

house,  &c.,  should  go  forthwith  to  his  eldest  son  and  his 

(t)  8  Uv.  125. 

{k)  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  306 ;  see  also  Brown  «.  Cotter,  T.  Raym.  427. 

(0  1  Vent.  203;  see  also  Jordan  v.  Holkham,  Amb.  209,' where  Lord  Hardwicke  took  a 
distinction  between  a  devise  during  widowhood,  and  if  she  married  again  within  a  limited 
time. 

(m)  a  Atk.  2S2. 

1  Frev  V.  Thomfwon,  66  Ata.  2S7  (citing  «.  Whitnev,  14  Haas.  SS;  Bates  v   Webb,  8 

Underhill «.  Roden,  2  Ch.  D.  496);  Chappel  9.  Mass.  458;  Parsons  v.  Winslow.  6  Mass.  109; 

Averv,  6  Conn.  31;  Thomson  v.  Ludington,  Green  v.  Davidson,  4  Baxter,  488*  Hoghesv. 

104  Mass.  193;    Person  v.  Dodge,  23  Pick.  Bovd,  2  Sneed.  514. 
287,  OIney  V.  Hull,  21  Pick.  311;  Wbitnej 
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issue.  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  it  was  a  contingent  limitation  to 
the  son,  to  take  effect  only  on  the  wife's  marrying  again.  In  Lux* 
ford  V.  Cheeke,  he  said,  the  penning  was  different  -,  there,  after  the 
devise,  were  added  these  words,  '^  if  she  do  not  marry  again,''  which 
restrained  the  original  limitation,  and  were  the  same  as  if  they  had 
been  to  the  wife  for  life,  ''  if  she  so  long  continued  a  widow."  Here 
there  were  no  such  words  in  the  original  limitation ;  and  though  he 
added,  ^'  but  I  do  not  lay  much  weight  on  this,"  and  proceeded  to 
comment  on  other  grounds  for  the  construction,  yet  the  remarks 
above  quoted  have  always  been  considered  as  pointing  out  the  true 
principle  of  the  decision. 

On  the  whole,  then,  the  distinction  would  seem  to  be,  that  where 
the  circumstance  of  not  marrying  again  is  interwoven  into  the  original 
gift,*  the  testator,  having  thus,  in  the  first  instance,  ere-  o^nerai  coll- 
ated an  estate  durante  viduitate,  must  generally  be  con-  elusion  from 
sidered,  when  he  subsequently  refers  to  the  marriage,      *****■• 
to  describe  the  determination  by  any  means  of  that  estate,  and,  con- 
sequently, the  gift  over  is  a  vested  remainder  expectant  thereon  (n). 
On  the  other  hand,  where  a  testator  first  gives  an  absolute  estate  for 
life,  and  then  engrafts  thereon  a  devise  over  to  take  effect  on  the 
marriage  of  such  devisee  for  life,  the  conclusion  is,  that  the  devise 
over  is  not  to  take  effect  unless  the  contingency  happens  (o). 
♦The  construction  in  the  former  class  of  cases  being  that  [*761] 
the  limitations  over  take  effect,  at  all  events,  on  the  determi- 
nation of  the  widow's  estate,  whether  by  marriage  or  death,  it  is  not 
displaced  by  the  circumstance  that  some  of  those  limitations  (e,  g,,  a 
provision  for  the  widow  during  the  remainder  of  her  life,  expressly 
in  case  she  marries),  can  only  take  effect  in  the  event  of  her  marry- 

^ii)  See  ace.  Browne  o.  Hammond,  Johns.  210,  213;  Underbill  v.  Koden,  2  Ch.  D.  494. 

(o;  The  qnestion  whether  the  event  of  not  marrying  is  or  is  not  interwoyen  in  the  original 
gift,  may  be  difficult  of  solution.  In  Meeds  v.  'Wood,  19  Beav.  215,  a  testator  gave  real 
estate  to  his  executor  in  trust  for  E.  for  her  life,  and  directed  the  executor  to  pav  her  the 
rents  every  six  months,  "  provided  that  if  £.  should  many,"   then  over.    The  Bt.  R.  ad- 


would  no  longer  be  entitled  to  receive  them,  except  by  the  intervention  of  a  truAt  for  her 
separate  use,  which  was  inconsistent  with  the  intention ;  he  therefore  held  that  the  gift  over 
took  effect  on  the  death  of  E.,  though  she  had  never  been  married.  In  Bainbridge  v.  Cream, 
16  Beav.  25,  where  a  testator  gave  lands  to  his  wife  for  life,  but  if  she  married  again  he  re- 
voked them,  and  at  her  death  or  second  marriage  gave  the  lands  to  trustees  for  sale,  the  pro- 
duce to  be  divided  among  certain  persons  (naming  them),  **orsuchof  them  as  shoula  be 
living  at  the  death  of  his  wife;  '*  the  wife  married  again,  and  the  trustees  sold;  and  it  was 
held  Dv  the  M.  R.  that  the  proceeds  were  divisible  immediately,  notwithstanding  the 
widow' was  still  living.  See  also  SUnford  «.  Stanford,  34  Ch.  D.  ^2:  Re  Turcan,  W.  K., 
1887,  p.  37. 
In  one  case  a  devise  which  in  express  terms  extended  to  widowhood  only,  was  held  to  be 


enlarged  by  implication  to  the  period  of  the  vesting  in  possession  of  a  remainder  limited 

thereon.    The  devise  was  to  the  testator's  wife  for  her  life,  pi 

but  if  she  married  a  second  husband,  to  I.,  token  he  tkituld  attain  his  age  of  twenty-three 


yean;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  widow  had  an  estate  till  I.  attained  twenty-three,  though 
she  married  ngain,  Doe  d.  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Westminster  o.  Freeman,  1  T.  R.  3^, 
2  Chitty's  Cas.  temp.  Lord  Mansfield,  498.  See  also  Re  Cabbum,  Gage  o.  Rutland,  W.  N., 
1882,  p.  92. 

^  See  Frey  «.  Thompaon,  66  Ala.  287. 
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ing :  although  she  should  not  many,  the  other  limitations  will  still 
take  effect  as  vested  remainders  expectant  upon  her  death  (p). 

Conversely  where  a  testator  gave  his  property  to  his  wife  so  long 
as  she  should  remain  unmarried,  and,  after  authorizing  advancements 
to  be  made  to  his  children,  directed  that  at  his  wife's  death  the  resi- 
due should  be  divided  equally  among  the  children  then  surviving,  it 
was  held  by  Kay,  J.  (g),  that  the  residue  vested  in  the  children  living 
at  the  time  of  the  widow's  remarriage. 

Devi  ver  on  ^  similar  construction  prevails  where  the  prior  gift  is 
iNuikruptcy,  to  a  Spinster  until  marriage  (r),  or  to  a  person  until  he 
by  Imphauion  l>6Comes  bankrupt  (»),  with  a  gift  over  in  case  of  mar- 
to  case  of  riage  or  bankruptcy.  In  these  cases  also  the  remainder 
death.  ^^^  generally  take  effect  at  all  events  on  the  determinar 
tion  of  the  prior  estate. 

[^^762]       *  n.'  —  Testing    notwithstancUng    Bxpressions    apparently 
contrary.  —  The  construction  which  reads  words  that  are 
Devises  seemingly  creative  of  a  future  interest,  as  referring 

vested,  nou  merely  to  the  futurity  of  possession  occasioned  by  the 
exprcMions  of  carving  out  of  a  prior  interest,  and  as  pointing  to  the 
seeming  con-  determination  of  that  interest,  and  not  as  designed  to 
tingenc} .  postpone  the  vesting,  has  obtained,  in  some  instances, 

where  the  terms  in  which  the  posterior  gift  is  framed  import  con- 
tingency, and  would,  unconnected  with  and  unexplained  by  the  prior 
gift,  clearly  postpone  the  vesting.  Thus,  where  a  testator  devises 
lands  to  trustees  until  A.  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  if  or  when  he  shall  attain  that  age,  then  ^  to  him  in  fee,  this  is 
construed  as  conferring  on  A.  a  vested  estate  in  fee-simple,  subject 
to  the  prior  chattel  interest  given  to  the  trustees,  and,  consequently, 
on  A.'s  death,  under  the  prescribed  age,  the  property  descends  to  his 
heir-at-law ;  though  it  is  quite  clear  (t)  that  a  devise  to  A.,  if  or  when 
he  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  standing  isolated  aiid  de- 


(»)  Underhill  r.  Roden,  2  Ch.  D.  494.  See  also  Eaton  v-  Hewitt,  2  Dr.  k.  Sm.  IM; 
Wardroper  v.  Cutfield,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  605.  In  Pile  v,  Salter,  5  Sim.  411,  it  was  held  that  a 
gift  to  the  widow  of  one-third  of  the  corpus  "if  she  married  again  "  (following  a  life  interest 
in  the  whole  during  widowhood)  was  necessarily  contingent;  "it  would  be  absurd  to  give 
her  one-third  of  the  property  in  the  event  of  her  death.'*  But  this  was  disapproved  and  the 
absurditv  denied  bv  .Jessel,*M.  R.,  in  Underhill  «.  Roden.  See  also  Scarborough  v.  Scar- 
borough', 58  L.  T.  851. 

(a)  Re  Dear,  Helbv  «.  Dear,  61  L.  T.  432,  38  W.  R,  31. 

}r)  Eaton  v.  Hewftt,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  184 ;  Wardroper  «.  Cutfield,  38  L.  J.  605. 

1$)  Etches  V.  Etches,  3  Drew.  441. 

(t)  Grant's  case,  cited  10  Co.  50;  Sugd.  law  of  Prop.  291;  Alexanders.  Alexander,  16 
C.  B.  69;  and  per  James,  L.  J.,  Andrew  v.  Andrew,  1  Ch  D.  417.  However,  the  decision 
of  this  last  point  was  expressly  avoided  bv  the  .ludges  in  Phipps  r.  Ackers,  9  CI.  &  F.  683; 
and  see  Tapscott  v,  Newcombe,  6  Jur.  755 ;  and  Simmonds  o  Cock,  29  Beav.  455  (stated 
below. 

1  "Then"  after  a  gift  to  a  class  does  not  v.  Gibbens.  140  Mass.  102  (citing  Olnev  v. 

ordinarily  require  that  a  remainder  should  be  Hall,  21  Pick.  311;  Thomas  v.  I^dington,  104 

construe<)  as  contingent  unless  it  is  accom-  Mass.  193;  Smith  v.  Rice,  13fl  Mass.  441 ; 

panied  by  woids  of  survivorship.    Gibbens  Denny  v.  Kettell,  136  Mass.  188). 
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tached  from  the  context,  would  confer  a  contingent  interest  only.^ 
So  also  where  (u)  there  was  a  devise  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  permit 
E.  to  receive  the  rents  during  her  life,  and  from  and  after  her  de- 
cease, upon  trust  for  her  children  equally  ^'on  their  respectively 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years."  The  will  contained  no  direc- 
tion as  to  application  of  rents  after  the  death  of  E.,  and  during  the 
minorities  of  the  children ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  F.  North,  J.,  that  the 
children  did  not  take  vested  interests  till  they  attained  the  pre- 
scribed age. 

A  leading  authority  for  this  construction  is  Boraston's   Bomston's 
case  (ar),*  which  was  as  follows :      A  testator  devised  ^***- 
land  to  A.  and  B.  for  eight  years,  and  after  the  said  term, 
the  land  to  remain  to  *  his  executors,  for  the  performance  of  [*763] 
his  will,  till  such  time  as  H.  should  accomplish  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  and  when  the  said  H.  should  come  to  his  age 
of  twenty-one,  then  to  him,  his  heirs,  and  assigns  for-   ^^^rd 
ever.     H.  died  under  twenty-one.     It  was  contended,    |*'[^""'*' 
that  the  remainder  was  not  to  vest  in  him,  unless  he   detenuioatioii 
attained  the  prescribed  age ;  but  the  Court  held  it  to  be   <>'  P^^^  «»^^- 
vested  immediately,  the  case  being,  it  was  said,  nothing  else  in  effect 
than  a  devise  to  the  executors,  till  H.  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
remainder  to  H.  in  fee ;  and  that  the  adverbs  of  time,  w?ien,  &c.,  did 
not  make  anything  necessary  to  precede  the  settling  (t.  6.,  the  vest- 
ing) of  the  remainder,  but  merely  expressed  the  time  when  it  should 
take  effect  in  possession.' 

So  in  Doe  d.  Cadogan  v.  Ewart  (y),  where  a  testator  devised  his 
real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  his  wife  during  widowhood,  and 


{: 


[«)  Re  Jobeon,  Jobson  9.  Richardson,  44  Ch.  D.  154. 

[x)  8  Rep.  16,  19;  see  also  Manfield  0.  Dugard,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ah.  195,  pi.  4,  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  86; 
Doed.  Morris  v.  Underdown,  Wiiles,  293;  Goodtitle  d.  Havward  v.  Whitby.  1  Burr.  228; 
Denn  d.  Satterthwaite  v,  Satterthvaite,  1  W.  BI.  519;  Doe*  d.  Weedon  r.  Lea,  8  T.  R.  41; 
Doe  d.  Wifrht  v.  Cundall,  9  East,  400;  Edwrards  v.  Symonds,  o  Taunt.  213;  Farmer  v. 
Francis,  2  Biag.  151;  Goodright  d.  Re  veil  v.  Parker,  1  M-  &  Sel.  692,  (leaseholds);  Warter 
0.  Hutchinson,  5  Moore,  143^  2  B.  &  Bing.  349,  3  D.  &  Rv.  58,  1  B.  &  Cr.  721;  Jackson  v. 
Majoribanks,  12  Sim.  93;  Milroy  o.  Milrov,  14  id.  48;  Parkin  v.  Knight,  15  id.  83;  James  9. 
Lord  Wynford,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  40;  Smith 'v.  Spencer,  6  D.  M.  &  G.  631;  but  see  Bastin  9. 
Watts,  3  Beav.  97,  where,  however,  the  point  was  not  argued;  and  Blagrove  9.  Hancock, 
16  Sim.  371,  where  the  V.-C.  did  not  notice  the  question. 

(y)  7  Ad.  &  £1.  636,  3  Nev.  &  P.  197. 


1  Kingman  9  Harmon,  131  111  171  (citing 
Illinois  Land  Co.  9.  Bonner,  75  111.  315). 

s  See  Scott  9.  Ty>gan,  23  Ark.  352;  Roome 
9.  Phillips,  24  N.  TT465;  Meyer  9.  Eisler.  29 
Md.  82:  Rivers  9.  Fripp,  4  Rich.  Eq.  276; 
In  re  Collier,  40  Mo.  ^7 :  Cowdin  9.  Perrv, 
11  Pick.  503,  508 ;  Livingston  9.  Greene,  52 
N.  Y.  118;  9,  c.  6  Lans.  60. 

'  A  devise  of  all  the  residue  of  the  testa- 
tor's real  estate,  *'  where  the  devisees  shall 
have  attained"  a  certain  age,  will  pass  the 
rents  and  profits  from  the  death  of  tne  testa- 
tor, till  the  time  when  the  devisee  comes  into 


possession ;  if  the  estate  vests  in  the  heir  in 
the  mean  time,  he  will  be  a  trustee  for  the 
rents  and  profits  for  the  devisee.  Rogem  9. 
Ross,  4  John.  Ch.  388.  See  Hobson  9.  Yan- 
cey, 2  Gratt.  73.  It  is  said  that  the  words 
"as.*'  »*when,"  "if."  ** provided,"  or  "at." 
referring  to  a  particular  time  for  the  bestowal 
of  a  gift,  are  in  England  words  of  contin- 
gency, in  the  absence  of  language  indicating 
a  different  intention.  Colt  9.  llubbard,  33 
Conn.  281.  But  this  rule  of  construction  is 
not  ful^  accepted  in  this  coontry.    Id. 


780         DEYIBES  AND  BEQUESTS,  VESTED  OB  CONTINGENT.      [CH.  XZY. 


Words  "from  after  her  decease  or  marriage  again,  upon  trust  to  apply 
ajid  after"  ^j^g  rents  towards  the  maintenance  of  his  daughter,  until 
con8tru«d.  she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  and  from 

and  after  her  attaining  thai  age,  then  upon  trust  for  his 
said  daughter,  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever;  but  in  case  his  said 
daughter  should  depart  this  life  without  leaving  issue,  then  the  tes- 
tator devised  the  said  real  estate  over.  The  daughter,  after  the  de- 
cease of  the  widow,  and  before  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years,  suffered  a  common  recovery;  and  it  was  held,  that  such  re- 
covery was  effectual  to  acquire  the  equitable  fee  simple,  she  having  a 
vested  estate  tail  in  equity  at  the  time. 

It  is  observable,  that  in  the  greater  number  of  the  cited  cases,  the 
prior  interest  was  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  ulterior  devisee ;  but 
Remark  oa  *^^®  circumstance  does  not  seem  to  vary  the  principle, 
preceding  for  the  material  fact,  and  that  which  constitutes  the  spe- 

*^*'**'  cial  characteristic  of  this  class  of  cases,  is,  that  there  is 

a  prior  interest  extending  over  the  whole  period  for  which  the  devise 
in  question  is  postponed.  It  is  therefore  in  effect  a  devise  of  the 
whole  estate  iustanter  to  6.,  with  the  exception  of  a  partial  interest 
carved  out  for  some  (no  matter  what)  purpose.* 

Another  exemplification  of  the  principle  in  question 
occurs  in  those  cases  where  a  testator,  after  giving  an 
estate  or  interest  for  life,  proceeds  to  dispose  of  the  ul- 
terior interest  in  terms  which,  literally  construed,  would 
seem  to  make  such  ulterior  interest  depend  on  the  fact 
of  the  prior  interest  taking  effect;  in  such  cases  it  is  con- 
[*764]  sidered  that  the  testator  merely  uses  these  ♦  expressions  of 
apparent  contingency  as  descriptive  of  the  state  of  events 
under  which  he  conceives  the  ulterior  gift  will  fall  into  possession ; 
(the  supposition  being,  that  the  successive  interests  will  take  effect 
in  the  order  in  which  they  are  expressed),  and  not  with  the  design  of 
making  the  vesting  of  the  posterior  gift  depend  on  the  fact  of  the 
prior  tenant  for  life  happening  to  live  to  become  entitled  in  pos- 
session. 
Thus,  in  Webb  v.  Hearing  («),  where  a  testator  devised  to  his  son 

(t)  Oo.  Jac.  415.  According  to  the  facta  repreaented,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  re- 
mainder, if  contingent,  was  defeated,  aa  only  two  of  the  danghten  are  stated  to  have  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  their  brother. 


Words  of  ap- 
parent con-   . 
tingency  re- 
ferred to  the 
possession 
merely. 


1  See  Doe  v.  Considine,  6  Wall.  458; 
Thrasher  r.  Ingram,  32  Ala.  645:  Watkins 
V.  Quarles.  23  Arlc.  179;  Bates  v.  Gillett,  132 
III.  287;  Danforth  ft.  Talbot  7  B.  Mon.  623; 
Tavloe  v.  Mnsher.  29  Md.  443;  Pike  v.  Ste- 
phenson, 99  Mass.  188;  White  v.  Curtis,  12 
Gray,  54:  Hancock  v.  Titus,  39  Miss.  224; 
Chew  V.  Keller,  100  Mo.  362;  In  re  Collier, 
40  Mo.  287;  Ackerman  v.  Gorton,  67  N.  Y. 
68;  Livingston  v.  Greene,  62  K.  T.  118; 
Boome  v.  Phillipe,  24  K.  T.  463;  Moore  v. 


Lvons,  25  Wend.  119:  Green  v.  Green,  86 
tC.  C.  546;  Linton  v.  Laycock,  33  Ohio  St. 
128:  Mining  V.  Batdorf,  5  Berr,  503;  Rogers 
9.  Rogers,  11  R.  I.  38;  Rivers  v.  Fripp,  4 
Rich.  Rq.  276. 

It  may  be  noticed  here,  anticipating  the 
subject  of  chapter  48,  that  a  gift  in  fee  to  A. 
**  and  in  case  of  his  death  **  to  B.,  refers  to 
A.*s  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator. 
Briggs  V,  Shaw,  9  Allen,  (17. 
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F.  after  the  death  of  his  wife ;  and  if  his  three  daughters,  or  either 
of  tJienif  shovM  overlive  their  mother  and  F.,  their  brother,   -^^j^^  ^f  ^^p. 
and  his  heirs  (which  was  construed  to  mean  heirs  of  his   parent  con- 
body),  they  to  enjoy  the  same  houses  for  the  term  of  li^dto'*' 
their  lives,  remainder  to  R.  and  J. ;  it  was  held,  that  the   p<»8«»ion 
remainder  to  E.  and  J.  was  not  contingent  on  the  event   ™^'*  ^' 
of  the  daughters  surviving  their  mother  and  brother ;  the  words  only 
showed  when  it  should  commence. 

So,  in  an  early  case  (a),  where  the  devise  was  to  K.  in  tail,  re- 
mainder to  J.  for  life,  and  in  another  clause  it  was  declared,  that  *^  if 
K.  died  without  issue,  and  J.  be  then  deceased,'^  then,  and  not  other- 
wise, the  testator  gave  the  land  to  N.  and  his  heirs ;  the  Lord  Keeper, 
it  is  said,  decreed  it  for  N.,  although  J.  survived  K.,  because  the 
words  "  if  J.  be  then  deceased,"  seemed  to  be  put  in  to  express  the 
testator's  meaning,  that  J.  should  be  sure  to  have  it  for  her  life,  and 
that  N.  should  not  have  it  till  she  was  dead ;  and  also  to  show  when 
N.  should  have  it  in  possession. 

So,  in  Pearsall  v.  Simpson  (6),  where  a  legacy  was  given  in  trust 
for  the  testatrix's  sisters  and  their  children ;  and  after  the  deaths  of 
both  her  said  sisters  and  their  children,  if  any,  to  pay  the  interest  to 
her  brother-in-law,  S.,  during  his  life,  and  from  and  after  his  decease, 
in  case  he  should  become  entitled  to  such  interest,  then  over  to  some 
cousins.  Though  S.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix's  sisters,  it 
was  held  that  the  gift  to  the  cousins  took  effect,  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  B., 
being  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  contingent  on  the  event  of  the  sis- 
ter's husband  becoming  entitled  to  the  interest  '<  It  was  doubtful 
(he  said)  whether  S.  would  live  to  become  entitled  to  the  interest. 
The  testatrix,  giving  the  capital  over  after  his  death,  recollects  that 
he  may  not  live  to  take  the  interest ;  but  if  he  does,  she  makes  his 
death  the  period  at  which  the  cousins  are  to  take.  It  is  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  but  fixing  the  period  at  which  the  legatees  over 
shall  take,  if  he  ever  takes." 

*  Here  no  violence  was  done  to  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  [*765] 
words,  as  it  is  impossible  to  read  the  whole  sentence  continu- 
ously, ''  from  and  after  his  decease,  in  case  he  should  become  entitled 
to  such  interest,"  without  seeing  that  the  words  of  contingency,  ''  in 
case,"  &c.,  refer  merely  to  the  period  of  possession,  de-  Remark  on 
noting  that  that  should  take  place  at  his  death,  if  he  Peanaii «. 
happened  to  live  to  become  entitled.  "np«>n- 

So,  in  Massey  v.  Hudson  (c),  where  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife 

fa)  Anon.,  2  Yent.  868. 

\h)  15  Ves.  29. 

(c)  2  Mer.  130.  See  also  Key  v.  Key,  4  D.  M.  &  O.  78;  Wright  «.  Wrisht,  21  L.  J. 
Cb.  775;  Walmeley  v.  Yaughan,  1  De  G.  &  J.  124;  Tner  v.  Turner,  18  Beav.  185;  Re  Betty 
Smith's  Trusts,  L.  R,  1  Eq.  79;  BoUon  v.  Bolton,  L.  R.,  5  Ex.  145;  Edgworth  v.  Edgwortii, 
L.  R..  4  H.  L.  85  ;  Leadbeater  v.  Cross,  2  Q.  B.  D.  18.  In  M'UchUn  t;.  Taitt,  2  D.  F.  &  J. 
449,  tiie  posterior  gilt  was  held  to  vest  immediately,  notwithstanding  a  direction  that  tht 
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for  life,  charged  with  an  annuity  to  E.,  suhject  also  to  300Z.  to  be 
paid  to  v.,  her  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  within  twelve 
months  after  the  decease  of  £.,  in  case  the  said  E.  should  happen  to 
survive  testator's  wife,  with  interest  from  the  death  of  E.  E.  died  in 
the  testator's  lifetime,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife.  Sir  W.  Grants 
M.  R.,  thought  it  too  clear  for  argument,  that  the  words  '^  in  case  E. 
shall  survive  my  wife,"  did  not  constitute  the  condition  on  which  the 
legacy  was  to  become  payable,  but  only  related  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, which  was,  in  that  event,  to  be  postponed  to  the  end  of  a 
twelvemonth  after  the  death  of  E. 

The  case  of  Franks  v.  Price  id)  presents  an  instance  both  of  an 
apparent  and  of  a  real  contingency  in  the  same  will.  There  a  tes- 
tator devised  to  A.,  B.,  &c.,  for  their  lives,  with  remainder  to  >L  and 
N.  for  their  lives,  share  and  share  alike;  ''and  in  case  either  of 
them  should,  after  the  deaths  of  A.^  B.,  &c.,  die  without  issue,"  then 
to  the  survivor  for  life ;  and  if  M.  "  should,  after  the  deaths  of  A., 
B.,  &c.,  die  before  iV".,  leaving  issue  male  of  his  hody^^  then  one  moiety 
of  the  estates  was  to  go  as  therein  mentioned ;  ''  and  in  case  of  such 
death  in  manner  aforesaid  of  M.  before  N.,  and  M.'8  leaving  issue 
male,"  the  testator  gave  one  moiety  of  his  personal  estate  to  be  laid 
out  in  land,  to  be  conveyed  and  settled  to  the  uses  thereinbefore 
directed  of  his  real  estates,  ''  on  the  issue  of  M.,  on  the  contingency 
aforesaid."  The  testator  made  a  similar  disposition,  mutatis  mu- 
tandis, of  the  other  moiety  in  case  of  the  death  of  N.  after  the  deaths 
of  A.,  B.,  &c.,  leaving  issue  male.  Lord  Langdale  thought 
[*766]  that  the  *  words  "  after  the  deaths  of  A.,  B.,  &c.,"  did  not 
import  contingency,  but  were  merely  words  of  reference, 
showing  that  the  gifts  then  in  course  of  expression  were  subject  to 
the  prior  gifts,  and  were  not  to  have  effect  in  possession  till  those 
prior  gifts  became  satisfied  or  inoperative ;  but  from  the  words  used 
with  reference  to  the  event  of  M.  dying  before  N.,  leaving  issue 
male,  and  with  reference  to  the  event  of  N.  dying  before  M.,  leaving 
issue  male,  and  even  from  the  care  taken  to  repeat  the  words  as  ap- 
plied to  the  case  of  M.  and  N.  respectively,  it  appeared  to  him  that 
the  words  must  have  their  natural  meaning,  and  be  taken  to  provide 
only  for  the  precise  cases  which  were  expressly  described. 

The  result  of  the  authorities  is  thus  summed  up  by  Sir  W.  P. 
Wood,  y.-G.  (e).  ''  The  true  way  of  testing  limitations  of  that  nature 
SirW. P  ^B  this:  can  the  words,  which  in  form  import  contin- 

Wood'p  »tat»-  gency,  be  read  as  equivalent  to  'subject  to  the  interests 
muk Vthe  previously  limited  ? '  Take  the  simplest  case :  a  limita- 
authoritiM.        t^QU  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for  life,  and  upon  the 

objects  should  "become  beneflcially  entitled  "  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.    Compare 
theM  Rnd  the  preceding  caMfl  with  "Holmes  o.  Cradock,  8  Vet.  817,  stated  post;  and  see  ~^ 
V.  Norton,  2  P.  W.  890,  first  point. 


ids  8  Beav.  18d,  5  Bing  N.  C.  87.  6  Scott,  710. 
(e)  Maddieon  v.  Chapman,  4  K.  &  J.  718. 
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decease  of  B.  if  A.  he  dead,  then  to  C.  in  fee.  There  the  limitation 
to  0<  is  apparently  made  contingent  on  the  event  of  A.'s  dying  in  the 
lifetime  of  6.  Nevertheless,  inasmuch  as  the  condition  of  A.'s  death 
is  an  event  essential  to  the  determination  of  the  interest  previously 
limited  to  him,  the  Court  reads  the  devise  as  if  it  were  to  A.  for  life, 
remainder  to  B.  for  life,  and  on  B.'s  death,  subject  to  A,^8  life  interest 
(if  any),  to  C.  in  fee.  That  is  an  intelligible  principle  of  construc- 
tion ;  but  in  order  to  its  application,  the  condition  upon  which  the 
limitation  over  is  made  dependent  must  involve  no  incident  but  what 
is  essential  to  the  determination  of  the  interests  previously  limited. 
For  instance,  if  the  limitation  be  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  B.  for 
life,  '  and  if,  at  the  death  of  B.,  A.  shall  have  died  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one,'  or  '  without  children,'  then  to  C.  in  fee,  here  in  either 
case  room  is  left  for  contingency.  The  condition  of  A,'s  dying  in  the 
first  case  under  twenty-one,  and  in  the  second,  without  children,  is 
an  event  which  may  or  may  not  have  happened  when  the  life-estates 
in  A.  and  B.  are  determined ;  and  until  it  has  happened,  the  limita- 
tion over  is  contingent,  not  merely  in  appearance  but  actually.  To 
these  cases,  therefore,  the  principle  of  construction  I  have  referred 
to  would  obviously  not  apply." 

And  although  (as  already  hinted)  there  is  no  doubt  that  a 
*  devise  to  a  person,  when,  or  if  he  shall  live  to  attain,  or  at,   [*767] 
a  particular  age,  standing  alone,  would  be  contingent ;    -.    .     ... 
yet  if  it  be  followed  by  a  limitation  over  in  case  he  die   shairattaiD  ' 
under  such  age,  the  devise  over  is  considered  as  ex-  twenty-one, 
planatory  of  the  sense  in  which  the  testator  intended  * 

the  devisee's  interest  in  thd  property  to  depend  on  his  attaining  the 
specified  age,  namely,  that  at  the  age  it  should  become  --  otherwlae, 
absolute  and  indefeasible ;  the  interest  in  question,  there-  ovS/iS^aUem" - 
fore,  is  construed  to  vest  instanter  (/).*  tive  event. 

Thus,  in  Edwards  v.  Hammond  (^),  where  A.  surrendered  the  re- 
version in  fee  in  customary  lands  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  and, 

(/)  Even  independently  of  this  |MirticaIar  role,  it  is  obvioos  that  a  limitation  over  dispos- 
ing of  tlie  property  to  another,  in  case  of  the  prior  devisee  dying  under  certain  circumstances, 
always  supplies  an  argument  in  favor  of  the  prior  devisee  taking  an  immediately  vestea 
interest,  Smither  v.  Willock,  9  Ves.  238;  Pevton  v.  Bury,  2  P.  W.  626;  Murkin  v.  Phillip- 
son,  8  My.  &  K.  267;  per  Wood,  V.-C.,  L.  K.,  3  Rq.  322;  though  the  contrary'  is  sometimes 
contended. 

(jf)  3  Lev.  182,  2  Show.  898,  and  stated  from  the  record,  1  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  324,  n. 


'  But  a  devise  to  A.  when  he  reaches 
twenty-one,  with  ^ift  over  if  he  does  not 
reach  that  a^,  without  reference  to  issue, 
and  no  provision  for  the  devisee  during  minor- 
ity, is  contingent  on  A.'s  attaining  major- 
ity.   Sager  o.  Galloway,  118  Penn.^t.  500. 

A  gift  m  trust  for  children  who  being  sons 
or  a  son  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
or  being  daughters  or  a  daughter  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  or  marry,  gives  a  contin- 
gent estate  to  an  only  son,  dependent  upon 
his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years. 


Dewar  v.  Brooke,  U  Ch.  D.  529.  distin- 
guishing Fox  r.  Fox,  L.  R.,  19  Eq.  286, 
where  the  trust  was  for  sons  "  as  and  when  '* 
they  attained  a  certain  age.  And  it  was  in- 
timated that  Fox  V,  Fox  was  in  conflict  with 
In  re  Ashmore,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  09. 

The  matter  is  summed  up  by  the  following 
role:  Where  the  uncertain  event  on  which  a 

S'ft  is  made  forms  part  of  the  description  of 
e  person  to  take,  the  gift  is  contingent. 
Fairfax's  Appeal,  108  Ptan.  St  106. 
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after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  son  H.  and  his  heirs  and  assigns 
forever,  if  it  should  happen  thdt  he  should  live  until  he  attained  the 
ag^  of  twenty-one  yeare,  provided  always,  and  under  the  condition, 
nevertheless,  that  tf  IT,  died  before  he  attained  that  age,  then  the 
premises  to  remain  to  A.  in  fee ;  it  was  held,  that  though  upon  the 
first  words  this  seemed  to  be  a  condition  precedent^  yet  upon  all  the 
words  taken  together  it  was  an  immediate  devise  to  H.,  subject  to  be 
defeated  upon  a  condition  subsequent,  if  he  did  not  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years.i 

To  A.  when  he  "^^^  Same  Construction  prevailed  in  Doe  d.  Hunt  v. 
attains  twenty-  Moore  (A),  where  the  devise  was  to  M.,  "  wJien  he  attains 
die  Wire,  then  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,"  to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs 
o^«r-  and  assigns  forever  ;  but  in  case  he  should  die  before  he 

attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  over  ;  Lord  Ellenborough 
observed,  that  this  being  an  immediate  devise,  and  uot^  as  in  some  of 
the  other  cases,  a  remainder,  formed  no  substantial  ground  of  dis- 
tinction. The  estate  vested  immediately,  whether  there  was  any  par- 
ticular interest  carved  out  of  it  to  take  effect  in  possession  in  the 
meantime  or  not. 

T    hiH  Again,  in  Doe  d.  Boake  v.  Nowell  (t),  where  the  de- 

twentv-one,  vise  was  to  the  testator's  nephew  K  for  life,  and  on  his 
with  devise        death  to  and  amongst  his  children  equally  at  the  age  of 

overon  death  j  ^.u   •    u   •  i.  i.  •  u   i.    r 

under  twenty-  twenty-one,  and  their  heirs,  as  tenant  in  common  ;  but  if 
^°^  only  one  child  should  live  to  attain  such  age,  to  him  or 

X  her,  and  his  or  her  heirs,  at  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one ;  and 

[*768]  in  case  B.  should  die  without  issue,  *  or  such  issue  should  die 
before  twenty-one,  then  over.  B.  levied  a  fine  during  the  minor- 
ity of  his  children,  which  raised  the  question  whether  their  shares 
were  contingent  or  vested,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  they  were 
destructible  by  the  act  of  B.  or  not.  It  was  held  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  and  ultimately  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  remain- 
ders were  vested  in  the  children  on  their  births. 

This  case  shows  that  the  rule  applies  where  the  devise  is  to  a 
class. 

Effect  where  ^^®  ^^  ^^  seems,  applies  not  only  where  the  devise 

another  event     over  is  limited  SO  as  to  take  effect  simply  and  exclusive- 
ly on  the  failure  of  the  event  on  which  tiie  prior  devise 
is  apparently  made  contingent,  but  also  where  some  other  event  is 
associated. 

Thus,  in  Bromfield  v.  Growder  {j),  the  devise  was  to  certain  persons 

(k)  14  East,  601. 

(t)  1  M.  &  Sel.  837,  5  Dow,  909;  see  also  Doe  d.  Dolley  v.  Ward,  9  Ad.  &  El.  5S3, 1  P. 
&  Dav.  568;  Greene  v.  Potter,  9  Y.  &  C  0.  C  517;  Thring  tf.  Salter,  W.  X.,  1883,  p.  61. 

UU  B.  &  P.  N.  R.  818;  affirroed  in  D.  P.,  see  14  East,  604,  Sagd.  Law  of  Prop.  986.  Sea 
also  Whitter  v,  Bremridge,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  786;  Finch  v.  Lane,  L.  R.,  10  £q.  601. 

I  Hughes  V,  Haghet,  19  B.  Mon.  117  ;  Baney  •.  Heath,  9  Pat.  dii  H.  919;  Boona 
•.  Phillips,  94  N.  Y.  466. 
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for  life,  and  at  the  decease  of  them  or  the  longer  liver  of  them  to  J. 
if  he  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  ;  and  in  case 
he  died  before  he  attained  that  age,  and  his  brother  C»  should  survive 
him,  then  over.  On  a  case  from  the  Rolls,  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  certified  that  J.  took  a  vested  fee.  Sir  J.  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  re- 
lied much  on  the  authority  of  Edwards  v.  Hammond,  which  he  said 
was  on  all  fours  with  this.  So  that  if  either  event  happens,  the  prior 
devise  becomes  absolute  (k). 

The  construction  also  obtains  where  the  lands  are  de-    DoctriDe  of 
vised  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  convey  the  limitations   p«^eding 
of  the  nature  of  those  under  consideration.  bUtoexec!^ 

Thus,  in  Phipps  r.  WiUiams  (I),  where  a  testator  de-  ^^  ^»"*»- 
vised  his  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  convey  certain  lands  to 
his  godson  A.  when  and  so  soon  as  he  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  ;  hut  in  case  he  should  depart  this  life  before  he  should  at' 
tain  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  without  leaving  issue  of  his  body, 
then  the  lands  in  question  were  to  go  according  to  the  disposition  of  his 
residuary  estate.  Sir  L.  Chadwell,  V.-C,  on  the  authority  of  the 
preceding  cases,  held  that  A.  took  an  immediate  interest  under  this 
devise,  observing  that  the  only  distinction  here  was  that  the  legal  es- 
tate was  vested  in  trustees,  which  made  no  substantial  difference. 

In  Finch  t;.   Lane   (m) ,  the  rule  was  applied  to  a  case 
where  ♦  the  apparent  contingency  was,  not  the  devisee  attain-  [*769] 
ing  a  particular  age,  but  his  surviving  the  person  to  whom  a 
prior  life  estate  was  devised.    The  devise  was  to  the  testator's  wife 
for  life,  with  remainder,  as  to  part,  to  his  brother  for  life.    Whether  u  is 
and  from  and  immediately  after  the  death  of  the  wife,   ^^gj^j^lj 
subject  to  the  brother's  interest  in  the  part,  to  M.  in  fee   event  is  un- 
if  she  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the  wife,  but  if  M.  ^^h  the^ 
should  die  before  the  wife  without  leaving  issue,  then  to  of  the  devisee, 
other  persons  :   M.  died  before  the  widow,  but  left  issue  ;    and  it 
was  held  by  Lord  Romilly,  that  the  case  was  governed  by  Phipps  v. 
Ackers,  and  that  M.  took  a  vested  remainder. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Doe  d.  Planner  v.  Scudainore  (n),  where  a 
testator  devised  to  his  brother  A.  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  A., 
to  B.  in  fee,  in  case  she  should  survive  A.,  but  not  otherwise,  and  in 
case  B.  should  die  before  A.,  then  to  A.  in  fee ;  it  was  held  in  C.  P. 
that  the  remainder  to  B.  was  contingent,  and  that  it  had  been  des- 
troyed by  a  fine  levied  by  A.  Edwards  v.  Hammond  (which  was  the 
only  case  of  this  class  then  decided)  was  held  not  to  be  applicable,  on 

(k)  Re  Thomson's  TnutR,  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  146  O^gscy).  Cf.  Malcolm  «.  O'Callaghan, 
2  Mad.  349. 

(0  5  Sim.  44,  9  CI.  &  F.  583  (Phipps  9.  Acken);  Stanley  v.  Stanley,  16  Yes.  491.  So 
where  personal  estate  is  directed  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land,  Jaclison  v.  Majori- 
banlu,  12  Sim.  93. 

(m)  L.  R.J  10  Eq.  SOL 

(n)  2  B.  &  P.  ^. 

VOL.  I.  50 
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the  groundy  stated  by  Lord  Eldon,  C.  J.,  that  it  iras  there  ^'  matter  of 
necessary  implication  that  the  estate  should  Test  in  the  eldest  son 
daring  his  infancy,  for  whatever  might  be  the  ooxmtmetion  of  the 
prior  words  it  was  clearly  expressed  that^  unless  the  son  died  before 
twenty-one,  the  estate  should  not  remain  to  the  surrenderor  "(o). 

But  in  Bromfield  v.  Crowder  it  was  expressly  declared  that  the  cir- 
oumstanoe  of  the  devise  over  being  in  that  case  to  a  stranger  made  no 
difference  (p)  ;  for  it  was  clear  that  the  testator  meant  no  one  to  take 
his  estate  unless  in  the  event  of  J.  dying  under  twenty-one.  And 
this  opinion  is  borne  out  by  the  other  decisions.  At  all  events  the 
distinction  taken  by  Lord  Eldon  was  independent  of  the  nature  of  the 
contingency ;  and  the  rule  of  construction  appears  to  be  as  reasonably 
applicable  where  the  contingency  is  that  of  the  devisee  being  alive 
when  the  remainder  naturally  falls  into  possession,  as  where  it  is  ihe 
attainment  by  him  of  the  age  which  presumably  in  the  testator's  mind 
qualifies  him  for  the  possession  and  legal  conlTol. 
It  will  have  been  seen,  however,  that  in  Finch  tL  Lane  the  de. 

visee  was  aa  ascertained  individual.  Where  this  is  not  the 
[*770]  *  case,  and  the  contingency  does  not  exactly  fit  on  to  the  prior 

interest,  there  is  greater  difficulty  in  applying  tike  rule.  Thua 
in  Price  v.  Hall  (q)  where  after  a  life  estate  to  A.  the  remainder  was 
to  the  children  of  B.  if  he  (B.)  should  leave  any,  and  if  he  left  none, 
over:  A.  died  before  B. ;  and  it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C., 
that  the  case  was  not  within  the  rule.  He  observed  tiiat  in  Edwards 
V,  Hammond  and  that  class  of  cases,  ^'  the  gift  was  to  children  on  at- 
taining a  particular  age,  and  the  only  words  of  contxi^ency  were  that 
if  the  particular  age  was  not  attained,  the  estate  was  to  go  over,  the 
effect  of  which  was  that  although  the  estate  vested  immediately  it 
did  not  vest  indefeasibly  until  the  particular  age  had  been  att£uned. 
But  in  this  case  the  contingency  which  is  introduced  does  not  fit  in 
with  the  prior  interest.    Li  Doe  v.  Nowell  all  the  class  was  distinctly 

ascertained  and  indicated It  is  not  here  a  gift  to  ascer* 

tained  persons  with  a  gift  over,  but  there  was  a  dear  intention  that 
the  class  should  not  be  ascertained  until  the  death  of  B.,  and  that  all 
those  children  who  survived  B.,  and  those  only,  should  take.  By 
treating  it  as  a  remainder  vesting  immediately  in  tiie  children  living 
at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  it  might  happen  that  tiiose  chil- 
dren might  all  die  in  the  lifetime  of  B.,  and  yet  be  absolutely  entitled, 
to  the  exclusion  of  after-bom  children  who  survived  B.  This  was  the 
very  class  of  evente  not  intended  by  the  testator.  He  meant  to  give 
to  any  children  of  B.  whom  B.  might  leave  living  at  his  death.  That 
was  the  particular  p^od  pointed  out  for  ascertaining  the  dass.'* 

(o)  Vide  ante,  p.  469,  But  this  gronnd,  or  «  neaarly  idcaticat  one»  woaM  hay%  existed  also 
in  Doe  v.  SciidAiiioie»  if  A.^  wko  was  tfas  testator's  hair,  was  balr  pnaai^itivs  si  tha  data  of 
the  will. 

(p)  IB.  &  P.N.  R.  386. 

iq)  L.  R.,  5£q.  S99. 
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The  result  wad  thitt  the  teimaindet  was  contingeiit,  and  failed  for 
want  of  a  particular  estate  to  support  it. 

And  it  is  impossible  to  hold  the  devise  to  rest  immediatelyy  by  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  in  opposition  to  an  express 
declaration  that  the  devisees  shall  not  take  vested  interests  until  a 
certain  age,  especially  if  eren  the  deyise  over,  which  supplies  the  ar- 
gument for  neutralizing  this  clause,  is  itself  not  without  expressions 
which  favor  the  suspension  of  the  resting. 

Thus,  where  (r)  a  testator  devised  a  certain  estate  to  his  wife  dur- 
ing her  widowhood,  remainder  to  A.  (his  nephew)  for  life,  remainder 
to  the  children  of  A.  in  fee,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  if  there 
should  be  no  child  of  A.  living  at  his  wife's  death  or  second  marriage, 
then  oyer;  and,  by  a  codicil  of  even  date,  the  testator  directed 
that  neither  A.  nor  any  issue  of  A.,  should,  by  *  virtue  of  his  [*771] 
wUlj  take  or  he  considered  as  entitled  to  a  vested  interest,  un- 
less they  should  respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-'One  years;  and 
that,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  such  children  under  such  age,  then 
the  share  of  such  child  or  children  so  dying  should  go  to 
tfie  surviving  brothers  and  sisters,  or  brother  or  sister,  SSfroiil^bv 
their,  his,  or  her  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  their  respec-  express  decb- 
twely  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.    It  was  con-  devisees  shall 
isnded  that  the  testator,  by  the  clause  respecting  the  P^^  ^«  ^««t«d 
Testing,  intended  not  to  postpone  the  vesting,  but  merely       ^* 
to  declare  when  the  shares  should  become  absolute  and  indefeasible, 
as:  ^as  shown  by  the  survivorship  clause,  which  otherwise  was  super- 
fluous, and,  accordingly,  that  the  children  took  vested  interests,  sub- 
ject to  be  divested  on  their  dying  under  twenty-one.     The  Court  of 
Exchequer,  however  (on  a  case  from  Chancery),  certified  an  opinion 
that  the  vesting  was  postponed  until  the  age  of  twenty-one.^    Sir  L. 
Shadwell,  V.^.,  on  confirming  the  certificate,  observed  that  the  con- 
cluding words  showed  that  the  testator  had  the  same  intention  at  the 
end  as  at  the  beginning  of  the  instrument. 

The  rule  of  construction  under  consideration  is  also  Declaration 
excluded  by  a  declaration  that  the  devisee  shall  take  a  pootponing 
vested  interest  at  the  future  period,  as  such  a  declara-  by fixinga ^' 
tion  obviously  carries  with   it  an  implied  negation  of  '^'t'""  P«riod- 
an  earlier  period  of  vesting  («). 

(r)  Rassal  «.  Bncbanan,  7  Sim.  628,  2  Cr.  &  Mee.  661;  oompare  Bland  v.  Williams,  8  My. 
&  K.  411,  stated  post. 
(«)  GlaavlU  v.  GlanviU,  2  Mer.  88;  In  M*Laehlan  •.  Taitt,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  A4»,  a  declaration 

1  In   Thomson  •.  Lndington,  104  Kass.  B.  sunrired  the  testator,  bat  died  before  the 

103,  it  appeared  that  a  testator  by  his  will  death  or  marriage  of  the  widow,  and  left  a 

gave  his  esttite  to  his  widow  daring  her  life  child  bom  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  it 

or  widowhood,  and  at  her  decease  or  mai^  was  held  that  the  child  had  no  interest  in  the 

riage  **  to  such  of  mv  children  as  shall  then  estate.    The  same  was  decided  in  Olney  v. 

be  living,  share  and  share  alike:  the  names  of  Hnll,  21  Pick.  811 ;  Leighton  v.  Leighton,  68 

my  said  children  are  A.,  B..  C,  D.,  and  £ ,  to  ICaine,  68;  Emerson  v.  CatJer,  14  Piok.  lOS. 

them  and  to  their  hehs  and  assigni  forever.*'  See  Nash  v.  Nash,  12  Allen,  846. 
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Kor,  it  seems,  does  the  rnle  apply  where  the  attamment  of  the 
prescribed  age  is  not  the  only  circumstance  by  which  the  testator 

marks  the  time  at  which  it  shall  be  determined  whether 
cedrogcaMs  the  estate  shall  vest  or  finally  become  liable  to  be  di- 
not  applicable  vested ;  but  there  is  a  preliminary  act  to  be  done  by  the 
tion  is  to  be  devisee,  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  precedent,  before 
dSwsM.^  ^^  ^^^  *^^^®  accrues.  Thus,  in  Phipps  v.  Williams  (*),  the 
residue  of  the  real  estate  was  devised  to  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  accumulate  the  rents  until  G.  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
four  years,  and  then  to  convey  unto  C,  upon  his  securing  certain  an- 
nuities  (therein  bequeathed)  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trustees,  the 
legal  estate  in  the  testator's  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  heredi- 
taments ;  but  in  case  the  said  C.  should  depart  this  life  before  he 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  without  leaving  issue,  then 
upon  certain  other  trusts.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  Y.-C.,  held,  upon 
[*772]  the  principle  above  suggested,  *  that  the  devisee  derived  no 
interest  under  the  trust,  until  the  attainment  of  the  pre- 
scribed age,  and  the  performance  of  the  condition.  Upon  appeal,  Lord 
Brougham  held,  that  as  the  terms  of  the  devise  involve  no  more 
than  the  law  would  have  implied,  namely,  that  the  devisee  must  take 
subject  to  the  annuities,  there  was  no  condition  precedent,  or  indeed 
subsequent  either :  he  admitted,  however,  that,  if  there  had  been,  it 
would  have  made  a  great  difference  in  the  argument  (u). 

But  though  the  devise  over  has  been  generally  considered  as  the 
characteristic  of  these  cases,  yet  the  construction  was  adopted  in 

Snow  V.  Poulden  (r),  where  there  was  no  such  devise,  the 
need  bean  *"  words  of  the  will  being,  " The  rest  of  my  property  to  be 
expren  gift  invested  in  land,  and  given  to  my  grandson ;  when  of 
age,  to  have  a  commission  in  the  army  regulars  at  twenty- 
one  ;  to  remain  in  the  army  seven  years,  and  not  to  be  of  age  to  receive 
this  until  he  attains  his  twenty-fifth  year^  and  to  be  entitled  to  him 
and  his  male  heirs,  bearing  the  name  of  F.  forever."  Lord  Langdale, 
M.  B.,  held,  that  the  grandson  took  an  immediate  vested  interest  as 
tenant  in  tail  in  the  land  to  be  purchased,  subject  to  be  divested  if  he 
should  not  attain  twenty-five ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  rents  were 
applicable  to  his  benefit  during  his  minority. 

No  reasons  are  reported ;  but  the  express  direction  that  the  prop- 
erty should  be  "given  to"  the  grandson  may  well  have  been  taken 
to  constitute  an  immediate  devise  independently  of  the  subsequent 
clause  postponing  the  right  of  the  "receipt."  But  in  the  two  cases 
next  stated  there  was  no  such  independent  gift,  nor  any  express  gift 


that  children  shonld  "  become  beneflciallj  entitled  *'  on  the  death  of  their  parent,  waa  oon- 
fitraed  to  refer  to  posaession  only  and  not  so  aa  to  postpone  vesting.  See  farther  on  this 
point,  8.  vi.  of  this  Ch.  ad  fin. 

[0  6  Sim.  44,  8  a.  &  Fin.  665,  9  Bli.  N.  S.  430  (Ackers  v.  I1iippa> 
See  Re  Kirk,  Kirk  v.  Kirk,  31  Ch.  D.  431. 
Kee.  186. 


71  Dl,    8 

(0  61 


OH.  XXy.]  EXPRESSIONS  SEEUIN6LT  CONTBABT.  789 

over  on  death  before  the  prescribed  age  (x).    Thus,  in  simmonds  v, 
Simmonds  v.  Cock  (y)  the  testator  gave  the  rents  and  Cock, 
income  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after 
her  death  he  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  unto  and  to  the  use 
of  his  sons  A.,  B.,  and  C.  and  his  granddaughter  D.,  provided  she  lived 
to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  their  respective  heirs,  &c., 
absolutely.     It  was  held  that  the  share  of  D.  vested  in  her  immedi- 
ately, to  be  divested  if  she  died  under  age.    A  devise  to  A.  <^  pro- 
vided she  marries  my  nephew  on  or  before  attaining  twenty-one,"  or 
"provided  she  goes  to  Bome  before  she  attains  twenty-one,"  would, 
said  the  M.  B.,  give  a  vested  interest,  subject  to  a  condition 
subsequent:  why  a  devise  *to  A.  "provided  she  lived  to  at-  [*773] 
tain  twenty-one "  should  not  also  be  a  condition  subsequent 
he  could  not  understand. 

Again,  in  Andrew  v,  Andrew  (z),  where  a  testator  devised  lands  to 
his  son  T.  for  life,  "  and  from  and  after  his  decease  unto  his  eldest 
son  if  he  shall  have  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  Andrew  «. 
80  soon  as  he  shall  arrive  at  that  age ;  and  in  default  of  Andrew. 
his  having  a  son,  then  to  the  eldest  son  of  testator's  son  H.  forever ; " 
it  was  held  by  Sir  G.  Hall,  Y.-C,  that  nothing  vested  in  the  eldest 
son  of  T.  until  he  attained  the  prescribed  age,  because  there  was  no 
express  gift  over  on  his  dying  under  that  age.  The  intermediate 
rents  therefore  were  undisposed  of.  But  this  was  reversed  by  the 
L.  J  J.  Sir  W.  James  observed  that  it  must  be  conceded  that  the 
words  of  gift  to  T.'s  eldest  son  standing  alone  would  have  been  a 
mere  gift  of  a  future  contingent  interest.  But  they  were  preceded 
by  the  life  estate  to  T.  and  followed  by  the  words  "  and  in  default  of 
his  having  a  son  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  to  the  eldest  son  of  H. 
forever ; "  words  which  had  uniformly  been  held  to  mean  that  the 
estate  was  not  to  go  over  as  long  as  there  was  any  issue  male,  and 
which  therefore  conferred  an  estate  tail  male  on  T.,  subject  to  the 
previous  estate  to  his  eldest  son  (a).  "  There  is  a  long  category  of 
cases,  from  very  early  times,  down  to  a  very  recent  decision  of  the 
M.  B.  (6),  in  which  the  words  ^  if,'  *  when,'  *  so  soon  as,'  have  been 
held  from  the  context  not  to  import  contingency  in  the  sense  of  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  vesting,  but  to  mean  a  proviso  or  condition 
subsequent,  operating  as  a  defeasance  of  an  estate  vested,  and  we 
should  be  well  warranted  by  the  authorities  in  so  dealing  with  this 
case,  tnasmitch  as  the  limitations  were  plainly  intended  to  make  a 
complete  settlement  of  the  property  to  one  for  life,  then  to  his  eldest 
son  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  with  a  remainder  (qu.)  over  to  the 


(x)  And  Bee  Peard  v,  Kekewich,  15  Boat.  166;  Attwater  «.  Attwater,  Bear.  830. 
ly)  29  Beav.  455. 

!z)  1  Gh.  D.  410.    See  also  Jail  v.  Jacobs,  8  Gh.  D.  708,  713. 
a)  See  Ch.  XXZYIII. 
b)  Semb.  Simmonds  o.  Cock;  Miukett  v,  Saton,  1  Gh.  D.  435,  stated  post,  was  not 
then  reported. 
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other  descendants  (which  would  necessarily  take  effect  on  that  son's 
dying  under  the  prescribed  age)  with  an  ultimate  remainder  over  to 
another  branch  of  the  family.  But  all  doubt  and  difSeuUy  are  re- 
moved l)y  the  fact  that  the  gift  is  actually  expressed  to  be  what  with- 
out the  express  words  we  should  have  implied  it  to  be,  riz.,  that  the 
gift  is  expressed  to  be  ^from  and  after '  the  death  of  T.  A  man  canr 
not  have  an  estate  '  from  the  death '  if  be  is  not  to  have  it  for  several 

years  after  the  death,  and  possibly  not  at  all ;  and  to  oonstme 
[*774]  the  words  as  contingent  *  we  should  have  to  strike  out  the 

word  '  from/  and  that  in  order  to  make  for  the  testator  a 
most  unreasonable  will.  But  taking  the  word  '  from '  in  its  natural 
meaning,  and  taking  the  words  apparently  contingent  to  have  the 
meaning  which  has  been  so  often  given  to  them  in  so  many  cases, 
the  whole  thing  becomes  sensible  and  intelligible.  The  limitations, 
therefore,  have  to  be  read  thus:  To  T.  for  life,  remainder  to  T.'s 
eldest  son  in  fee  (c),  with  an  executory  devise  in  tail  to  T.  if  that 
son  should  die  under  twenty-one." 

The  decision  thus  turned  on  the  force  attributed  to  the  expres* 
sion  *'  from  and  after  the  death ; "  an  expression  generally  regarded 
as  being  equivalent  merely  to  ^*  remainder  "  (d).  The  authorities  to 
which  the  L.  J.  alluded  were  probably  those  which  had  been  cited  in 
argument,  viz.,  Bromfield  v.  Growder,  and  others  of  that  class.  But 
save  for  the  principle  that  words  apparently  contingent  may  be  eon* 
trolled  by  the  context,  they  are  not  very  closely  in  point.  In  them  (e) 
the  vesting  was  inferred  from  the  gift  over :  in  Andrew  v.  Andrew 
the  gift  over  was  inferred  from  the  pre-supposed  vesting  (/).  Alex* 
ander  v.  Alexander  (g)  was  not  cited.  There,  a  testator  by  will,  in 
1813,  devised  his  '<  freehold  estate  at  V.''  to  his  son  T.  for  life,  "<  and 
from  and  immediately  after  his  decease  '^  the  testator  devised  ^  the 
same  unto  the  second  son  of  the  body  of  my  son  T.  on  his  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  but  in  default  of  there  being  a  second 
son  of  the  body  of  my  son  T.,  then  I  devise  them  to  the  second  sou 
of  the  body  of  my  son  G.  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  but  in  default 
of  there  being  a  second  son  pf  the  body  of  my  son  G.  then  I  devise 
the  same  to  the  second  daughter  of  my  son  G.  on  her  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  but  in  default  of  there  being  a  second  daughter  of 

(e)  The  will  bore  date  1832,  bat  the  fee  w«f  held  to  pMS  by  Firtae  of  the  in^ud  gift  oT«r 
on  death  tinder  age.    See  Ch.  XXXIfl. 

(d)  See  Long  •.  OvoDden,  16  Ch.  D.  SM,  where  tbeio  wordi  were  bald  to  pate  intoiMdiafta 
income. 

(e)  Except  In  Sfmmotads  v.  Cock. 

(/)  Referring  to  an  argoment  at  the  bar,  the  L.  J.  addad,  "  It  atraniM  that  the  aetata  to 
the  son  fiid  not  vest  on  ike  father*8  death.  But  we  hold  that  it  did  to  vest."  This  impliedly 
a«tsert8  that  the  estate  was  contingent  on  the  son  sonriring  the  father;  and  some  other  parta 
of  the  judgment,  narticniarl J  where  the  words  **haya  an  estate^  aas  applied  to  the  two  dif- 
ferent events  of  T.'s  death 'and  the  son  attaining  twentr-one,  would  suggest  the  same  ooo- 
struction.  But  the  expressions  in  question  must  probably  be  regarded  as  mere  jnaecnracies; 
as  also  must  the  expression  *' remainder'*  when  naed  of  an  estate  coming  after  tfaa  aos's  te 
aimple. 

(^)  16  0.  B.  5S. 
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mj  son  0.,  then 'to  the  rigbt  hem  of  my  son  T/'    Here  the  limita* 

tions  appear  as  plainly  as  in  Andrew  «.  Andrew  to  hare  been  intended 

to  make  a  complete  settlement  of  the  property,  and  the  gift 

to  the  second  son  was  expressed  to  be,  ^  from  and  *  after  "  the  [^7751 

death  of  the  tenant  for  Ufe.    l^nt  it  was  held  that  the  deyise 

to  the  second  son  of  T.  was  a  eontingent  remainder,  not  a  vested 

esstate  in  fee  defeasible  on  his  death  under  the  prescribed  age. 

Thus  the  most  reeent  eases  show  little  of  the  indisposition  to  ex- 
tend the  doctrine  of  Doe  v,  Moore  which  has  sometimes  been  pro- 
fessed (A),  and  which  had  in  the  meantime  led  to  the  Distinction 
establishment  of  a  very  material  distinction  between  a  ^^Tm^^^^L 
devise  to  an  individual  or  to  a  class,  if  or  when  he  or  twenty-on«, 
they  attain  twenty-one,  with  a  gift  over  on  death  under  "ildren  wAo 
that  age,  and  a  devise  to  ^  such  of  a  class  as  shall  attain  auaim  twentj^ 
twenty-one,''  with  a  corresponding  gift  over.    Thus  in  ^*^* 
Festing  t;.  Allen  (t),  where  there  was  a  devise  to  the  use  of  the  testa^ 
tor's  granddaughter  for  life,  and  from  and  after  her  de-  Fettingv. 
cease  to  the  use  of  her  children  who  should  attain  the  ^^^ 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants 
in  common  in  fee,  and  if  but  one,  then  to  that  one  in  fee ;  and  for 
want  of  such  issue,  over.     It  was  contended,  on  the  authority  of 
Phipps  V.  Ackers,  that  the  children  took  vested  estates  in  fee,  subject 
only  to  be  divested  partially  in  case  of  other  children  coming  into 
being,  or  wholly  in  ease  of  death  under  twenty-one.     But  Bolfe,  B., 
who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said  that  in  Phipps  v. 
Ackers,  and  the  cases  there  referred  to,  there  was  an  absolute  gift  to 
some  ascertained  person  or  persons,  and  the  Courts  held  that  words 
accompanying  the  gift,  though  apparently  importing  a  contingency 
or  contingencies,  did  in  reality  only  indicate  certain  circumstances  on 
the  happening  or  not  happening  of  which  the  estate  previously  vested 
should  be  divested,  and  pass  from  the  first  devisee  into  some  other 
channel ;  but  that  here  there  was  no  gift  to  any  person  who  did  not 
answer  the  whole  of  the  requisite  description,  and  no  one  who  had 
not  attained  twenty-one  was  an  object  of  the  testator's  bounty  any 
more  than  a  person  who  was  not  a  child  of  the  granddaughter.   Even 
if  there  were  no  authority  establishing  this  to  be  a  substantial  dis- 
tinction, the  Court  would  not  feel  inclined  to  extend  the  doctrine  of 
Doe  V.  Moore,  and  Phipps  i;.  Ackers  to  cases  not  precisely  similar. 
But  in  fact  this  distinction  in  a  great  measure  formed  the  ground  of 
the  decision  of  Duffield  v,  Duffield  (f)  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
Bussel  v.  Buchanan.    It  was  therefore  decided  that,  as  no 
child  *  of  the  granddaaghter  had  attained  twenty-one  when  [*776] 


(h)  9  CI.  &  F!n.  60^ 
(Q  IS  M.  &  Wel«.  279,  5  Han,  87S. 
U)  1  D.  &  CI.  288,  "    ^ 

Wms  V.  Wnia.  1  D.  i 


h)  9  CI.  &  F!n.  699. 
M.  &WeK271 

0.  &  CI.  268,  8U,  8  Bli.'N.  8.  100.    See  alio  Kemiuni  «.  Newman,  10  Sim.  61 : 
Waia,  1  D.  &  War.  480.  ' 
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her  estate  determined,  the  remainder  was  defeated  for  want  of  a 
particular  estate  to  support  it  (k). 

Again,  in  Bull  v.  Pritchard  {l)y  where  a  testator  devised  his  free- 
hold estates  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  M.  during  her  Ufe, 
for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  he  directed  his  trustees 
to  convey  the  said  estates  "  unto  and  'equally  between  and  among  all 
and  every  the  child  and  children  of  his  said  daughter  M.  who  should 
live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-three  years,''  in  fee  as  tenants  in 
common ;  ''  and,  if  there  should  be  but  one  such  child,  then  to  such 
one  child"  in  fee;  ^'but,  in  case  there  should  be  no  such  child  or 
children,  or,  being  such,  all  of  them  should  die  under  the  age  of 
twenty-three  years  without  lawful  issue,  then  upon  trust "  to  convey 
to  the  persons  therein  named.  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C.,  said  there  were 
two  classes  of  cases ;  one,  where  the  devise  was  to  a  party  at  a  given 
age,  and  the  property  was  given  over  if  he  died  under  that  age ;  the 
other,  where  the  description  of  the  devisee  was  such  as  to  make  the 
given  age  part  of  that  description;  and  he  held  that  this  case  fell 
under  the  second  class.  It  was  not,  he  added,  necessary  for  him  to 
say  whether  greater  violence  would  be  done  to  the  language  of  the 
will  in  that  case  than  was  done  in  some  of  the  cases  of  the  first  class, 
as,  for  example,  in  Doe  v.  Moore  (m)  :  the  two  cases  were  in  principle 
widely  different  from  each  other.  The  Y.-C.  also  held,  that  a  clause 
contained  in  the  will,  directing  the  trustees  to  apply  each  child's 
share,  or  so  much  thereof  as  they  might  deem  necessary,  towards 
their  maintenance,  did  not  vary  the  case. 

But  there  are  no  words  so  plain  but  they  may  be  controlled  by 
the  context  (n)  :  and  in  Muskett  v.  Eaton  (o),  where  a  testatrix  de- 
vised a  farm  to  A.  for  life,  and  in  the  event  of  his  leaving  a 
[*777]  ♦  lawful  son  bom,  or  to  be  born  in  due  time  after  his  decease, 
who  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  unto 
such  son  and  his  heirs  if  he  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years ;  but  if  A.  should  die  without  leaving  a  sou  who  should  live 
to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then,  after  the  death  of  A.,  to 
B.  and  his  heirs.  A.  died,  leaving  an  infant  son ;  and  Sir  G.  Jessel, 
M.  E.,  held  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  rule  in  Festing  r.  Allen. 
He  said, ''  The  testatrix  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  course  of 

(l)  But  M  there  were  infant  children  who  might  attain  twent;r-on««  the  erent  on  which  the 
alternative  remainder  was  limited  had  not  happened,  »o  that  this  remainder  also  failed.  Sw 
Aitley  r.  Micklethwait,  15  Ch.  D.  59.     See  now  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  83,  stated  poet,  Ch.  XXVI. 

(0  6  Hare.  507.  See  also  Stead  «.  Piatt,  18  Beav.  50  ;  Holmes  r.  Prescott,  83  L.  J.  Ch. 
264,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  607  (in  which  Wood,  V.-CLexamined  the  authorities) ;  Perceval  «.  Perce- 
val. L.  R.,  9  Eq.  386  (same  will);  Rhodes  «.  Whitehead.  2  Dr.  &  Sm-  539;  Re  Eddel's Trusts 
L.  R.,  11  Eq.  659  ;  Brackenhnry  t.  Gibbons,  2  Ch.  D.  417  (where,  however,  there  was  no  gift 
over).  These  cases  have  virtuallv  overruled  Browne  v,  Browne,  3  Sm.  &  Gif.  568  ;  Riley  •. 
Gamett,  8  De  G.  &  S.  629  ;  Doe  d.  Bills  r.  Hopkinson.  5  Q.  B.  223,  as  to  which  see  per 
Wood,  y.-C  in  Ex  parte  Styan,  Johns.  887,  and  in  Holmes  o.  Presoott,  aup.,  and  poet,  Ch. 
XL.  s.  111. 

(m)  See  also,  per  Sir  W.  Grsnt,  M.  R,  Leake  9.  Robinton,  2  Her.  886. 

(n)  Per  Wood,  Y.^.,  Holmes  v.  Prescott,  83  L.  J.  Ch.  271. 

\o)  1  Ch.  D.  485. 
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nature^  and  if  the  cliild  had  been  born  within  nine  months  after  the 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  he  could  not  have  been  twenty-one  at  the 
time  when  the  particular  estate  determined.  It  is  quite  impossible 
that  she  could  have  intended  the  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty-one 
to  be  part  of  the  description  of  the  person  to  take.  Therefore,  in  my 
opinion,  the  son  takes  a  vested  estate  subject  to  be  divested  in  the 
event  of  his  dying  under  twenty-one," 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  actual  words  of  gift  (p)  are  '^to  such 
son  if  he  shall  live  to  attain  twenty-one/'  and  that  ''such  son  "  must 
here  mean  ''  son  of  A.  born  or  to  be  born,"  exclusive  of  the  qualifica- 
tion ''who  shall  live  to  attain  twenty-one,"  because  the  testator  goes 
on  to  add  that  very  qualification,  so  far  as  he  intends  it  to  be  one  — 
"if  he  shall  attain  twenty-one."  So  that  on  this  ground  alone  the 
case  was  not  within  Festing  v.  Allen.  The  intention  was  made  by 
the  M.  B.  to  depend  on  the  rule  of  law  which  requires  a  continuing 
particular  estate  to  support  a  contingent  remainder :  there  was  noth- 
ing else  to  suggest  that  the  testatrix  intended  that  the  devisee  should 
be  twenty-one  at  the  time  when  the  particular  estate  determined. 
Generally,  it  is  only  when  the  words  of  the  will  are  ambiguous  that 
the  construction  of  them  can  properly  be  governed  by  such  considera- 
tions.   The  rule  itself  is  now  abolished  by  statute  (g). 

It  was  at  one  period  doubted  whether  a  devise  to  a  person  after 
payment  of  debts  was  not  contingent  until  the  debts   ^ 
were  paid;  but  it  is  now  well  established  that -such  a  pavmentof 
devise  confers  an  immediately  vested  interest,  the  words   ^®°^' 
of    apparent    postponement    being    considered  only  as  creating  a 
charge  (r). 

*  The  several  preceding  classes  of  cases  clearly  demonstrate  [*778] 
that  the  Courts  will  not  construe  a  remainder  to  be  contin- 
gent, merely  on  account  of  the  inaccurate  and  inartificial  use  of  ex- 
pressions importing  contingency,  if  the  nature  of  the   ^ 
limitations  affords  ground  for  concluding  that  they  were  mark  on  pre- 
not  used  with  a  view  to  suspend  the  vesting.  Such  cases   ^•^^^  «•»«»• 
may  be  considered,  however,  as  exceptions  to  the  general  rule ;  and, 
agreeably  to  the  maxim,   exceptio    probat  regulam,  they  confirm, 
rather  than  oppose,  the  doctrine  that  devises  limited  in  clear  and  ex- 
press terms  of  contingency  do  not  take  effect,  unless  the  events  upon 
which  they  are  made  dependent  happen,  which  cases  we  now  proceed 
to  consider. 

ni.«  Devises  oontiiigent  by  express  Terms.  —  The  first  remark 
suggested  by  this  class  of  cases  is,  that  an  estate  will  be  construed  to 

ip)  See  also  Bradley  v.  Barlow,  5  Hare,  MO,  where  the  clear  terms  of  oontlngency  occurred 
in  the  maintenance  clause,  not  in  the  f^ift  of  the  legacy. 

(q)  40  &  41  Vict  c.  33.    See  Ch.  XXVI. 

(r)  Bamardiston  if.  Carter,  1  P.  W.  505,  509,  8  B.  P.  C  Toml.  64  ;  see  also  Bagshaw  v, 
Spencer,  1  Ves.  142;  and  some  very  able  opinions  stated  1  Coll.  Jur.  214.  Those  of  Lord 
Eldon  (then  Sir  John  Scott),  and  Mr.  Fearne,  are  particularly  worthy  of  attention. 
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EttatM  liaitad  be  oonttngenty  if  clearly  so  expressed,  lioweyer  afasnrd 
cSoooUn^^.   ^^  inconyenient  may  be  the  consequenoes  to  which  such 

a  coDstniction  may  lead,  and  however  inconsistent  with 
what  it  may  be  conjectured  would  have  been  the  testator's  actual 
meaning,  if  his  attention  had  been  drawn  to  those  oonsequences.^ 

Thus,  in  Denn  d.  EadclifEe  r.  Bagshaw  («),  where  the  devise  was  to 
the  testator's  only  daughter  M.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  the 
first  son  of  her  body,  if  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and  the  heirs 
male  of  such  first  son,  remainder  to  the  other  sons  successively  in 
tail,  in  like  manner,  remainder  to  testator's  nephew  in  taiL  M.  had 
issue  an  only  son,  who  died  in  her  lifetime^  leaving  issue.  Whether 
such  issue  was  entitled  under  the  devise  in  tail  (t)  to  this  first  son, 
was  the  question.  It  was  contended  for  him,  that  the  testator  must 
have  intended  that  the  nephew,  who  was  otherwise  amply  provided 
for  by  him,  should  not  take  until  failure  of  all  the  descendants  of 
his  daughter;  and  that  to  accomplish  this  intention,  the  Court  would 
either  construe  the  estate  of  the  daughter  to  be  an  estate  tail  or  hold 
that  an  estate  tail  vested  in  the  son  on  his  birth ;  and  that  the  words, 
<<  if  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,"  merely  marked  the  period  when 
the  remainder  should  commence  in  possession,  as  in  the  cases  be- 
fore discussed.  But  the  Court  (reluctantly,  on  accoimt  of  the 
[*779]  hardship  of  the  case  (u))  decided,  *  that  the  son  not  having 
survived  his  mother,  his  estate  never  arose.  Lord  Kenyon 
observed,  that  the  cases  cited  for  him  proceeded  on  informal 
words;  whereas  here  correct  and  technical  expressions  were  used 
throughout  (x). 

So,  in  Holmes  v.  Gradock  (^),  where  a  testator  devised  freehold, 
copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates  to  F.,  his  heirs,  &c.,  upon  trust  to  pay 
Devises  held  testator's  wif c  an  annuity  of  100^.  for  her  life,  and  to  pay 
%^  SJSJrith-  **^  residue  of  the  annual  profits  to  testator's  son  W.  dup. 
sunding  ing  the  life  of  his  mother ;  and  if  his  son  should  happen 

qurace.*^**"     ^  ^^  before  his  mother,  without  leaving  a  widow  or 

(«)  6  T.  R.  512 ;  see  also  WiDgrmrt  v.  PlslgrmTe,  1  P.  W.  401  (arising  <m  the  limitatioii  of 
a  tenn  in  a  settlement). 
^0  Fbr  such  it  clearly  would  have  heen.    See  infra. 

that  the  possibility' of  his  dying  in  the  meantime,  Itaving  iMue,  is  in  the  testator's  contem- 
plation. It  is  prooable  that  in  general  this  event  is  overlooked  ;  and  that  if  the  tcsCator'a 
attention  were  drawn  to  the  circumstance,  he  would  either  make  the  interest  vest  in  the  lega- 
tee, in  case  of  his  d  ving  leaTing  issue  before  the  prescribed  age  or  period,  or  else  substitute 
the  issue  in  such  event. 


;m)  Persons  taking  instructions  for  wills,  in  which  the  resting  is  to  depend  on  the  devisee 
or  legatee  attainimr  a  particular  aire  or  living  to  a  given  period,  should  carefully  ancertain 


(x)  Cf.  Jenkins  v.  Hughes,  8  H.  L.  Ca.  571,  an  informal  will. 
(ff)  8  Ves.  317  ;  see  abo  Vick  v,  Sueter,  8  £11.  &  Bl.  219. 


1  See  ante,  pp.454,  455.    In  Nashv.Kash,  v.  Burt,  2  Wash.  C  G.  406     On  the  other 

12  Allen,  845,  the  question  arose  whether  a  hand,  such  an  interest  would  go  to  the  as- 

contingent  gift  of  land  to  such  of  the  testator's  signee  under  the  English  bankrupt  act  and  un- 

children  as  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  der  the  Massachusetts  statute  of  insolvency, 

their  mother  would  pass  to  sn  assignee  in  Higden  v,   Williamson,   8  P.   Wm».   ISS, 

bankruptcy  under  the  United  St«tes  bank-  Qsrdner  v.  Hooper,  8  Grsv,  398  ;  Winslow  r. 

mpt  law  of  1841.    Tt  had  been  decided  that  Goodwin,  7  Met.  363.    And  it  was  decided 

Buch  an  interest  would  not  pass  to  the  assignee  that  the  assignee  might  take  under  the  Uw  oC 

under  the  bankrupt  law  of  1800.     Kmmbaar  1841.    Nash  v.  Nash,  supra* 
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ehild,  then  in  trust  to  paj  all  Buch  profits  to  her  for  lifiB,  and 
subject  to  the  said  trusts,  that  Uie  said  F.  should  stand  seised  to 
the  use  of  the  testator's  said  son,  his  heirs,  and  assi^^,  forever,  sub- 
ject and  chargeable  with  the  legacies  thereinafter  given.  In  a  subse- 
quent clause  he  proceeded  thus :  **  And  if  my  son  shall  die,  leaving  my 
vfifej  without  leaving  a  wife  or  any  child,  after  his  death  and  my 
wife^Sy  I  give  and  bequeath,^'  certain  legacies,  ''  which  I  charge  upon 
my  real  estate,  hereinbefore  limited  to  my  son  and  his  heirs/'  The 
son  survived  his  mother,  and  died  without  leaving  wife  or  child ;  and 
Sir  E.  P.  Arden,  M.  E.,  held,  that  the  legacies  did  not  arise,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  warranted  in  totally  rejecting  words,  unless 
they  were  repugnant  to  the  clear  intention  manifested  in  other  parts 
of  the  will  {z). 

So,  in  Shuldam  v.  Smith,  lessee  of  Matthews  (a),  where  a  testator 
devised  to  certain  persons  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor 
Tinto  all  and  every  the  children  of  his  late  sister  C,  by  her  three  sev- 
eral husbands  (naming  them),  that  should  be  then  living,  and  to  their 
heirs  and  assigpis,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them  as  tenr 
ants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants:  *and  if  there  £*780] 
shotUd  be  but  one  such  child,  and  no  issue  of  any  of  the  other 
children  then  living,  then,  and  in  that  case,  he  devised  his  real  estate 
unto  such  surviving  child,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  At 
the  death  of  the  surviving  tenant  for  life,  one  child  of  C.  only  was  liv- 
ing, but  there  was  issue  of  several  of  the  other  children.  It  was  held 
in  £>.  P.  that  in  this  event  the  remainder  in  fee  was  undisposed  ot 
Lord  Eldon  said,  you  cannot,  by  implication  or  supplying  words,  give 
the  whole  to  one  child,  in  an  event  in  which  the  testator  has  said,  that 
such  one  child  shall  not  have  it  (b),  nor  divide  the  estate  into  different 
aliquot  parts  between  one  child  and  the  issue  of  the  others,  where  the 
testator  has  not  told  you  what  aliquot  part  is  to  be  given  to  one,  and 
what  to  the  issue  of  the  others.  Lord  Eedesdale  observed,  that  the 
testator  had  provided  for  the  event  of  there  being  more  than  one 
child,  and  that  of  there  being  only  one  and  no  issue  of  the  others  then 
living.  The  third  event,  however,  was  that  which  had  happened,  and 
in  that  event  there  was  no  disposition. 

And  in  Maddison  v.  Chapman  (c),  where  a  testator  directed  that, 

(«)  But  w«f  there  not  ground  to  contend,  on  the  principle  of  PeaTsall  p.  Simpson,  and  that 
class  of  cases  (ante,  p.  764)|  that  the  devise  mieht  oe  read  *Mf  my  son  shall  die  without  leav- 
ing a  wife  or  child,  then  after  his  decease,  andaJUr  my  tp\f€*i  dectaUy  \f  he  ^«M  dU  Uaving 
my  wife  "  f  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  Sir  vV,  Grant  would  so  have  oonstmed  It.  It  is 
observable,  that  neither  Webb  v.  Hearing,  nor  the  anonvroous  case  In  Ventris,  963,  was  cited 
to  Sir  K.  P.  Arden,  who  relied  much  on  Calthorpe  v.  Gough,  cit  9  B.  C.  C.  395,  and  Doo  p, 
Brabant,  3  a  C  C  393,  4  T.  It  70S. 

(a)  6  Dow.  22,  Sug.  I^w  of  Prop.  416  ;  see  also  Parsons  «.  Parsona,  B  Yes.  678  ;  Dicken 
V.  Clarke,  2  Y.  &  C.  572  ;  Clarke  v.  Butler,  13  Sim.  401  ;  Lenox  v.  Lenox,  10  Sim.  400. 

(6)  That  Is,  not  expressly,  but  eonstmotivelj  by  giving  to  one.  If  there  should  be  no  Istne 
of  the  others  ;  for  it  is  observable  that,  if  it  had  stood  upon  the  former  part  of  the  deviia 
alone,  the  sole  surviving  child  would  cleariy  have  taken. 

(c)  4  K.  &  J.  709.  1^  also  Coulthurst  v.  Carter,  15  Beav.  421,  fouth  point :  Prida  v. 
Fooks,  3  De  O.  &  J.  258. 
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when  the  youngest  of  his  two  daughters  had  attained  twenty-one,  his 

real  and  personal  estate  should  be  divided  into  three 
ovi^o^s^ed  ^^  parts,  one  part  to  be  for  his  wife,  and  one  of  the 
■^ctiy  and  remaining  two  for  each  daughter;  at  his  wife's  decease 
•rent  not  her  share  to  be  equally  divided  between  his  two  daughters ; 

J*^*°8  provided,  that  if  either  of  his  two  daughters  should  die 

before  a  division  of  his  property  should  have  been  made, 
and  having  no  surviving  issue,  then  the  part  of  the  deceased  should 
go  to  the  surviving  sister.  By  a  codicil,  the  testator  provided  that  if 
both  his  children  should  die  in  their  minority  (d),  and  leave  no  issue, 
then  in  such  case,  and  in  such  case  only,  he  gave  the  whole  of  his 
property  to  his  wife  for  life  with  remainder  over.  The  elder  daughter 
attidned  twenty-one,  but  both  died  before  the  younger  attained  that 
age,  and  without  having  been  married.  It  was  held  by  Sir  W.  P. 
Wood,  y.-C.,  that  whether  the  interests  under  the  will  were  vested  or 

not  (e),  and  whether  a  reasonable  motive  could  or  could  not  be 
[*781]  assigned  for  the  condition  upon  which  the  testator  had  *  made 

the  limitation  over  in  the  codicil  to  depend,  that  condition 
must  be  construed  strictly,  and  that,  this  event  not  having  happened, 
the  limitation  over  failed.  "  The  condition,"  said  the  V^.  (viz.,  the 
death  of  the  elder  daughter  during  minority),  '^  is  not  merely  an  event 
essential  to  the  determination  of  the  interest  previously  given  to  her, 
but  involves  a  further  incident,  which  may  or  may  not  have  happened 
when  that  estate  is  determined  (/).  When  I  find  a  testator  express- 
ing this  varied  contingency,  by  his  will  giving  an  interest  which  may 
be  determined  by  a  death  after  minority,  and  by  his  codicil  making  a 
limitation  over  which  is  only  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  death  dur- 
ing minority,  it  is  impossible  to  know  what  he  intended,  or  to  foresee 
what  he  would  have  said  had  it  been  called  to  his  attention  that  the 
two  limitations  did  not  coincide. 

The  same  rigid  rule  of  construction  prevails,  where  a 
derbM  upoQ^^  testator  has  disposed  of  an  estate  in  a  certain  event  only, 
contingency,      under  the  erroneous  impression,  that  his  power  of  dispo- 
the  extent  of     sition  IS  confined  to  such  contingency, 
his  power  of  Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Vessey  v.  Wilkinson  (g),  where  lands  had 

^^  ^'  been  settled  on  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees,  to  raise, 
in  case  W.  or  any  of  his  issue  should  be  living  at  her  (A.'s)  death,  1,000^. 
for  such  persons  as  A.  should  appoint,  remainder  to  W.  for  his  life, 
remainder  to  his  children  in  tail,  remainder  to  A.  in  fee.  A.  by  will, 
reciting  the  settlement,  gave  the  IflOOl.  in  case  W.  or  any  of  his 
issue  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  to  B.  She  then  pro- 
ceeded to  declare,  that  *^in  case  neither  the  said  W.,  nor  any  issue  of 

(d)  ** Minority'*  wae  conttnied  in  ito  ordinaTj  eenae  ;  not,  m  oontended  for,  the  period 
until  the  yoongest  daughter  attained  twenQr-one. 
[«}  The  Court,  however,  thought  they  were  yetted, 
r )  See  ante.  n.  766. 
0  S  T.  R.  209. 
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hiSf  should  be  living  <U  the  time  of  her  decease,  by  which  event  the  premr 
ises  would  devolve  upon  her  and  her  heirs,^  then  she  gave  the  same 
to  trustees  for  500  years^  to  raise  certain  sums  of  money  within  six 
months  after  her  decease ;  and  from  and  after  the  expiration  or  other 
sooner  determination  of  the  said  term,  and  subject  thereto,  the  tes* 
tatrix  gave  the  premises  to  her  brother  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
her  (testatrix's)  daughter  C.  in  fee ;  but  if  she  died  before  twenty- 
one  and  without  issue,  to  her  son-in-law  B.  in  fee,  he  paying  certain 
legacies.  W.  survived  the  testatrix,  and  afterwards  died  without  issue ; 
and  the  question  was,  whether  in  that  event  the  devises  took  effect. 
The  Court  agreed  that  the  limitation  of  the  term  was  void  in  event ; 
and  Grose,  J.,  ajid  Ashurst,  J.,  held  that  the  devise  of  the  in- 
heritance was  dependent  on  the  same  contingency,  *  Buller,  [*782] 
J.,  did  not  deny  effect  to  the  words  of  contingency,  but  con- 
fined them  to  the  term,  holding  it  to  be  a  vested  devise  of  the  inher- 
itance, subject  to  a  contingent  term  (A).  The  argument  that  the  tes- 
tatrix might  not  be  aware  of  her  power  to  dispose  of  the  estate,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  W.  without  issue  after  her  death,  and  that,  had 
she  been  so,  the  whole  of  the  will  showed  that  she  would  have  given 
it  to  W.,  was  conclusively  answered  by  Grose,  J.,  who  said  that,  "  if 
she  was  not  aware  of  her  power  to  give  she  did  not  intend  to  give ; 
and  then  the  law  gives  it  to  the  heir,  and  we  cannot  take  it  from 
him.  If  she  had  known  her  power  to  dispose  of  it,  she  possibly 
would  have  given  it,  and  probably  might,  but  she  has  not  said  so; 
and  if  we  were  to  say  so,  it  would  be  our  will,  and  not  hers.*' 

Still,  however,  where  the  construing  of  the  devise  to  where  holding 
be  contingent,  in  accordance  with  the  letter  of  the  will,   ?>«  devise  to 

, ,   ,  .  1         «.     ,      «  -I     .  ^  'be  contingent, 

would  have  the  effect  of  rendering  nugatory  a  purpose  will  defeat  the 
clearly  expressed  by  the  testator,  the  Court  will  struggle  orthetoetator! 
to  avoid  such  a  construction. 

Thus,  in  Bradford  v,  Foley  (f),  where  the  devise  was  in  trust  for 
the  testator's  son  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  unto  the  first  and 
every  other  son  which  he  (the  son)  should  have  by  any  future  wife  in 
tail ;  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  such  future  marriage  in  fee ;  with 
a  proviso,  that  if  his  son  should  thereafter  marry  with  any  woman 
related  in  blood  to  M.,  his  then  wife,  all  the  above  uses,  so  far  as  they 
related  to  the  issue  of  such  future  marriage,  should  cease  and  deter- 
mine, it  being  the  testator's  steadfast  resolution  to  hinder  that  no 
person  any  ways  of  kin  to  her  in  blood,  or  bom  or  descended  from 
any  such  person,  should  inherit  any  part  of  his  said  estate ;  and  in 
such  case,  notwithstanding  there  shoiild  be  issue  of  his  said  son  by 
such  future  marriage,  living  at  the  time  of  his  (testator's)  decease,  it 
was  his  will  that  neither  they,  nor  either  of  t^em,  should  take  any 


(h)  As  to  this  point,  see  infra,  s.  ir. 
(0  Dong,  d  * 

H.  &  SeL  26. 


Dong.  68.    This  case  seems  to  be  exactly  the  converse  of  Driver  d.  Frank  «.  Frank,  3 
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thing  under  his  will ;  but  that  the  tnntee*  should  stand  seised  to  the 
use  of  his  (the  testator's)  brother's  children,  liTing  at  his  deoease, 
and  their  heiis;  and  in  ease  they  shovdd  all  die  in  his  lifetime,  or 
after  his  decease,  without  issue,  then  he  devised  his  said  leal  estate 
to  his  own  right  heirs;  he  meaUit  such  heirs  only  as  should  be  in  no 
ways  related  in  blood  to  the  said  IML,  all  of  whom  he  thereby 
[*783]  excluded  from  any  right,  title,  or  benefit,  from  hi&  *  estate  (k). 
The  son  died  witliout  marrying  again.  It  was  contended,  that 
in  this  event  the  ulterior  estates  never  arose ;  but  the  Court  held, 
that  the  testate's  brother's  children  were  tenants  in  tail.  Lord 
Mansfield  said  nothing  could  be  clearer  than  that  the  testator  meant 
that  no  child  of  M.  should  take  in  any  event;  and  yet,  according 
to  that  argument,  such  child,  if  there  had  been  <me,  must  have  taken 
(as  heir-at-law). 

The  words  in  this  case  were  certainly  very  strong,  and  to  a  Judge 
less  disposed  tiian  liord  Mansfield  to  relax  the  strict  rules  of  con- 
Remark  on  •traction,  they  probably  would  have  appeared  to  pre- 
Bradford  ff.  Sent  an  insuperable  difficulty  to  holding  the  testator's 
^^^^'  brother's  children  to  take  in  any  other  event  than  that  of 

the  sou's  future  marriage,  especially  as  this  oonstruetion  extended  the 
devise  beyond  what  was  absolutely  necessary  to  effeetuate  the  testa- 
tor's professed  object,  namely,  the  exclusion  of  the  obnoodous  persons. 
He  might  have  intended  the  devise  in  question  to  take  effect  only  in 
case  such  persons  came  in  esse^  The  case,  however,  stands  distin^ 
guished  from  the  others  before  noticed,  in  the  fact^  tiiat  the  devise  in 
its  literal  terms  was  inconsistent  with  a  scheme,  not  merely  con- 
jectured, but  avowed  by  the  testator  (I). 

So  in  QuickC  v.  Leach  (m),  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his  wife 
until  his  son  J.  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five,  ^  and  in.  case  his* 
said  son  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-five,  and  he  (testator)  should 
have  any  other  child  or  children  of  his  body  living  at  the  time  of 
his  death  or  that  should  be  afterwards  bom  alive,'^  he  devised  his 
lands  to  trastees  for  1,000  years  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
eacpressed ;  and  subject  thereto,  to  his  son  J.  for  life  with  remainders 
over  in  strict  settlement.  The  trusts  of  the  term  were  declared  to  h& 
for  raising  6,000^  as  portions  for  the  testator's  children,  other  than 
the  eldest,  that  he  might  happen  to  leave  at  his  death ;  but  if  all 
his  children  except  an  eldest  should  die  before  their  respective  ages 
of  twenty-five  and  twenty-one,  then  the  sum  of  5,000/.  was  not  to  be 

(h)  It  Meim  thtt  Xhtm  words  would  not  hav«  amoanted  to  a  doTiio  to  the  penons  next  i» 
descent,  Goodtitle  d.  Bailey  v.  Pujchr  3  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  464.  Consetinently.  a  son  or  other 
relation  of  M.,  being;  the  testator^s  heir,  would  have  Uken  the  reTemion  by  descent^  not«*ith- 
standing  this  cUune.  Nothing  will  exclndo  the  heir,  but  an  actaal  disposltioa  to  some  otim 
person,  ante,  p.  589. 

(I)  This  case  is  giren  bj  Feame  (C.  R.  234)  as  an  example  of  a  limitation  after  a  preced- 
ing estate,  which  preceding  estate  aepends  on  a  coatiogen^  wttek  n#r«r  htppmiBf  taking 
effect  notwitlistanding. 

(m)  18  M.  &  W.  m. 
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raised ;  "  provided  always,  that  in  case  I  sliall  leave  no  younger  child 
or  children,  or  being  such,  all  of  them  shall  die  before  the  said 
respective  ages  of  twenty-five  *  or  twenty-one  years,  or  in  [♦784] 
case  the  said  sum  of  5,000^  be  raised,  then  the  said  term  of 
1,000  years  shall  cease,  determine  and  be  utterly  void."  J.  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-five,  and  was  the  only  child  whom  the  testator  left 
surviving  him.  The  question  was  whether  the  devise  of  the  term 
had  failed.  It  was  held  that  it  had  not;  for  there  were  two  cir- 
cumstances by  which  the  testator  had  satisfactorily  shown  that  he 
intended  tiie  term  to  take  effect  at  his  death  in  all  events ;  first,  the 
clause  of  cesser  provided  that  the  term  should  cease  on  certain 
contingencies,  one  of  which  was  the  testator's  not  leaving  any 
younger  child.  Such  a  proviso  would  be  useless  and  unmeaning  if^ 
unless  he  left  a  younger  child,  the  term  was  never  to  come  into 
existence.  A  term  which  never  existed  could  not  possibly  cease  (n). 
The  other  circumstance  was  this :  One  of  the  trusts  of  the  term  was, 
that  if  the  testator's  wife  should  die  before  J.  attained  twenty-five, 
the  trustees  should  allow  him  a  sum  not  exceeding  400/.  per  annum 
for  maintenanca  This  trust  could  only  be  performed  by  means  of 
the  term  and  therefore  necessarily  pre-supposed  its  existence  ;  and  it 
was  a  trust  not  made  to  depend  by  any  necessary  or  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  words  used  on  the  event  of  there  being  ayounger  child.. 

As  a  devise  expressly  made  to  take  effect  on  a  contingency  will  not 
arise  unless  such  contingency  happen^  it  follows  k  fortiori  that  an 
estate  once  vested  will  not  be  divested,  unless  aU  the 
events  which  are  to  precede  the  vesting  of  a  substituted   ^^^ted 
devise  happen  (o).     And  this,  it  is  to  be  observed,   unless  all  the 
applies  as  well  in  regard  to  events  which  respect  the  •^®°**'**pp«°- 
personal  qualification  of  the  substituted  devisee,  as  those  which  are: 
collateral  to  him.    In  every  case  the  original  devise  remains  in  force, 
until  the  title  of  the  substituted  devisee  ia  eom|dete.    Thus,  if  a 
devise  be  made  to  A.,  to  be  divested  on  Sr  given  event  in  favor  of 
persons  unborn  or  unascertained,   it  will  not  be  affected  by  the; 
happening  of  the  event  described,  unless,  also,  the  object  of  the 
substituted  gift  come  in  esse,  and  answer  the  qualification  which  the 
testator  has  annexed  thereto. 

•  Thus,  in  Harrison  v.  Foreman  (p),  where  a  fund  was  be-  [*785] 
queathed  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  P.  and  S.  in 
equal  moieties  y  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  of  them  in  the 
lifetime  of  A.,  then  the  whole  to  the  survivor  living  at  her  decease. 

(fi)  Bat  the  term  was  to  '*  cease,  detennine,  and  be  void  '*  npon  any  one  of  three  events:  1, 
there  hmg  no  younger  children  ;  %  then-  dying  under  age  ;  or,  8,  the  money  hsying  bean 
raised.    Mifht  not  the  words  h»Te  been  na!i  dtstribatiT^y  ? 

(o>  Co.  Lit.  219  b  ;  Doe  v.  Cooke,  7  East,  268,  ante.  p.  487  ;  Doe  iv  Rawding,  2  B.  &  Aid. 
441,  ante,  p.  488 ;  see  also  Doe  d.  Usher  v,  Jessep,  12  East,  288  ;  Widl  v.  TomunsoB,  16  Tea. 
413  ;  Vulliamr  v.  Huskisaon,  3  Y.  &  C.  80. 

(/>)  6  Yes.  m. 
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Both  died  in  her  lifetime ;  and  Sir  XL  P.  Arden^  M.  B^  held,  that  the 
original  gift  was  not  defeated.^ 

So,  in  Sturgess  v.  Pearson  (^),  it  was  held,  that  a  gift  to  a  person  for 
life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  three  children,  or  such  of  them  as 
should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  deathy  conferred  a  vested  interest 
on  the  children,  subject  to  be  divested  only  in  favor  of  those  (r)  who 
should  be  living  at  the  prescribed  period ;  so  that  if  all  the  children 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  the  shares  of  the  whole 
devolved  to  their  respective  representatives. 

And  the  same  construction  has  sometimes  been  applied  in  cases, 
where  the  intention  that  the  survivors  (in  whose  favor  the  original 
gift  was  divested)  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  distribution,  was 
less  clearly  marked* 

As  in  Browne  v.  Lord  Kenyon  (5),  where  the  testatrix  gave  1,000^ 
to  which  she  was  entitled  by  virtue  of  a  deed  of  settlement  (and 

which  it  seems  was  charged  upon  land),  upon  trust  for 
rested  by  con-  Several  persons  successively  for  life,  and  after  the  death 
tin|5«nt  cUuae  of  the  survivor,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  principal  to  C. ; 
^  ^  *  but  "if  he  be  then  dead "  (which  event  happened),  then 
to  his  two  brothers  in  equal  shares,  or  the  whole  to  the  survivor  of 
them.  Both  the  brothers  survived  the  testator,  and  died  pending  the 
prior  life  interests.  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  held,  that  they  took  vested 
interests  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  subject  to  be  divested  if  one 
ouly  should  survive  the  tenants  for  life  ;  though  he  intimated  a  doubt, 
whether  the  testatrix  did  mean  that  either  brother  should  take  any 
interest  without  surviving  the  tenants  for  life ;  but  his  Honor  said, 
the  force  of  the  expression  was  otherwise. 

So,  in  Belk  v.  Slack  (t),  where  a  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  A.  for  life, 
[*786]  ♦  and  after  the  decease  of  A.  and  B.  he  gave  the  same  to  C. 
and  D.,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike,  or  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them^  C.  and  D.  both  died  in 
the  lifetime  of  A.  and  B. ;  and  it  was  held  that  their  respective  rep- 
resentatives were  entitled  to  the  several  moieties  of  the  residue. 

Where  by  the  word  "  survivor  "  is  denoted,  not  one  who  shall  be  liv- 
ing at  a  defined  point  of  time,  but  only  one  of  several  devisees  who 
outlives  the  other  or  others,  the  construction  is  of  course  inapplicable. 

(a)  4  Mad.  411 ;  Klmberiey  ».  Tew,  4  D.  &  War.  188  ;  Masters  «.  Soiles,  18  Beav.  60? 
Peteni  r.  Dipple,  12  Sim.  101;  Clarke  v,  Lubbock,  I  T.  &  C.  C.  C.  492  ;  Eaton  r.  Barker,  S 
Coll.  124  ;  Benn  v.  Dixon,  16  Sim.  21 ;  Walker  r.  Simpson,  1  K.  &  J.  719  ;  and  see  Hulme 
V,  Hulme,  9  Sim.  644,  stated  poet,  Ch.  XXYL 

(r)  Re  Clark's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  0  £q.  878. 

(•)  8  Mad.  410.  ^  ..«--^%»«. 

(rt  1  Kee.  288  ;  see  also  Jackson  ».  Woble,  2  Kee.  690,  j)0st ;  Aspinall  «.  Audos,  T  M.  « 
Gr.  912 ;  Littlejohns  v.  Household,  21  Beav.  29  ;  Page  «.  May,  24  Beav.  328  (corpe^ingMac 
donald  v.  Bryce,  16  Bear.  581) ;  Cambridge  o.  Rous,  25  Bear.  416 ;  and  sea  and  oonsider 
Gibson  v.  Hale,  17  Sim.  129. 

1  Drew  «.  Drew,  66  Ala.  456. 
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Thus,  in  YHiite  v.  Baker  (u),  where  the  gift  was  to  A.  for  life,  and  af- 
ter his  death  to  B.  and  0.  equally,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  either 
of  them  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  the  whole  to  the  survivor  of  them :  it 
was  held  that  the  word  "survivor*'  referred  to  the  event  of  one  of 
the  two  persons,  B.  and  C,  surviving  the  other,  and  consequently 
that  on  the  death  of  B.  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  the  whole  vested  inde- 
feasibly  in  C.,  although  the  latter  also  died  before  A. 

The  strictness  of  construction  put  upon  a  gift  divesting  a  previous 
vested  interest  is  further  exemplified  by  Templeman  v,  Warring- 
ton (x),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  her  residue  in  trust  for  A.  for 
life,  and  after  her  death  in  trust  for  her  children ;  but  in  case  there 
should  be  but  one  child  at  A.'s  death  then  to  go  to  that  one,  and  on 
failure  of  issue,  as  A.  should  appoint.  A.  had  eleven  children,  three  of 
whom  died  in  her  lifetime ;  and  it  was  held  that  as  there  were  more 
children  than  one  living  at  A.'s  death,  the  deceased  children  were  not 
divested  of  the  interests  which  they  took  under  the  primary  gift 

And  in  Strother  v.  Button  (y),  where  a  testator  gave  to  his  daugh- 
ter K.  1,000Z.  to  be  invested  and  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  her  for  her 
life,  and  at  her  death  to  be  called  in  and  distributed  equally  9Jnongst 
h^r  children;  "in  case  any  lawful  children  are  living  from  son  or 
daughter  being  dead,  the  issue  of  their  marriage,  that  such  child  or 
children  shall  be  equally  entitled  to  the  part  or  share  their  parent 
would  be  entitled  to  if  they  had  been  living."  B.  had  sev- 
eral children,  of  whom  four  died  in  her  lifetime  *  without  [*787] 
issue ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  shares  which  vested  in  them 
on  their  births,  were  not  divested ;  for  the  gift  in  favor  of  the  issue 
of  the  children  who  had  issue,  did  not  affect  the  shares  of  the  chil- 
dren who  died  without  leaving  issue. 

The  principle  of  the  foregoing  authorities  prevails  not  only  where 
the  original  gift  is  vested,  but  also  where  it  is  contingent,  provided 
the  contingency  be  not  such  as  to  prevent  the  contingent  interest 
from  being  transmissible  (z). 

It  will  be  observed  that  if  the  prior  devise  creates  an  estate  tail, 
the  owner  of  it,  if  it  be  vested,  may,  by  executing  a  disentailing  deed, 
defeat  the  gift  over ;  but  this  is  no  reason  for  importing  the  contin- 
gency into  the  prior  gift  in  order  to  preserve  the  gift  over  (a). 

Where  a  gift  to  several  persons  or  such  of  them  as  shall  be  living 

(«)  9  D.  F.  &  J.  55.  See  this  case  cited  again,  Ch.  XLVII.  a.  iii.,  where  gifts  to  "  snnri- 
vors ''  are  treated  at  large. 

(x)  18  Sim.  267  ;  see  also  Bromhead  v.  Hunt,  2  J.  &  W.  459  ;  Gordon  v.  Hope,  3  De  6.  & 
S.  351 ;  and  TerreU  v.  Cooke,  6  L.  J.  Chi  N.  S.  68  ;  Re  Minor's  Tnist,  28  Beav.  50  (settle- 
ment) ;  Oomeck  v,  Wadman,  L.  R.,  7  Eq.  80.  See  also  Sker  v.  Barnes,  8  Mer.  884  :  Hope 
V.  Potter,  3  K.  &  J.  212  ;  Malcolm  v,  Malcolm,  21  Beav.  225. 

(tf)  1  De  Q.  &  J.  675.  See  also  Baldwin  «.  Rogers,  3  D.  M.  &  6.  649  ;  Etches  v.  Etches, 
8  Drew.  447, 2d  point ;  Re  Bennett's  Trusts,  3  K.  &  J.  280  :  but  cf.  Stuart  v.  Cockerell,  L. 
R.,  5  Ch.  713  ;  Read  v.  Gooding,  21  Beav.  478. 

(z)  Wagstaff  V.  Crosby,  2  Cod.  746 ;  Re  Sanders'  Trusts,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  675  (dissenting  from 
Willis  «.  Plaskett,  4  Beav.  208).  When  contingent  interests  are  transmisaiblei  and  when  not, 
is  pointed  out  at  the  close  of  this  chapter. 

(a)  Daviea  «.  Richards,  18  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  69,  861. 

YOL.  I.  51 


802         DEYISBB  AND  BEQUEStS,  TX8TED  OX  CONTIKGENT.      [CH.  ZZY. 

at  a  certain  time,  is  followed  by  limitations  over  in  case  of  tbeir 
dying  under  alternative  circumstances  (for  instance,  under  twenty* 
one  leaving  issue,  and  under  twenty-one  without  issue),  these  execu« 
tory  gifts  are  held  to  apply  only  to  the  shares  of  objects  who  are  liv- 
ing at  the  prescribed  period ;  to  decide  otherwise  would  be  to  reduce 
the  words,  "  or  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  living/'  to  silence  (by 

XV.  ~-  Whetlier  Conttngonoy  applies  to  onm  or  all  of  several  Umita- 
tions. —  When  a  contingent  particular  estate  is  followed  by  other 
Question,  limitations,  a  question  frequentiy  arises,  whether  the 

whether  oon*  contingency  affects  such  estate  only,  or  extends  to  the 
fin^to^iar^*  whole  scries.  The  rule  in  these  cases  seems  to  be,  that 
ticaUr  ^^^^t  if  the  ultchor  limitations  be  immediately  consecutive  on 
rwries^of  tiic  particular  contingent  estate  in  unbroken  continuity, 
liinluUoni.  ^j^^  j^  intention  or  purpose  is  expressed  with  reference 
to  that  estate,  in  contradistinction  to  the  others,  the  whole 
[*788]  will  be  considered  to  hinge  on  the  same  contingency ;  ^  *  and 
that,  too,  although  the  contingency  relate  personally  to  the 
object  of  the  particular  estate,  and  therefore  appear  not  reasonably 
applied  to  the  ulterior  limitations. 

Thus,  where  an  estate  for  life  is  made  to  depend  on  the  contin- 
gency of  the  object  of  it  being  alive  at  the  period  when  the  preceding 
estates  determine,  limitations  consecutive  on  that  estate  have  been 
held  to  be  contingent  on  the  same  event,  for  want  of  something  in 
the  will  to  authorize  a  distinction  between  them. 

In  Moody  t;.  Walters  (c),  the  limitations  in  a  marriage  settiement 
were  to  the  husband  and  wife  successively  for  life,  remainder  to  the 

first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder,  in  ease 
^d toextoid  ^  (^^^  htisband)  should  die  wUhoxtt  leaving  any  issue 
to  whole  line  male  tken  bom,  and  alive,  and  leaving  his  wife  with 
o  inui  ons.  ^^^  ^  g^^j^  aftcr-bom  child  or  children,  if  a  son  or 
sons:  remainder  to  the  brother  of  the  settlor  for  120  years,  if  he 
should  so  long  live ;  remainder  to  trustees  for  preserving  contingent 
remainders ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with 
reversion  to  the  settlor  in  fee.    Lord  Eldon  expressed  a  strong  opin- 

(b)  Howes  V.  Herring,  1  M»C1.  &  T.  295.  The  rule,  that  esUtes  vested  are  not  to  be  di- 
rested  unless  all  the  erenU  upon  which  the  property  is  giTen  over  hapoen»  teems  to  hare 
been  irenerally  adhered  to,  althoaffh  an  absurd  and  whimsical  intention  be  thercbr  impnted 
to  the  testator.  See  Grares  v.  Bainbridge,  1  Ves.  Jr.  6eS.  But  where  the  original  gift  is  in 
ambiguous  terms  which  may  import  contingency,  the  conclusion  that  this  is  their  trm  miport » 
aided  bv  the  improbability  of  the  t»»Utor  intending  to  make  the  vesUng  or  mdefeasibiUiy  of 
a  leiracv  to  a  class,  depend  on  whether  one  or  two  only  of  the  class  sorvire  a  given  penod, 
Shum  V.  Hobhs,  3  Drew.  101 ;  Daniel  v.  tiossett,  19  Beav.  478  (as  to  which,  however,  see  L. 
R.,  7  Eq.  82) ;  Selby  «.  Whittaker,  6  Ch.  D.  289.    See  also  poet^.  S19.  ^     .   x^ 

(c)  16  Ves.  283 ;  see  Davis  ».  Norton,  2  P.  W.  890  ;  Doe  d.  Watson  «.  Shipi^bard,  Dong. 
76.  sUted  Fea.  C.  B.  236  ;  Toldervy  v,  Colt,  1  Y.  &  C.  240,  627.  1  U.  &  Wels.  260  Jthe  sttOM 
rule  applies  to  peraonalry,  Lett  r.  Randall,  10  Sim.  112  ;  Fitzhenir  t.  Bosoer,  2  lipew.  30  ; 
Cattley  v.  Yinoent,  15  Beav.  198 ;  Gray  v.  Goldisg,  6  Jur.  N.  &  474. 

1  This  is  a  rule  of  construction,  and  the  be  gathersdfrom  the  la]|gtta|e.  f^^^^  • 
cue  will  therefore  tura  upon  the  meaning  to    Portland  Orpbaa  ^ylaiBt  1J»  U.  5. 708. 
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ion  (though  the  cade  was  not  decided  on  the  point),  that  the  husband 
having  died,  leaving  a  son,  the  limitation  to  the  posthumous  son 
would  not  (if  there  had  been  one)  have  arisen,  and  that  the  ulterior 
limitations  failed  with  it.  Such,  he  thought,  would  have  been  the 
construction,  had  it  been  a  will. 

Instances  in  which  a  contingency  has  been  restricted  to  the  imme- 
diate estate  are  of  two  kinds.    First,  where  the  words  of 
contingency  are  referable  to,  and  evidently  spring  from,   confine^to^ 
an  intention  which  the  testator  has  expressed  in  regard   P^j?*^ 
to  that  estate,  by  way  of  distinction  from  the  others. 

As,  in  Horton  t;.  Whittaker  (d),  where  A.,  by  his  will,  declared  his 
desire  to  provide  for  his  sisters ;  but  considering  that  his   wbero  the 
sister  M.,  wife  of  W.,  was  already  well  provided  for  during  words  are 
the  life  of  her  husband,  and  therefore  would  not,  unless  particular 
she  happened  to  survive  hirn^  want  any  assistance  to  ena-  ®*^^  °^J^* 
ble  her  to  live  in  the  world,  he  devised  his  estates  to  trustees, 
in  trust  during  the  life  *  of  M.,  to  pay  the  rents  to  his  (the  tes-  [*789] 
tator's)  sisters  T.  and  B.  \  and  after  the  decease  of  W.,  in  case 
his  {the  testator's)  sister  M,  should  he  then  living^  in  trust  as  to  one- 
third,  to  the  use  of  the  said  M.  for  life ;  and  as  to  the  other  two- 
thirds,  to  the  other  two  sisters  respectively  for  life ;  remainder,  as  to 
each  third,  to  the  respective  sons  of  each  successively  in  tail,  with 
remainders  over.    M.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  the  remainders  did  not  fail  by  this  event ;  but 
it  was  held,  that  the  contingency  affected  her  own  life  estate  only, 
and  did  not  extend  to  the  ulterior  limitations. 

Secondly.   The  contingency  is  restricted  to  the  particular  estate 
with  which  it  stands  associated,  where  the  ulterior  limitations  do  not 
follow  such  contingent  estate  in  one  uninterrupted  series,   where  the 
in  the  nature  of  remainders,  but  assume  the  form  of  limitations  of 
substantive  independent  gifts.    As,  in  LethieuUier  v,  stand  as  mde- 
Tracy(e),  where  A.  devised  land  to  his  daughter  for   Pendent  gifts, 
life,  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail ;  and  if  she  should 
depart  this  life  without  issue  of  her  body  living  at  her  death,  then  he 
devised  the  land  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  until  K  should  attain 
twenty-one,  upon  certain  trusts.   Item  —  the  testator  gave  and  devised 
the  land  in  question  to  N.,  after  he  should  have  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  for  his  life,  with  remainders  over.    Lord  Hard- 
wicke  held,  that  the  contingency  of  the  daughter  dying  without  issue 
living  at  her  death  affected  only  the  estate  limited  to  the  trustees 
until  N.  attained  twenty-one,  and  not  the  subsequent  limitations. 

(d)  1 T.  R.  846  ;  see  also  Napper  v,  Sanders.  Hutt.  119  ;  Bradford  «.  Foley,  Dong.  63, 
stated  ante.  p.  782  ;  Doe  d.  Lees  v.  Ford,  3  Ell.  6c  Bl.  970  ;  Doutty  v.  Larer.  14  Jnr.  188  ; 
Darby  «.  Darby.  18  Beav.  412  ;  Eaton  v.  Hewitt,  2  Dr.  &  8m.  184.  See  also  Ee  Blight, 
Blight  0.  Hartnoll,  13  Ch.  D.  868. 

(e)  S  Atk.  774,  Amb.  204  ;  and  see  Aislabie  v.  Rice,  3  Had.  256,  8  J.  B.  Moo.  358,  8  Taunt 
459,  sUted  infra  ;  but  see  Doe  v.  Wilkinson,  2  T.  R.  209,  ante,  p.  781. 
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He  took  the  words^  ^^  Item — I  give  and  devise/'  &c.,  as  a  substantiTe 
devise,  and  not  at  all  relative  to  the  former  devise  to  the  trustees,  on 
the  contingency  of  the  daughter  dying  without  issue  at  her  death. 

So,  in  Pearson  v.  Butter  (/),  where  a  testator  devised  his  mes- 
suage and  farm  at  S.  to  trustees  in  trust  for  his  grandson  Kobert  in 
tail,  and  if  he  should  die  under  age  and  without  issue,  then  in  trust 
for  the  testator's  son  Richard  for  his  life,  and  after  his  decease,  in 
trust  for  M.  during  widowhood,  *^  and  subject  to  the  trusts  hereinbe- 
fore thereof  declared,"  in  trust  for  A.  and  B. ;  Bobert  died  without 
issue,  but  having  attained  twenty-one,  so  that  the  trusts  in  favor  of 
Bichard  and  M.  failed  (ff) ;  but  Lord  Granworth  held,  that  the 
[•790]  ultimate  trust  was  to  be  read  independently  ♦  of  the  former 
clause,  upon  the  same  principle  that,  in  the  case  of  Lethieul- 
lier  V,  Tracy,  the  '^  item  "  clause  was  treated  as  a  fresh  departure,  and 
a  start  upon  a  new  disposition. 

And  in  Boosey  v.  Gardener  (A),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
two  sisters  the  interest  of  his  Long  Annuities  for  their  lives,  and  in 
case  of  one  or  both  of  their  deaths  before  his,  he  gave  the  whole  in- 
terest in  Long  Annuities  to  his  brother  for  life ;  at  his  death  the  tes- 
tator gave  half  of  the  capital  to  his  niece  A.,  his  brother's  daughter, 
to  help  to  bring  her  up,  till  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  then 
to  receive  half  the  capital ;  likewise  the  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
nephew  S.,  his  brother's  son,  if  not  further  family,  the  other  half;  in 
case  of  further  family,  to  be  divided  between  them,  not  dividing  the 
half  left  to  A. :  it  was  held  that  the  bequest  to  the  niece  and  nephew 
were  not  contingent  upon  the  deaths  of  the  sisters  in  the  testator's 
lifetime.  Turner,  L.  J.,  was  not  prepared  to  say,  that  if  the  question 
had  depended  only  on  the  disposition  in  favor  of  the  niece  imme- 
diately following  on  the  disposition  in  favor  of  the  testator's  brother, 
the  interest  of  A.  might  not  properly  have  been  held  to  depend  on 
the  contingency,  but  ti^at  the  disposition  in  favor  of  the  nephew  could 
not,  upon  a  sound  construction  of  the  will,  and  having  regard  to  the 
foregoing  authorities,  be  held  to  be  governed  by  the  words  of  contin- 
gency, so  far  as  the  nephew  was  concerned ;  and  if  not  as  to  him, 
neither  could  the  disposition  in  favor  of  the  niece ;  for  the  two  dis- 
positions were  connected  together,  and  formed  part  of  one  scheme. 

It  is  not,  however,  to  be  assumed  that  whenever  the  word  "  item," 
or  'likewise,"  begins  a  sentence,  it  creates  a  complete  severance  of 
ObservatioM  ^^  *^^  follows  from  the  previously-expressed  contin- 
on  word  gency.    It  cannot  be  put  higher  than  this,  that  such 

'ntem.  *  expressions  make  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  disconnec- 

tion, which  the  context  of  the  will  may  either  maintain  or  rebut.    In 

(/)  8  D.  M.  &  6.  898  ;  approved  by  Lord  St.  Leonardii  and  not  appealed  on  this  point, 
Grej  V.  Peanon,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  61|  103. 

(a)  Vide  ante,  p.  477. 

(A)  5  D.  M.  &  6. 123.  See  abo  Qakke  v.  Leach,  18  H.  &  Wels.  21S ;  Sheflield  v.  Earl  of 
Coventry,  9  D.  M.  &  O.  661. 
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Lethieullier  v,  Traoj,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  if  the  legal  estate 
had  been  given  to  the  daughter  and  her  issue^  and  then  after  these 
words  the  whole  had  been  given  to  trustees,  and  all  the  subsequent 
limitations  had  been  only  declarations  of  that  trust,  in  such  case  these 
words  (of  contingency)  would  have  extended  to  the  whole. 

And  in  Paylor  v,  Pegg  (i),  where  a  testator  gave  to  trustees 
♦  in  trust  for  his  son  until  he  attained  twenty-one,  or  was  able  [*791] 
to  make  a  will  himself,  all  his  estate,  lands,  &c.,  and  after  a 
specific  bequest  of  furniture  to  his  wife,  the  testator  he-  Effect  of  word 
queathed  to  her  201.  a  year  so  long  as  she  should  con-  "  likewise." 
tinue  his  widow  if  his  son  were  living,  and  if  his  son  should  die 
before  twenty-one,  he  empowered  his  wife  to  hold  his  estate  for  her 
life,  if  she  continued  his  widow,  but  if  she  should  intermarry,  he  gave 
her  only  lOL  a  year  for  her  life,  if  his  son  should  be  then  living. 
Likewise  he  empowered  two  other  trustees  at  the  death  of  his  wife 
to  sell  his  real  and  personal  estate,  and  distribute  the  proceeds  to  his 
wife,  his  nephews  and  nieces,  and  others.  It  was  held  by  the  M.  B., 
notwithstanding  the  word  '*  likewise,'^  that  the  power  of  sale  was 
governed  by  the  same  contingency  as  the  gift  to  the  widow,  viz.  the 
death  of  the  son  under  twenty-one.  He  was  satisfied  it  was  not  the 
intention  of  the  L.  J  J.,  in  Boosey  v,  Gardner,  to  decide  that  whenever 
the  word  "  likewise  "  occurred,  the  contingency  which  governed  the 
previous  gift  was  not  to  govern  that  which  followed,  if  the  subject- 
matter  was  clearly  connected. 

V.  —  Vesting  of  LegadM  charged  on  Land.  —  The  same  general 
principles  which  regulate  the  vesting  of  devises  of  real  estate  apply, 
to  a  considerable  extent,  to  gifts  of  personalty.^    What-  Ye^ns  of  be- 
ever  difference  exists  between  them,  has  arisen  from  the   qnesto  of  per- 
application  to  the  latter  of  certain  doctrines  borrowed  "^"'^  ^****' 
from  the  civil  law,  which  have  not  obtained  in  regard  to  real  estate, 
having  been  introduced  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  who  formerly  (ib) 
possessed,  in  common  with  Courts  of  Equity,  a  juris- 
diction for  the  recovery  of  legacies  and  distributive   i^^^es*^ 
shares  of  personal  estate.    Pecuniary  legacies  charged  ?^I*^°'' 
on  land  (I)  are,  so  far  as  they  come  out  of  the  real  es- 
tate, to  be  considered  as  dispositions  pro  tanto  of  that  species  of 
property  (w).* 

A  pecuniary  legacy,  whether  charged  on  land  or  not,  given  to  a 

(t)  24  Bear.  105.  See  also  Gordon  v.  Gordon.  L.  R.,  6  H.  L.  283,  where  sevenl  clauses 
began  each  with  the  words  **  as  to.**    See  also  Rhodes  v.  Rhodes,  7  App.  Ga.  at  pp.  208,  209. 

Ih)  This  jaiisdiction  was  abolished  by  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77,  s.  23. 

(0  Leaseholds  are  not  land  for  this  purpose,  Re  Hudsons,  1  Dm.  6;  nor  is  money  to  anse 
from  the  sale  of  land.  Re  Hart's  Trust,  8  De  G  &  J.  195)  Turner  v.  Buck,  L.  K.,  18  £q. 
801. 

(m)  Duke  of  Chandos  «.  Talbot,  2  P.  W.  602;  Jennings  v.  Looks,  id.  276;  Prowse  v,  Ab> 
ingdon,  1  Atk.  482;  Re  Hudsons,  1  Dm.  6» 

1  See  Person  v.  Dodge.  28  Pick.  287,    The    gent  unless  the  language  of  the  will  requires, 
law  farors  the  vesting  of  leg^ies  as  well  as    Foster  r.  Holland,  56  Ala.  474,  480. 
of  deTiiM^  and  will  not  decure  them  contin-       *  See  Brown  v.  Grimes,  60  Ala.  647. 
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person  in  esse  simply,  %,  e.,  without  any  postponement  of  payment^  is, 
of  course,  vested  immediately  on  the  testator's  decease.  In  regard  to 
sums  payable  out  of  land  in  f  uturo,  the  old  rule  was,  that,  whether 

charged  on  the  real  estate  primarily,  or  in  aid  of  the  person- 
[  *792]  alty,  they  could  not  be  raised  out  of  the  land  if  the  •devisee 

died  before  the  time  of  payment  (n) ;  but  this  doctrine  has 
Dutinction  Undergone  some  modification;  and  the  established  dis- 
wherepayment  tiuction  now  is,  that,  if  the  payment  be  postponed  with 
with  refarenoe    reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the  devisee  of  the  numey, 

I?anc«^'^'r.  ^  ^°  *^®  <^®  ^^  *  ^^^S^J  to  A.,  to  be  paid  to  him  at  his 
sonai  to  age  of  tweuty-ono  years,  the  charge  fails,  as  formerly, 

tlTeT/o?"^  nnless  the  devisee  lives  to  the  time  of  payment  (o) ;  and 
ctrnvenieQce  of  that  too,  though  interest  in  the  mean  time  be  sriven  for 
maintenance  (p).  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  post- 
ponement of  payment  appear  to  have  r^erence  to  the  situation  or  con- 
venience of  the  estate,  as,  if  land  be  devised  to  A.  for  life,  remainder 
to  B.  in  fee,  charged  with  a  legacy  to  C,  payable  at  the  death  of  A., 
the  legacy  will  vest  instanter;  and,  consequently,  if  C.  die  before 
the  day  of  payment,  his  representatives  will  be  entitled ;  the  raising 
of  the  money  being  evidently  deferred  until  the  decease  of  A.  in  order 
that  he  may  in  the  mean  time  enjoy  the  land  free  from  the 
f *793]  burthen  (q).^    But  either  of  these  ♦  rules  of  construction,  of 

(n)  2  Vem.  439i  Pre.  Ch.  195;  1  Eq.  Ga«  Ab.  267,  pi.  2;  Pre.  Ch.  290,  8  Atk.  112, 1 
Atk.  4S2.  ^  The  ground  of  this  rule,  it  should  seem,  wai  that  the  iaherltanoe  might  ooi  be 
unnecessarily  burtbened. 

(o)  Gawler  v.  Standerwicke,  1  B.  C.  C  106,  n.,  2  Cox.  16;  Harrison  i>.  Naylor,  3  B.  G.  C. 
108,  2  Cox,  247;  Pbipps  v.  Lord  Mulgrave,  3  Yes.  613;  but  see  Jackson  v,  Farrand,  2  Vem. 
424,  1  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  268,  pi.  8;  this  case  is  said  to  have  been  tensed  anomalous  by  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  Ck>tton  v.  Cotton,  id.  n.,  1  Atk.  486. 

(p)  Pearce  v.  Loman,  8  Ves.  136 ;  Gawler  v.  Standerwicke,  nbi  sup. ;  Parker  v.  Hodgson. 
1  Ih-.  &  Sm.  668;  80  L.  J.  Ch.  690. 

(q)  3  P.  W.  414;  Gas.  t  Talb.  117;  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  112,  pi.  10;  Com.  Rep.  716:  2  Atk.  127, 
607;  3  Atk.  819;  1  Ves.  44,  Amb.  167,  280,266.  676;  1  B.  C.  C  119,  n.,  124,  n.,  192,  n.: 
Dick.  629;  1  B.  C.  C  119;  id.  191;  9  Yes.  6;  4  Sim.  994;  2  Y.  &  a  689;  2  T.  &  C.  C.  0. 


1  Birdsall  v.  Hewlett,  1  Paige,  82;  Harris  Leod,  79  Wis.  684;  post,  p.  794;  Dawson  v. 
V,  FIf,  7  Paige,  421,  Loder  «.  Hatfield,  71  Killet,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkins's  ed.)  124,  note 
N.  V.  92,  102;  Fuller  v.  Wintbrop,  8  Allen,  of  Mr.  Eden:  Fumess  «.  Fox,  1  Cush.  134; 
.■>1;  Bowker  «.  Bowker,  9  Gush.  619,  Port  v,  Eldridge  r.  Eldrid^,  9  Gush.  618. 
Herbert,  12  G.  £.  Green,  640;  s.  c.  11  C.  E.  As  to  the  distinction  upon  the  point  between 
Green,  278 ;  In  re  Collier,  40  Mo  287 ,  Stone  the  beanest  of  a  residue  and  the  bequest  of  & 
V.  Mamer,  2  Testes,  363;  Baker  v.  Mcl^eod,  particular  legacy,  see  Monkhonse  e.  Holme, 
79  Wis.' 634.  Where  payment  is  deferred,  1  Bro.  G.  C.  (Perkins's  ed.)  298.  As  to  the 
either  on  account  of  some  interest  in  the  sub-  effect  when  interest  is  given  before  the  time 
ject  being  given  to  a  person  on  whose  death  of  payment,  see  Walcott  v.  Hall,  2  Bro.  C.  G. 
the  gift  is  to  take  effect,  or  some  difficulty  at^  (Perlcins*s  ed.)  806,  and  note  (6);  when  main- 
tending  the  collecting  the  testator*s  effects,  tenance,  Pulsford  «.  Hunter,  8  Bro.  C.  C. 
the  bequest  is  considered  as  independent  of  (Perkins's  ed.)  416,  and  notes;  Hoath  v. 
the  time  named,  and  the  legacy  is  vested  Hoath,  2  Bro.  G.  C.  (Perkins's  ed.)  3,  and 


401;  Dnnner's  Appeal,  2  WatU  &  S.  872;  principal.     Gifford  v.  Thorn,  1  Stockt.  702. 

Birdcall  9.  Hewlett,  1  Pkige,  32;  Eldridge  v.  A  legacy  to  be  paid  when  the  legatee  atta.in8 

Eldridge,  9  Gush.  616;   Ghilds  w,  Russell,  majority  is  vested,  and  should  be  paid  to  & 

11  Met.  16.    But  where  time  is  annexed  to  trustee  designated  by  the  will.    Galdwell  v. 

the  substance  of  the  legacy,  it  does  not  vest  Kinkead,  IB.  Mon.'231;  Lister  v.  Bradley, 

before  the  period  mentioned.    Baker  v.  Mo-  1  Han,  10.    See  post,  p.  794,  note.  . 
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course,  will  yield  to  an  expression  of  a  contrary  intention.  Thus, 
even  where  the  payment  is  made  to  depend  on  a  contingency,  which 
might,  abstractedly  viewed,  appear  to  spring  from  considerations 
personal  to  the  legatee,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sum  of  money  directed  to 
be  raised  for  a  person  at  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  yet  the  vesting  will 
take  place  immediately  on  the  testator's  decease,  if  such  be  the  de- 
clared intention  (r).  And  if  such  intention,  though  not  expressly 
intimated,  can  be  collected  from  the  context,  the  exclusion  of  either 
rule  will  be  no  less  complete. 

And  here  it  may  be  observed,  that  it  is  a  circumstance  always  in 
favor  of  the  immediate  vesting,  that  the  testator  has  expressly  given 
over  the  legacy  to  another  in  the  event  of  the  legatee   QUt  orer  in 
dying  under  certain  circumstances ;  the  inference  being,   ^rore  vwtiM 
in  such  case,  that  the  legacy  is  meant  to  be  raised  out  of  Sn  all  other 
the  land  for  the  benefit  of  the  original  legatee,  in  every  •^•■^•* 
event,  except  that  on  which  it  was  expressly  given  to  the  substituted 
legatee  (s). 

On  the  same  principle,  where  a  testator  provides  that,  in  the  event 
of  his  legatee,  or  one  of  the  legatees,  if  more  than  one,  dying  in  his 

184;  3  Hare,  86;  7  id.  884;  1  M.  D.  &  D.  418;  2  id.  177;  1  H.  L.  Ca.  43,  57;  aud  see  Rem- 
nant  v.  Hood.  2  D.  F.  &  J.  896.  In  Oakeley  v.  Kitchener,  in  Chancery,  March,  1827  (with 
a  MS.  note  of  which  the  writer  has  been  favored),  a  testator  devised  to  his  wife  an  annuity  for 
her  life  out  of  his  real  estate,  and,  subject  thereto,  devised  his  real  entate  to  trustees  for  500 
years  to  raise  his  debts  and  legacies.  He  g^ve  a  legacy  of  1,000^  to  each  of  his  four  youn^ 
children,  parable  at  twenty-one,  as  to  sons,  and  twenty-one  or  marriage,  as  to  a  daughter,  with 
interest  in  the  mean  tim<*,  to  be  applied  for  their  maintenance.  He  also  gave  them  a  further 
legacy  of  1,000/.  each,  to  be  ps\a  within  dx  months  after  the  death  of  the  wife^  payable  at 
twentv-one,  or  marriage,  as  before,  with  interest  from  her  death.  There  was  (though  the 
fact  (Toes  not  appear  to  be  very  material)  a  gift  over  of  the  respective  legacies  on  the  death 
of  the  sons  before  twentyH)ne,'  without  issue,  or  the  daughters  onmarried,  to  the  8urvivt>r8. 
It  was  held,  that  the  vesting  of  the  second  series  of  legacies  was  not  postponed  until  the 
decease  of  the  wife,  and,  tharefoTB,  did  not  fail  by  tba  deoeasa  of  the  chilaren  daring  her 
life. 

Thie  case,  it  will  be  perceived,  agrees  with  the  genera)  distinction  stated  in  tlie  text,  as 
the  charge  was  evidently  postponed  until  the  death  of  an  annuitant  for  the  convenience  of  the 
estate.  See  also  Brown  v.  Wooler,  2  Y.  &  C.  G.  C.  134.  Of  course  it  makes  no  difference  in 
the  construction,  that  the  remainderman,  whose  interest  is  charged  witli  the  l^gacT;  dies  be- 
fore the  tenant  for  life.  The  interest  pnsses,  cum  onere,  to  the  heir.  Morgan  o.  Gardiner,  1  B. 
C.  C.  193,  n.  But  in  Taylor  «.  Lambert,  2  Ch.  D.  177,  a  legacy,  charged  on  land  devised  to 
A.  in  fee,  but  not  to  be  raised  "until  A.  come  into  actual  possession  of  the  M.  estate"  (of 
which  he  was  then  tenant  for  life  in  remainder),  failed  through  A.  dying  before  the  tenant 
for  life  in  possession  of  that  estate.  The  *'  convenient  '*^  time  was  always  uncertain  and 
never  arrived.  See  analogous  rale  as  to  personaltv,  Atkins  «.  Uiccocks,  1  Atk.  500,  post, 
p.  797. 

M  Watkins  «.  Cheek,  2  S.  &  St.  199. 

(<)  Mnrkin  v.  Phillipson,  8  My.  &  K.  257,  where  A.  bequeathed  to  his  six  grand- 
children the  sum  of  50/.  each,  wlien  the  youngest  should  come  of  age,  they  to  receive  the 
interest  in  the  mean  time,  when  a  certain  estate  should  be  sold,  adding,  '*  if  either  of 
those  children  should  not  live  to  become  of  age,  nor  have  an  heir  born  in  wedlock,  the 
said  50/.  to  be  equally  divided  among  the  surviving  children.'*  One  of  the  ffrandchil- 
dren  attained  twenty-one,  married,  and  afterwards  died,  during  the  minority  of  the  youn^ 
est  gp'andchild,  leaving  a  child.  Sir  J.  I^ach,  M.  R.,  thought  that  thougn  there  was,  m 
terms,  no  gift  until  the  youngest  grandchild  attained  twent.v-one,  yet  as  interest  was  given 
in  the  mean  time,  and  payment  was  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the  estate,  the  interests 
were  vested ;  and  his  Honor  assented  to  the  argument  (which  had  been  strongly  urged  at 
the  bar),  that  as  the  ulterior  gift  showed  that  the  legacy  was  intended  not  to  sink  into  the 
land,  if  the  legatee  died  onder  age,  leaving  a  child,  h  fortiori  it  could  not  be  meant  that  the 
legacy  should  sink  into  land  in  the  event  of  the  le^Oee  Attaining  twenty-one,  and  afterwards 
<iyingt  leaving  a  child. 
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own  lifetime,  the  legacies  should  not  sink  into  the  land  but  be  raised 
for  the  benefit  of  some  other  persons,  —  a  strong  argument  is 
naturally  suggested,  that  the  testator  must  intend  the  legacies  to  be 
raised  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatee  absolutely,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  he  should  take  a  vested  interest  in  case  he  does  survive  the 
testator  (t). 

And,  on  the  other  hand,  although  the  time  of  payment  may  appear 
to  be  fixed  with  a  view  to  the  convenience  of  the  estate,  for  instance, 
six  months  after  the  death  of  an  annuitant,  yet^  if  the  direc- 
[*794]  tion  be  to  pay  at  that  time  to  the  legatees,  <'  or  such  of  *  them 
as  shall  be  then  living,''  it  is  clear  that  the  representa- 
tives of  one  who  dies  before  the  annuitant  cannot  claim  a  share  in 
the  fund  (u).  And  a  gift  thus,  ''I  bequeath  from  and  after  the 
death  of"  an  annuitant  (annexing  the  time  to  the  gift  itself),  is  not 
a  present  gift  with  postponed  payment,  but  a  postponed  gift  (v). 

Sometimes  a  difficulty  occurs  in  determining  at  what  period  a 
sum  of  money  charged  on  land  is  to  be  raised,  from  the  absence  of 

expressions  fixing  the  time  of  payment.^  The  cases  on 
abie^'no^mM  this  Subject  are  not  all  reconcilable  (x),  but  it  seems 
hlm?fl*^*       that,  generally,  in  such  a  case,  the  devisee  would  be 

entitled  to  have  the  money  raised  immediately.  In 
Cowper  V,  Scott  (y),  1,500Z.  was  to  be  raised  within  six  years  after 
the  testator's  decease,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  interest  at  4kL 
per  cent,  in  the  mean  time,  for  his  two  youngest  daughters,  one  of 
whom  dying  under  age,  and  within  the  six  years,  it  was  held  to  be- 
long to  her  representative,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  precise 
appointment  when  it  should  be  paid ;  the  six  years  being  mentioned 
as  the  ultimate  time,  and  it  was  to  be  paid  as  much  sooner  as  it  could. 
Charges  on  ^^^  if  the  testator  have  only  a  reversion  in  the  lands 
reTenioDs.  charged,  it  is  probable  that  the  money  would  be  held 
not  to  be  raisable  until  the  reversion  fell  into  possession.  This 
principle  has  prevailed  in  several  cases  in  regard  to  annuities  (z)* 

(f)  Lowther  «.  Condon,  3  Atk.  127,  130. 

( tt)  Goodman  «.  Drarv,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  680 ;  see  Brnoe  «.  Charlton,  18  Sim.  65. 

(v)  Re  Cartledge,  29  beav.  583. 

(x)  See  Coz*s  note  to  Duke  of  Chandos  v,  Talbot,  2  P.  W.  612  r  bat  it  is  observable,  that 
the  cases  there  cited  as  decided  on  the  principle  that  portions  '*  do  not  rest,  if  the  children 
die  before  they  want  them,*'  arose  in  reference  to  portions  under  settlements,  where  the  effect 
of  holdin£[  the  portions  to  vest  instanter  would  hare  been  to  give  them  to  the  father,  in  the 
event  of  the  children  dyins  at  a  very  earlv  age,  contrajr  to  the  obvious  spirit  and  design  of 
such  provisions.    And  see  Butler^s  note  I^.  to  Feame,  C.  R.  557. 

(tf)  3  P.  W.  119;  see  also  Wilson  «.  Spencer,  3  P.  W.  172;  Ernes  v.  Hancock,  9  Atk.  607; 
Hodgson  V.  RawRon,  1  Ves.  44.  Norfolk  v.  Gifford,  2  Vem.  208,  as  explained  in  Raithby's 
note,  went  on  a  different  ground. 

(s)  Ager  «.  Pool,  Dyer,  371  b;  Tomer  v.  Probyn,  1  Anstr.  66. 


1  A  testator  devised  to  his  son  M.  B.  the  ceptance  by  M.  B.  of  the  devise  to  him,  the 
farm  on  which  paid  M.  B.  lived,  and  the  Imcy  to  U.  B.  vested,  so  that,  on  the  death 
stock,  &c.,  **by  his  paving"  to  D.  B.,  an-    oi  D.*  B.  before  the  expiration  of  the  seven 


other  son,  one' hundred  dollars  a  vear  for  years,  his  administrator  oould  xeeexve   the 

seven  years,  without  interest,  the  drat  pay-  juiyment  for  the  years  that  remained.    Bow- 

ment  to  be  made  in  one  vear  from  the  decease  ker  v.  Bowker,  9  Cosh.  519.    See  Fomen  » 

of  the  testator.    It  was  Leld  that  upon  the  ao-  Fox,  1  Cosh.  134. 
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VX — ^Vesting  of  Fenonal  Legades. — ^We  now  proceed  to  consider 
the  rules  which  regulate  the  vesting  of  personal  lega-   Distinction 
cies  (a),  the  payment  of  which  is  postponed  to  a  period   ^here  Ume  b 
subsequent  to  the  decease  of  the  testator.    A  leading  substance  of 
distinction  is,  that  if  futurity  is  annexed  to  the  substance  ^^u^'^^  ^i 
of  the  gift,  the  vesting  is  suspended ;  but  if  it  appears   of  payment 
to  relate  to  the  time  of  payment  only  the  legacy  vests   ^°'^' 
instanter.^     Thus,  where  a  sum  of  money  is  bequeathed  to  a 
person  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  (b),  or  at  *  the  expira-  [*795] 
tion  of  a  definite  period  (say  ten  years)  from  the  decease 
of  the  testator  (c),  the  vesting,  not  the  payment  merely,  is  deferred ; 
and  consequently,  if  the  legatee  dies  before  the  period  in  question,  the 

(a)  Including  bequests  of  money  to  arise  by  sale  of  land,  Be  Hart's  Trnsts,  8  De  6.  &  J. 
195. 

(6)  Onslow  V.  South,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  295,  pi.  6;  Crnse  v.  Barley,  3  P.  W.  20;  Re  Wrang- 
ham's  Trusts,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  358. 

(c)  Smell  V.  Dee,  2  Salic.  4X5;  see  also  Bruce  v.  Charlton,  13  Sim.  65.  Compare  Bromley 
V,  Wright,  7  Hare,  339,  post,  p.  799. 

^  See  the  following  cases  for  illustrations:  son,  7  Ves.  (Sumner's  ed.)  421,  and  note  (a). 
Newberry  v.  Hinman,  49  Con.  130;  Scofield  See  Chaworth  v.  Hooper,  1  Bro.  C  C.  (Per- 
V.  Olcott,  120  III.  362  (citing  Tavlor  v.  Gould,  kins's  ed.)  82,  n ;  Green  v.  Pigot,  id.  103,  and 
10  Barb.  388 ;  Snow  v.  Snow,  49  Maine,  159 ;  notes;  Walcott  v.  Hall,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  (Perkins's 
Moore  r.  Smith,  9  Watts,  403;  Illinois  Land  ed.)  305,  and  notes;  Benyon  v.  Maddison,  2 
Co.  V.  Bonner,  75  III.  315;  Collier  «.  Slaugh-  Bro.  C  C.  C.  (Perkins's  ed.)  75-78,  notes; 
ter,  20  Ala.  263);  Goebel  v,  Wdlf,  113  N.  Y.  Sbattuck  v.  Stedman,  2  Pick.  468;  Scott  «. 
405  (citing  Warner  v.  Durant,  76  N.  Y.  133;  Price,  2  Serg.  &  R.  59;  Bunch  v.  Hurst,  3 
Smith  V.  Edwards,  88  N.  Y.  92):  Loder  v.  Desaus.  286;  Fonbl.  Eq.  b.  4,  pt.  1,  c.  2,  §  4, 
Hatfield,  71  N.  Y.  92;  Lightner  v.  Lightner,  n.  {k)\  0'£>riscoll  v.  Koger,  2  Desaus.  295; 
127  Penn.  St.  468;  Pennock  o.  Eairies,  102  Keriin  v.  Bull,  1  Dall.  175. 
Penn.  St.  290;  Baker  «.  McLeod,  79  Wis.  534.  Generally  speaking,  indeed^  a  legacy  to  be 
If  the  words  ** payable"  or '*  to  be  paid'*  are  paid  when  the  legatee  attams  majority  is 
omitted,  and  the  le^pu:y  is  given  at  twentv-  vested.  Caldwell  o.  Kinkead,  1  B.  Mon. 
one,  or,  if,  irAen,  »n  caaef  or  provided^  tfie  231;  Lister  v.  Bradley,  1  Hare,  10;  Bofe 
legatee  attains  twenty-one,  or  at  any  other  v.  Sowerby,  Taml.  376;  Dawson  v,  Killet, 
future  definite  period,  thb  confers  on  him  a  1  Bro.  C*  C.  (Perkinses  ed.)  123,  n.  (a); 
contingent  interest,  which  depends  for  its  Banies  r.  Allen,  id.  182,  n.  (6);  Corbin  v. 
vesting  and  its  transmissibility  to  his  execu-  Wilson,  2  Ash.  178;  Gregg  v.  Bethea,  6  Por- 
ters or  representatives,  m  the  absence  of  evi-  ter,  9;  Reed  v.  Buckley,  5  Watts  &  S.  517; 
dence  showing  a  difierent  intention,  on  his  Johnson  v.  Baker,  3  Miirph.  318;  Roberts  v, 
being  alive  at  the  period  specified.  See  Brinker.  4  Dana,  570.  A  legacy  to  one,  ''if 
Bunch  V.  Hurst.  3  Desaus.  ^6,  Perry  r.  he  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one 
Rhodes,  2  Murpn.  140;  March  v.  Wheeler,  years,  then  to  be  paid  over  to  him  by  my 
2  Edw.  Ch.  156 ;  Caldwell  v.  Kinkead.  1  B.  executor,"  is  not  a  contingent  but  a  vested 
Mon.  231 ;  Lister  v.  Bradlev,  1  Hare,  10 ;  Yize  le^cy.  Fumess  «.  Fox,  1  Cush.  184.  But 
V.  Stoney,  2  Dru.  &  Walsh,  659 ;  Watson  v.  this  rule  of  construction  may  be  controlled  by 
Hayes,  9  Sim.  500;  Chesnnt  tf.  Strong,  1  Hill,  evidence  of  a  different  intent  of  the  testator 
Ch.  123;  Kiblerv.  Whiteman,  2  Harring.  401;  appearing  in  other  parts  of  the  will.  Eld- 
Breedon  v.  Tugman,  3  Mvlne  &  K.  289;  ridge  v.  JCldridge,  9  Cush.  516.  A  testator 
Clapp  V.  Stougnton,  10  Pick.  463;  Booth  v.  bequeathed  $1,000  to  one  of  his  granddaugh- 
Bootn,  4  Yes.  (Sumner's  ed.)  399,  n.  (a);  ters  "  at  twenty-one  years  of  age,"  and  fur- 
Mackellv.  Winter,  8  Yes.  (Sumner*sed.)  236;  ther  provided  for  her  support  out  of  this 
Batsford  v.  Kebbell,  id.  363;  Sbattuck  v.  Sted-  legacy  during  her  minoritv,  and  by  a  subse- 
man,  2  Pick.  468.  quent  clause  m  the  will  the   testator  be- 

A  man  bv  his  will  devised  real  estate  to  queathed  the  same  sum  to  this  granddaughter, 
three  illegitimate  sons,  '^if  they  should  live  **when  she  becomes  of  age,"  excepting  what 
to  come  of  age."  It  was  held  that  during  might  be  necessary  for  her  support  during  her 
their  minority  it  went  to  the  heir-at-law.  minoritv.  The  granddaughter  died  under  age. 
Jackson  v.  Winne,  7  Wend.  47.  A  legacy,  It  was  neld  that  her  administrator  was  enti- 
when  the  legatee  shall  attain  twenty-one,  tied  to  maintain  an  action  for  such  portion  of 
may,  in  like  manner,  be  controlled  by  the  her  l^i:acy,  with  interest,  as  had  not  been  paid 
apparent  intention  to  postpone  the  possession  over  for  her  use  during  her  lifetime.  Eld- 
only,  not  the  vesting.    Branstrom  v.  Wilkin-  ridge  v.  Eldridge,  sapnu 
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legacy  fails.  But  if  the  legacy  is,  in  the  first  instanoe,  given  to  the 
legatee,  and  is  then  directed  to  be  paid  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
or  at  the  end  of  ten  years  after  the  testator's  decease,  the  legacy 
vests  immediately,  so  that,  in  the  event  of  the  legatee  dying  before 
the  time  of  payment,  it  devolves  to  his  representative  (d).^  As  in 
Sidney  v,  Vaughan  (e),  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  to  A.,  100/.,  to 
be  paid  to  him  within  six  months  after  he  should  have  served  his 
apprenticeship  to  which  he  was  then  bound.  A.  did  not  serve  out 
his  apprenticeship,  but  ran  away  from  his  master,  and  after  the 
expiration  of  the  term  died  intestate.  It  was  held  in  D.  P.  that 
A.'s  administratrix  was  entitled  to  the  legacy  with  interest  from  the 
expiration  of  six  months. 

So,  in  Chaffers  v.  Abell  (/),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  certain 
sums  of  stock  to  trustees,  to  pay  40Z.  per  annum  to  his  daughter  M« 
for  life,  and,  after  her  decease,  *^  to  pay,  assign,  and  transfer  the  sum 
of  1,000/.  stock  equally  amongst  all  and  every  the  child  and  children 
of  M.,  share  and  share  alike,  to  be  paid  and  transferred  to  them  token 
and  80  soon  as  the  youngest  should  attain  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one 
years  "  {g)  ;  and  directed  that,  after  the  decease  of  his  daughter,  the 
dividends  should  be  applied  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children.  At 
the  death  of  the  testator,  M.  had  four  children,  one  of  whom  died 
before  the  youngest  attained  twenty-one.  The  youngest  alone  sur- 
vived M.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.>G.,  held  that  the  four  children  took 
vested  interests  in  the  stock.  There  was,  he  observed,  in  the  first 
place,  a  clear  gift  to  all  the  children  in  the  shape  of  a  direo- 
[*796]  tion  *  to  pay  and  transfer,  followed  by  another  direction  to 
pay  and  transfer,  ^*  when  and  so  soon  as  the  youngest  of  such 
children  should  attain  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,'^ 

Words  directing  division  or  distribution  between  two  or  more  ob- 
jects at  a  future  time,  fall  under  the  same  consideration  as  a  direc- 
Snperadded       tion  to  pay ;  and,  therefore,  where  they  are  engrafted 

sionor^distri-  ^°  *  ^^^  which  would,  without  thesc  superadded  ex- 
bation.  pressious,  confer  an  immediate  interest,  they  do  not 

(d)  aoberry  v.  Lampen.  S  Ch.  Cas.  155,  9  Freem.  34;  Supleton  v.  CbealM,  8  Ycm.  873, 
Pre.  Ch.  317;  Harvev  v.  Harvey,  2  P.  W.  21 ;  Jackson  «.  Jackson,  1  Ves.  217. 

(c)  2  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  254.  It  seems  that  if  no  interest  were  made  payable  on  the  legBcr, 
the  representative  must  wait  until  the  legatee,  if  living,  would  have  attained  his  majority; 
but  if  it  enrried  interest,  he  would  be  entitled  immediately.  See  Crickett  «.  Dolby,  3  Vea. 
13;  Feltham  v.  Feltham,  2  P.  W.  271. 

(/)  3  Jnr.  677;  see  also  Wadley  f.  North,  3  Ves.  864;  Williams  9.  Clark,4  De  O.  &  S.  472; 
Edmunds  v.  Wauffh,  4  Drew.  275;  Brocklebank  v.  Johnson,  20  Beav.  205;  whence  it  appears 
that  the  Court  is  always  anxious  to  find  a  nft  independent  of  the  direction  to  pav,  or  a  direo- 
tion  to  set  apart  a  fund  for  payment  of  the  legacy .    But  see  Shum  r.  Hobbs,  3  Drew.  93. 

(o)  This  IS  said  to  mean  '*  when  the  youngest  child  that  lives  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  at- 
tains that  age."  Ford  v.  Rawlins,  1  S.  &  St.  328;  Evans  a.  Pilkington,  10  Sim.  413;  tea 
Castle  9.  Eato,  7  Beav.  296. 

1  Aocotdingly,  it  is  laid  down  that  when  9.  Schell,  20  N.  T.  S9;  Manlce  v.  Manioe,  43 

the  language  imports  a  gift  and  a  direction  N.  Y.  303;  Warner  v.  Dunmt,  76  N.  T.  133; 

to  pay  in  the  future,  the  legacy  vests,  unless  Smith  «.  Edwards,  8S  N.  T.  92).    Sea  aim 

some  different  intention  is  manifested.    Far-  Goebel  v.  Wolf,  113  N.  T.  405. 
nam  v.  Famam,  53  Ooan.  261  (citing  Trarer 
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postpone  the  vesting.  Thus,  a  bequest  to  A.  and  B.  of  3,000^.^  Navy 
6L  per  cents,  and  all  dividends  and  proceeds  arising  therefrom,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  when  they  should  arrive  at  twenty- 
four  years  of  o^e,  has  been  held  to  vest  the  stock  immediately  in  the 
legatees  (A). 

The  same  role  prevails  where  payment  is  in  terms  postponed  until 
the  testator's  debts  are  satisfied  (t),  or  his  assets  realized  (k),  or  an 
outstanding  security  is  got  in  {I),  or  until  certain  real  estate  is 
sold  (m)f  or  money  directed  by  the  will  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur* 
chase  of  land  is  so  laid  out  (n).  And  an  immediate  gift  to  several  is 
not  made  contingent  by  a  superadded  direction  for  distribution  be- 
tween them  equally  as  three  barristers  should  think  fit,  the  discretion 
not  extending  to  authorize  any  alteration  in  the  extent  of  the  in- 
terests given  to  the  legatees  (o). 

It  is  of  course  immaterial  whether  the  gift  precedes  or  follows  the 
direction  to  pay.    Therefore,  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  of 
money  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  for  life,  and   immaterial 
after  her  death  in  trust  to  pay  the  same  unto  or  be-   that  the  worfa 
tween  or  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of  his  precede^im 
daughter,  as  and  when  they  should  respectively  attain   ^^  s^* 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  share  and  share  alike,  **  to  whom  I  give  and 
bequeath  the  same  accordingly,'^  Lord  Gottenham  held  the  legacy 
vested  in  the  children  on  their  birth  (p). 

But  if  it  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  will  that  the  attain- 
ment of  a  certain  age  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  tiie 
vesting  ♦  of  a  legacy,  such  legacy  will  be  contingent  notwith-  [•797 j 
standing  a  gift  of  the  legacy  distinct  from  the  direction  to 
pay ;  so  that  a  gift  to  A.,  to  be  paid  in  case  he  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  and  not  otherwise^  is  contingent  upon  A.'s   The  rule  fields 
attaining  that  age  {q).     So,  where  a  testator  clearly   ^  ^^^^ 
expressed  his  intention  that  the  benefits  given  by  his   tion. 
will  should  not  vest  till  his  debts  were  paid  (r),  or  until  a  sale 
directed  thereby  should  be  completed  (5),  or  until  assets  in  a  foreign 


(h)  Mblj  v.  Wood,  3  B.  C.  C.  471. 

(•)  Small  V.  Wing,  5  B  P.  C  Toml.  66. 

(*)  Gaskeli  v.  Harman,  6  Ves.  159,  11  Ves.  489.  The_po8itioii  in  the  text  teems  to  be 
warranted  by  Lord  £ldoii*a  observations  in  this  case.  Tlie  ease  itself  was  an  extremely 
special  one. 

(/)  Wood  «.  Penoyre,  18  Ves.  326  a, 

(wi)  Stuart  r.  Bruere,  6  Ves.  529,  n  ;  and  see  Tily  w.  Smith,  1  ColL  434. 

(»)  Sitwell  r.  Bernard,  6  Ves.  622;  see  also  Hutcheon  tk  Mannington,  4  E  a  C.  491,  n.; 
1  Vea.  Jr.  365 ;  Entwistle  v.  Marklsnd,  6  Ves.  628,  n. ;  Whiting  v.  Force.  8  Bear.  571i  Lneas  9, 
Carline,  id.  367;  Re  Dodgson's  Trust,  1  Drew.  44a 

(0)  Ksivanagh  v.  Morland,  cited  by  Wood,  V.-C.,  in  Maddison  «.  Chapman,  4  K.  &  J. 
715. 

(;;)  Re  Bartholomew,  1  Mac.  &  G.  354;  and  see  Livesey  «.  Livesey,  3  Russ.  287,  642; 
King  ».  Isaacson,  1  Sm.  &  G.  871. 

(?)  Knight  V.  Cameron,  14  Ves.  889;  Lister  r.  Bradley,  1  Hare,  10;  Heath  v.  Peny,  8  Atk. 
101.    See  also  Hunter  ».  Judd,  4  Sim.  466. 

(r)  Bernard  v.  Monntasne,  1  Mer.  422. 

(«)  Elwin  9.  Elwin,  8  Yes.  546;  Faalkener  v.  HoUlngswoith,  ciL  id«  568. 
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eountry  should  be  actually  remitted  to  the  legatee  (t),  the  intention 
was  carried  into  ezecutioui  and  the  vesting  as  well  as  payment  was 
held  to  be  postponed  (u). 

And  in  all  cases  where  the  payment  or  distribution  is  deferred  not 
merely  (as  in  the  cases  noted  above)  until  the  lapse  of  a  definite  in- 
LegMj  in  on-  terval  of  time,  which  will  certainly  or  presumably  arrive, 
certain  event,  ^q^  until  an  event  which  may  or  may  not  happen,  the 
effect,  it  should  seem,  is  to  render  the  legacy  itself  contingent.  This 
distinction  was  recognized  in  Atkins  v.  Hiccocks  (x),  where  a  sum  of 
200^.  was  bequeathed  to  A.,  to  be  paid  at  her  marriage,  or  three  months 
afterwards,  provided  she  married  with  consent;  and  Lord  Hardwicke 
held  that  A.  having  died  unmarried,  her  representative  was  not  enti- 
tled to  the  legacy. 

It  should  seem,  too,  that,  where  the  only  gift  is  in  the  direction  to 
Bule  when  V^J  or  distribute  at  a  future  age,  the  case  is  not  to  be 
^?n  th^  J?^  ranked  with  those  in  which  the  payment  or  distribution 
rectiontopaj,  only  is  deferred,  but  is  one  in  which  time  is  of  the  es- 
*^  sence  of  the  gift. 

Thus,  in  a  leading  case  (y),  where  a  testator  gave  certain 
[*798]  real  *  and  personal  property  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  in  a  cer- 
tain event,  to  pay,  apply,  and  transfer  the  same  unto  and 
amongst  all  and  every  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  B.,  share  and  share 
alike,  upon  hisy  Tier,  or  their  attaining  twenty-five,  if  a  brother  or 
brothers,  and  if  a  sister  or  sisters,  at  such  age  or  marriage  with  consent ; 
and  the  trustees  were  authorized  to  apply  the  rents,  profits,  and  in- 
terest, or  so  much  as  they  should  think  proper,  for  the  maintenance  of 
such  brothers  and  sisters  in  the  mean  time.    Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  B.,  held 

ify  Lew  «.  Thompson,  4  Ruse.  98. 

(«)  Bat  not  necessarily  to  the  time  when  the  debts  hare  been  aetuallff  ptAd,  or  the  sale 
completed  f  for  the  Court  will  inquire  when  these  purposes  mij^ht,  in  a  due  course  of  admin- 
istration, have  been  effected,  and  consider  the  legacies  vested  m>m  that  penod.  See  the  cas^ 
cited  above,  and  see  Small  «.  Wmg.  6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  74;  Astlej  v.  E.  of  Essex,  L.  R.,  6 
Ch.  898.  In  Birds  v.  Askey,  S4  Beav.  616,  where  there  was  a  residuary  g;ift  **  after  satisfy* 
ing  the  tmsti  '*  of  the  willj  to  A.  if  then  living,  —  one  of  the  trusts  beinj^  in  favor  of  A.  him- 
self  for  life,  —  and  it  was  decided  that  this  meant  if  A.  was  livrag  after  provision  had  been 
made  for  the  due  execution  of  the  will,  the  M.  R.  held  that  this  was  a  duty  which  fell  on  the 
executors  immediately  on  the  testator's  decease,  and  that  the  residue  vested  m  A.  at  that 
time. 

(x)  1  Atk.  500;  and  see  Ellis  v.  Ellis,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  1;  Morgan  v.  Mofsan,  4  De  G.  &  S. 
164.  Compare  Booth  r.  Booth,  4  Ves.  899,  post,  s.  7 ;  and  West  v.  West,  4  Gif .  198  (l«ICKcy 
on  marriaiire  with  consent  of  guardians,  was  construed  to  require  consent  only  to  marriage 
under  a««).  See  also  Monev  v.  Money,  44  L.  T.  639 ;  89  W.  R.  660,  where  certain  trusts  to 
take  effect  on  the  marriage  ot  the  testator's  son  were  held  to  take  effect  on  the  marriage  tak- 
ing place  after  the  testator's  death  and  before  payment  of  the  legacy.  _,   ,. 

(V )  Leske  r.  Robinson.  9  Mer.  363 ;  Meredith  r.  Tooke.  Hov.  Sup.  Ves.  Jun.  884 ;  Murray  r. 
Tancred,  10  Sim.  466;  Mair  ».  Quilter,  8  Y.  &  C.  C.  C  466;  Bonghton  r.  James,  1  ColL  2U; 
Walker  v.  Mower,  16  Beav.  366:  Gardiner  v.  Slater,  26  Beav  609 ;  Locke  v,  Umb,  L.  R..  4 
Eq.  879.  By  the  position  in  the  text  it  is  not  to  be  understood,  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy  un- 
der the  form  of  a  direction  to  pay  at  a  future  time,  or  upon  a  given  event,  is  less  favorable  lo 
vesting  than  a  simple  and  direct  bequest  of  a  legacy  at  a  like  future  time,  or  upon  a  like 
event;  but  that  a  distinction  is  to  be  taken  between  these  two  caMs  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
case,  mentioned  above,  of  a  gift  of  a  legacy,  with  a  superadded  direction  to  pay  at  a  fotnre 
time,  or  upon  a  given  event,  on  the  other  hand.  Per  Wigram,  V.-C.,  8  Hare,  17,  18.  Still 
a  direction  to  pay  mav  help  with  other  indications  to  show  that  the  kga^  is  intended  not  to 
Test  till  payment,  per  Jessel,  M.  R.,  6  Ch.  D.  846. 
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that  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  enjoyment  only  was  postponed ; 
the  direction  to  pay  was  the  gift,  and  that  gift  was  only  to  attach  to 
children  that  should  attain  twenty-five. 

So,  where  (z)  a  testator  left  for  his  wife's  use  certain  farniture,  &q,, 
adding,  "  which  I  desire  may  be  distributed  amongst  our  children,  on 
the  youngest  attaining  twenty-one  years,  at  her  and  my  executor's 
discretion;  such  part  being  nevertheless  reserved  for  her  own  use  as 
may  be  thought  convenient,  and  at  her  death  to  be  distributed  as  above 
directed ; "  Sir  J.  Leach,  V.-C,  on  the  principle  above  stated,  held, 
that  children  who  died  infants  (a)  before  the  youngest  attained  twenty- 
one,  took  no  interest. 

But  even  though  there  be  no  other  gift  than  in  the  direction  to  pay 
or  distribute  in  f uturo ;  yet  if  such  payment  or  distribution  appear  to 
be  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the  fund  or  property.   Effect  where 
the  vesting  will  not  be  deferred  until  the  period  in  ques-  i»ym«nt  i» 

_,  °        1  -.^.-i.^iTa      postponed  for 

tion.    Thus,  where  a  sum  of  stock  is  bequeathed  to  A.  convenience 
for  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  ^'  ^^^' 
sell  (b)  and  pay  and  divide  the  proceeds  to  and  between  C.  and  D.,  or 
to  pay  certain  legacies  thereout  to  C.  and  D. ;  as  the  payment  or  dis- 
tribution is  evidently  deferred  until  the  decease  of  A.,  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  precedence  to  his  life  interest,  the  ulterior  legatees 
take  a  vested  interest  at  the  decease  of  the  •  testator  (c),  [*799] 
This  doctrine  prevails  as  well  in  gifts  to  a  class  (eQ  as  to 
individuals. 

Thus,  in  Blamire  v.  (Jeldart  (e),  a  testator  bequeathed  to  his  nephew 
A.  200Z.  consols  at  his  (the  testator's)  wife's  decease,  and  ^^^  ^^^_ 
made  her  his  residuary  legatee ;  and  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.,  inglj  oontin- 
held  that  A.'s  legacy  vested  immediately  on  the  testator's  ^  "hedeter? 
death,  the  wife,  as  residuary  legatee,  taking  a  life  inter,  mination  of  a 
est  in  that  stock,  so  given  to  A.  ^"^"^  * 

So,  in  Cousins  v.  Schroder  (/),  where  a  testator  gave  his  real  and 
personal  property  to  his  wife,  for  her  life,  and  directed  that,  at  the 
end  of  twelve  months  next  after  his  death,  1,000/.  should  be  invested 
in  the  names  of  trustees,  in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to  his  daughter 
for  life,  and  upon  her  decease  to  divide  the  capital  amongst  all  the 
children  of  his  daughter  as  they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one ; 
and  he  directed,  that  at  the  end  of  twelve  months  next  after  the  de- 

(»)  Ford  V,  Bawlins,  1  S.  &  St.  328. 

(a)  See  Leeming  v.  Sherratt,  2  Hare,  14,  stated  post. 

(b)  Such  sale  is  generally  intended  only  to  fadiitate  the  distribntion,  Bromley  v.  Wright, 
7  Hare,  225;  Day  v.  DayJl  Drew.  669;  Bayley  v.  Bishop,  9  Ves.  6;  Parker  v.  Sowerby, 
1  Drew.  488,  17  Jur.  762;  Hodges  «.  Grant,  L.  R.,  4  Eq.  140. 

(c)  Hallifax  v.  Wilson,  16  Yes.  171;  Chaffers  v.  Abell,  8  Jar.  678;  Watson  v,  Watson,  11 
Sim.  73;  Barnes  v.  Preyost,  8  Jar.  506;  Packham  «.  Gregory,  4  Hare,  396;  Re  Wilson,  14 
Jur.  263;  Salmon  v.  Green,  11  Beay.  453;  Homer  v.  Goula,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  641;  Marshall  «. 
Bentley,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  786 ;  Strother  v.  Datton,  1  De  G.  &  J.  675;  Re  Bright's  TVoat,  21  Beav. 
67;  M*Lacblan  r.  Taitt,  28  Beav.  402;  Partridge  v.  Baylis,  17  Ch.  D.  835. 

(d)  Smith  0.  Palmer,  7  Hare,  225. 

(e)  16  Ves.  814;  see  also  Medlicott  v.  Bowes,  1  Yes.  207. 
(/)  4  Sim.  23. 
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cease  of  his  wif e,  the  farther  sum  of  1,0002.  should  be  laid  oat  for  the 
benefit  of  his  daughter  and  her  ohildren  upon  the  like  trusts  as  the 
first  1,000/. ;  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.-C.,  held  that  if  the  children  lived  to 
attain  twenty-one  they  were  capable  of  taking  both  sums  of  1,000/., 
although  they  died  before  the  time  of  payment. 

Again,  in  Bromley  v.  Wright  (^),  a  testator  devised  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  in  trust  within  or  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  her  de- 
cease, or  from  his  own  decease  if  he  survived  her,  to  sell  and  converty 
and  to  invest  the  proceeds ;  the  income  of  the  fund  so  produced,  and 
the  rents  and  profits  until  the  sale,  to  be  |ield  on  the  after-mentioned 
trusts.  The  testator  then  gave  to  A.  an  annuity  of  100/.,  for  the  term 
of  ten  years  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  himself  and  his  wife, 
for  the  use  of  A.  and  B.,  and  in  case  of  the  decease  of  either  of  them, 
then  for  the  survivor ;  and  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
[*800]  ten  years,  he  gave  to  A.,  if  then  living,  *  2,000/.,  but  if  she 
should  be  then  dead,  to  B.,  and  the  will  contained  a  gift  of 
the  residue.  A.  and  B.  survived  the  testator,  and  both  died  before 
the  expiration  of  the  ten  years ;  it  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Wigram,  V.-C., 
that  the  legacies  of  A.  and  B.  were  vested ;  observing  that  the  words 
of  contingency  were  obviously  introduced  with  a  view  to  provide  for 
a  case  between  A.  and  B.,  and  not  between  them  and  the  estate :  the 
postponement  of  the  legacy  was  for  the  convenience  of  the  estate,  and 
was  not  personal  to  the  legatees  (A). 

A  gift  over  in  case  of  the  legatee's  death  before  the  period  of  dis- 
tribution will  not  generally  prevent  the  application  of  this  doc- 
trine (t).  Nor  will  a  clause  relating  to  the  investment  of  the  legacy, 
and  referring  to  it  as  divisible  among  persons  surviving  the  period  of 
distribution,  make  it  contingent  on  their  so  surviving  (j). 

On  the  same  principle,  the  mere  introduction  into  an  ulterior  gift 
of  new  words  of  disposition  has  no  effect  in  postponing  the  vesting. 
Occnrrenee  of  T^^^>  where  a  testator  bequeaths  personalty  to  trustees, 
new  words  of  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  adding,  ^'  and  after  her  decease, 
^^^  then  I  give,"  &c.,  these  words  do  not  postpone  the  gift 

to  the  posterior  legatee  until  the  decease  of  A.,  but  merely  show  that 
that  is  the  period  at  which  it  will  take  effect  in  possession  (k). 

So,  where  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  person  if,  or  provided,  or  in  case, 

(g)  7  Hare,  834.  Bat  see  Beck  v.  Bom,  7  Beav.  492;  CheT«ox  «.  Aislabie,  13  Sim.  71; 
Davidson  v.  Procter,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  896.  which  appear  to  be  nndi«tin^ishable  from,  and  incon- 
sistent with  the  other  cases.  Beck  v.  Bum  was  donbted  by  Kinderslev,  Y.-G.^  in  Parker  «. 
Sowerby,  17  Jar.  752 ;  and  by  Romilly,  M.  R.,  in  Adams  v.  RobarU,  96  6eav.  668;  and  though 
constantly  cited,  appears  never  to  have  been  followed. 

(h)  Compare  Parr  v.  Parr,  1  My.  &  K.  647,  where,  on  a  beqnett  of  rasidne  to  be  settled  on 
A.,  so  as  to  "  devolve  "  in  case  of  her  death  on  her  children,  and  if  she  should  have  none,  thea 
that  she  should  bequeath  it  as  she  thought  fit,  it  was  held,  that  only  those  children  who  tow 
▼ived  A.  were  entitled. 

(i)  Shrimpton  «.  Shrimpton,  31  Beav.  426. 

U)  Re  Duke,  Hannah  v.  Duke,  16  Ch.  D.  IIS. 

(k)  Benyon  v.  Bladdison,  S  B.  C.  C  76. 
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or  when  (for  it  matters  not  which  of  these  words  is  used  (Q),  he  at- 
tains the  age  of  twenty-one  years  (w),  or  marries  («),  q^^  seemingly 
though  such  legacy  standing  alone  and  unexplained  contingent 
would  clearly  be  contingent,  i.  e.,  would  be  liable  to  fail-  ofintermeSiate 
ure  in  case  of  the  legatee  dying  before  the  prescribed  interest 
age  or  event ;  yet  if  the  interest  accruing  in  the  interval  between  the 
death  of  the  testator  and  the  future  period  in  question  is  appropri- 
ated to  the  benefit  of  the  legatee,  it  is  held,  in  analogy  to  the  doctrine 
of  Boraston's  case  (o),  that  the  words  of  futurity  and  contingency  re- 
fer to  the  possession  only,  and  that  the  gift  amounts,  in  substance^  to 
an  absolute  rested  legacy,  divided  into  two  distinct  portions 
or  interests  *  for  the  purpose  of  postponing,  not  the  vesting,  [♦801] 
but  the  possession  only.^  Thus,  in  Hanson  v.  Graham  (j>), 
where  A.  gave  to  his  grandchildren  B.,  C,  and  D.  5001.  4Z.  per  cent- 
anns.  a-pieoe,  when  they  should  respectively  attain  their  ages  af 
twenty-one  years,  or  day  or  days  of  marriage,  which  should  first  hap- 
pen with  consent,  and  directed  that  the  interest  of  the  said  Bank 
anns.  should  be  laid  out  for  the  benefit  of  the  grandchildren  till  they 
should  attain  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  or  day  or  days 
of  marriage;  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  £.,  after  a  full  and  able  examination 
of  the  authorities,  held,  on  the  principle  above  stated,  that  the  lega- 
cies vested  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

So,  in  Lane  v.  Goudge  (q)y  where  A.  bequeathed  certain  SL  per  cent, 
consols  to  L.  for  his  (L.'s)  second  daughter,  that  he  should  have  bom, 
for  her  education  till  she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  ; 
and,  after  she  should  attain  to  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the 
testator  gave  the  said  interest  to  her  and  her  heirs  forever,  she  being, 
christened  Z.  The  second  daughter  was  christened  Z.,  and  was  held 
to  be  absolutely  entitled,  though  she  died  at  the  age  of  seventeen  (r). 

(0  6  Ves.  248. 

(m)  Atkinson  V.  Taraer,  2  Atk.  41;  Knight «.  Cameron,  14  Yes.  888. 

(i»)  Elton  «.  Elton,  3  Atk.  504. 

(o)  Ante,  p.  762. 

(p)  6  Yes.  239. 

(q)  9  Yes.  225;  see  also  7  Yes.  421;  2  Freem.  24;  Phs.  Ch.  817;  13  Sim. 418;  1  Coll.  281:  2 
Sm.  &  Gif.  212;  2  J.  &  H.  122. 

(r)  See  also  Love  v.  L'Estranffe,  6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  69;  Bonlton  «.  Pilcher,  29  Beay.  683; 
Bird  V.  Mavbury,  33  Beav.  851;  Haidcastle  v,  Hardcastle,  1  H.  &  M.  405 ;  Re  Peek's  Tnists, 
L.  K.,  16  E!q.  2^1.  Compare  these  cases  with  Batsford  «.  Kebbell,  3  Yes.  363,  where  A.  be- 
queathed to  E.  the  dividends,  which  should  become  due  after  her  death,  upon  500/.  3Z.  per 
cents.i  until  he  should  arrive  at  the  full  age  of  thirty-two  years,  at  which  time  she  directed  ner 
executors  to  transfer  to  him  the  principal  sum  for  hia  own  use.  Lord  Loncbborongh  held, 
that  the  legacy  failed  by  the  deatn  of  E.  under  thirty-two ;  observing,  that  the  testatrix  had 
drawn  a  clear'distinction  between  the  dividends  and  the  capital.  See  also  Billingsley  v.  Wills, 
8  Atk.  219;  Sansbury  o.  Read,  12  Yes.  75;  Ford  v.  Rawlina,  1  S.  &  St.  328.  ante,  p.  708., 
These  cases  have  been  commonly  considered  as  decided  on  the  principle,  that,  where  the 
interests  or  dividends  alone  are  the  eubiect  of  bequest  until  a  particular  time,  and  the  prin- 
cipal is  then, /or  ihtfirat  <tnie,  to  be  taken  out  of  it,  the  intermediate  gift  of  the  interest  or 
dividends  will  not  vest  the  capital:  1  Rop.  Leg.  p.  581,  White's  ed.;  Spencer  v.  Wilson,  L. 
R.,  16  Eq.  501.  It  must  not  too  readily  be  assumed,  however,  that  any  given  case  falls  within 

1  It  is  laid  down  that  the  fact  that  interest  «.  Hoath,  2  Brown,  C.  C.  3;   Hanson  v- 

is  given  until  a  legacy  becomee  payable  is  Graham,  6  Yes.  288;  Stapleton  o.  Chule,  2 

one  of  the  strongest  marks  of  a  veated  legacy.  Yem.  678. 
Fuller  V,  Winthiop,  8  AUen,  61,  60  j  Hoath 
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So,  where  (s)  a  testator  bequeathed  to  each  of  his  daughters  1,800^. 
to  be  paid  upon  their  respective  days  of  marriage,  subject 
f  *802]  *  to  certain  conditions  in  the  will  mentioned,  together  with 
interest  from  the  time  of  his  decease  ;  Lord  Glare,  G.  Ir.,  held 
that  the  legacies  were  vested.  And,  in  Vize  v.  Stoney  (t).  Sir  E. 
Sugden,  G.  Ir.,  so  decided  the  same  point,  —  '^  A  legacy,"  he  said, 
**  cannot  be  more  or  less  contingent ;  the  law  recognizes  nothing  be- 
tween a  contingent  and  a  vested  legacy."  Therefore,  whatever  the 
nature  of  the  event,  a  gift  of  the  intermediate  interest  has  always  the 
same  effect  So  also  in  Re  Wrey,  Stuart  v.  Wrey  (w),  where  a  testa- 
trix after  certain  specific  bequests  gave  all  the  rest  of  her  stocks  and 
shares  to  her  executors  "  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  and  interest 
thereof  to  my  gi*eat-nephew  G.  until  his  marriage,  and  at  the  time  of 
his  marriage  to  hand  over  the  stocks  and  shares  to  the  said  G. ; "  it 
was  held  by  Kay,  J.,  that  this  legacy  was  vested,  and  that  G.,  who 
had  attained  twenty-one  years  but  was  unmarried,  was  entitled  to 
have  the  stocks  and  shares  comprised  in  the  gift  transferred  to  him. 

A  gift  of  interest,  to  nomine,  obviously  is  difficult  to  be  reconciled 
with  the  suspension  of  the  vesting,  because  interest  is  a  premium  or 
Gift  of  the  compensation  for  the  forbearance  of  princij^,  to  which 
nrhoie  interest  it  supposcs  a  title ;  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  it  is 
favors  vesting,  directed  to  be  applied  for  maintenance  (v).  But  a  mere 
allowance  for  maintenance  out  of,  and  of  less  amount  than  the  interest^ 
has,  it  seems,  no  such  influence  on  the  construction  (x).  And  a  dis- 
cretionary trust  to  apply  for  maintenance  the  whole  of  the  interest,  or 
so  much  as  the  trustees  think  fit,  has  generally  been  considered  and 
held  to  be  equally  ineffectual  (y).  It  is  still  only  a  gift  of  so  much  as 
is  required  for  maintenance ;  and  the  unapplied  surplus,  if  any,  will 

the  prinriple,  as  the  Courts  have  evinced  no  great  inclination  to  extend  it ;  and,  in  troth,  in 
some  of  the  cases  of  this  class,  the  difference  of  expression  was  vor^  slight.  And  in  West- 
wood  V,  Sottthey,  2  Sim.  N.  S.  192,  KindersleyjV.-O  ,  denied  the  existence  of  anv  socb  prin- 
ciple. It  was  suggested  bv  Arden,  M.  R.,  8  Ves.  367,  that  Batsford  9.  Kebbell  was  to  be 
referred  to  the  circumstance  that  the  gift  of  principal  was  postponed  to  a  more  advanced  age 
than  that  at  which  the  law  would  put  the  legatee  in  possession.  Such  a  postponement  is  of 
course  ineffectual  after  twentv-one,  if  the  legacy  is  vested.  But  this  distinction  has  not  been 
recognized.  Wood,  V.-C,  lavs  it  down  as  clear,  that  a  gift  of  income  until  twentv-five,  with 
agift  of  print'ipal  at  that  a^,*  vests  at  once.  L.  R.J)  £q.  320.  See  also  Re  Bonn,  Isaacaon  v. 
Webber,  16  Ch.  D.  47;  Scotnev  v.  Lomer,  29  Ch.  U  635. 
($)  Keilv  V.  Monclc,  3  Ridg.  P.  C  205. 
2  D.'&  Wal.  659, 1  D.  &  War.  337. 

J,  30  Ch.  D.  507. 
v)  Fonnereau  v.  Fonnerean,  3  Atk.  645;  Hoath  v.  Hoath,  2  R  G.  C.  3.  See  also  1  Ruas. 
1;  1  Taml.  18;  1  Hare,  10;  3  De  G.  &  J.  195;  3  K.  &  J.  603;  1  H.  &  M.  411;  29  Bcav, 
604;  31  Beav.  425.  Taylor  v.  Bacon,  8  Sim.  100,  and  Re  Asbmore's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  9  Eq.  99, 
are  contra.  In  the  latter  case,  James,  y.-C.,  relied  on  Pulsford  r.  Hunter,  8  B.  C.  C.  416, 
which  has  generallv  (see  2  Mer.  386)  been  considered  an  authority  only  for  the  position  for 
which  it  is  cited  befow,  n.  («).  The  report  is  obscure :  but  it  is  very  improbable  that  lx)rd 
Thurlow  (whose  decision  it  is,  but  of  which  there  seems  to  be  no  entry  in  R.  L.),  intended  to 
overrule  his  own  previous  decision  in  Hoath  v.  Hoath,  2  B.  C.  G.  3,  where  he  held  that 
''giving  the  interest  for  maintenance  was  precisely  the  same  thing"  as  giving  the  interest 
simpliciter.  The  previonslv  established  rule  was  recognised  m  Fox  v.  Fox,  L.  K.,  19  £q.  286; 
and  Re  Bunn,  Isaacson  «.  t^ebber,  16  Ch.  D.  47. 

(x)  Pulsford  «  Hunter,  3  B.  G.  C.  416 ;  see  Leake  «.  Robimon,  2  Mer.  387. 

(«)  Leake  v.  Robinson,  2  Mer.  863.  381,  384;  Wilson  v.  Fox,  13  L.  R.,  Ir.  349;  Re  Pkrkn^ 
Barker  «.  Barker,  16  Ch.  D.  44;  Re  Mervin,  Mervin  9,  CnMuman  (1891),  3  Ch.  197. 
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not  belong  to  the  legatee,  but  will  follow  the  fate  of  the  prin* 
oipal  («).  It  would  be  otherwise  if  the  *  trust  could  be  con-  [•803] 
strued  as  a  gift  of  the  whole  interest,  at  all  events ;  and  in 
Poz  V.  Fox  (a)j  Sir  G.  Jessel  did  so  construe  it,  and  consequently 
held  the  legacy  to  be  vested,  "  and  not  the  less  so  because  there  was 
a  discretion  to  apply  less."  But,  whatever  may  be  thought  of  this 
eonstruction,  it  is  inapplicable  where  the  surplus  is  directed  to  be 
accumulated,  and  is  then  blended  in  one  gift  with  the  principal  (6). 
An  annual, allowance  for  maintenance,  although  equal  in  amount  to 
the  interest,  will  not,  unless  given  as  interest  upon  the  legacy,  make 
the  legacy  vested :  the  gifts  are  perfectly  distinct,  and  the  title  to  the 
annual  allowance  actually  given  could  not  be  affected  by  the  interest 
on  the  legacy  not  amounting  to  so  large  a  sum  (o). 

In  Davies  v.  Fisher  (d)^  where  a  testatrix  bequeathed  her  residuary 
personal  estate  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  death  in  trust 
for  his  children,  as  they  severally  attained  the  age  of  ^j^  ^^  interest 
twenty-five  years,  the  income  to  be  applied  by  their  guar-  for  the  whole 
dians  during  their  respective  minaritiea  for  their  main-  diate^timT™*" 
tenance ;   Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.  thought  that  although   implied  from 
there  was  no  distinct  gift  of  the  interest,  yet  that  such  a  to  MpiySt^^ 
gift  was  to  be  implied  from  the  direction  to  apply  it  dur-  ^nng'part  of 
ing  minorities.    "The  inference  or  implication,"  he  said,      *   "*' 
**  arises  from  the  direction  to  apply  the  interest ;  and,  although  the 
direction  is  limited  to  the  minorities,  it  is  not  necessary,  or  I  think 
reasonable,  to  limit  the  inference  or  implication  in  like  manner,  or  to 
the  mere  time  to  which  the  direction  applies.    At  that  time 
the  mode  of  enjoyment  expressly  *  directed  will  cease,  but  I    [•804]| 
do  not  think  that  it  is  therefore  to  be  concluded  that  there  is 
to  be  no  enjoyment."     He  therefore  held  that  on  this  ground  alont 
the  children  would  have  taken  vested  interests.     But  the  case  did 
not  rest  entirely  on  this  ground  (e)  ;  and  even  if  it  did,  it  would  not 

(»)  See Jndgment  of  Wood,  Y.-C.,  Re  Sanderson's  Trusts,  3  K.  &  J.  607,  608,  609. 

(a)  L.  B.,  19  Eq.  286,  relying  on  Harrison  it.  Grimwood,  12  Beav.  192,  where,  however,  the 
tmst  for  nutintenaooe  (during  part  of  the  interval)  was  onir  one  of  several  combined  grounds 
for  the  decision.    Eccles  v.  BirKett,  4  De  Q.  &  S  105,  is  open  to  a  similar  observation,  having 


regard  especially  to  the  contrast  between  the  clearly  contingent  words  "children  who^  &c.,* 
and  the  more  equivocal  *'  as  and  when,**  and  to  the' exception  of  two  children  by  name  —  as 
to  which  last  point  see  1  Drew.  496 1  but  no  reasons  are  r<>ported.  A  dictnm  of  Turner,  V.-C., 
in  Be  Rouse's  Estate,  9  Hare,  649,  has  also  been  sometimes  cited  to  the  same  effect ;  but  it 
proceeds  on  a  questionable  interpretation  of  what  Lord  Renyon  said  in  Wynch  v.  Wynch,  1 
Cox,  433,  imputing  to  the  latter  the  doctrine  that  a  gift  oufo/*  income  for  maintenance  vests 
a  legacy.  Tne  V.-C.'s  decision  is  referable  to  other  grounifs,  post,  p.  807.  In  Be  Parker, 
Barker  «.  Barker,  16  Oh.  D.  44,  Jessel,  Sf .  R.,  referring  to  Fox  v.  Fox,  stated  his  opinion  to 
be  that  a  legacy,  contingent  in  terms,  becomes  vested  when  there  is  a  directum  to  pay  the 
interest  in  the  mean  time  to  the  legatee,  and  not  the  less  so  when  there  is  wperadded  a  direc- 
tion that  the  trustees  shall  pay  the  whole  or  such  part  of  the  interest  as  thev  shall  think  fit. 

(b)  Be  Grimshaw's  Trusts,  11  Ch.  D.  406.  See  Eniirht  v.  Knight,  post,'  p.  805.  Secus  if 
tiie  case  comes  within  Saunders  v»  Yautier,  Or,  &  Ph.  240,  post. 

(c)  Watson  v.  Haves,  6  My.  &  0. 125;  and  see  Livesey  v.  Livesev,  3  Russ.  287. 

(d)  6  Beav.  201.  'in  Milroy  «.  Milroy,  14  Sim.  48,  the  word  "minority"  was  held  to  mean 
the  whole  interval  until  the  youngest  child  attained  twenty-five.  See  MTaddisoii*.  Chapman, 
4  K.  &  J.  709,  8  De  6.  &  J.  686;  Lloyd  «.  Lloyd,  statad  next  page. 

(e)  See  s.  c.  post,  s.  vii. 

VOL.  I.  59 
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be  an  authority  that  a  gift  of  interest  arising  during  a  part  only  of 
the  interval  before  the  time  of  payment  Tests  the  legacy.  There  are 
dicta  opposed  to  such  a  doctrine  (/) ;  and  in  the  case  itself  a  gift  of 
interest  during  the  whole  interval  was  (as  will  have  been  seen)  sup- 
plied by  implication  (^)f  a  construction  which  might  often  be  found 
convenient  to  fill  up  a  gap  in  such  cases. 

A  gift  of  the  interest  operates  as  well  where  the  legacy  is  to  a 
class,  as  where  it  is  to  an  individual  (h),  provided  that  each  member 
Gift  of  interest  of  the  class  has  a  distinct  title  to  the  interest  of  his  own 
r^ac^^a  share.  But  where  the  interest  is  g^ven  as  a  common 
dan.  fund  for  the  maintenance  of  all  the  members  of  the  class, 

until  all  have  attained  the  prescribed  age,  it  does  not  vest  the  legacy. 
Thus  in  Lloyd  v.  Lloyd  (t),  the  testator  devised  lands  to  trustees 
upon  trust  for  his  daughter  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  upon 
trust  to  apply  the  rents  **  for  and  towards  the  maintenance,  education, 
and  benefit  of  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  his  said  daugh- 
ter during  their  minority,  and  when  and  as  soon  as  all  such  children, 
if  more  than  one,  should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
upon  trust  to  sell  the  lands,  and  pay  the  money  arising  therefrom  to 
and  amongst  all  and  every  such  child  or  children,  share  and  share 
alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one  then  the  whole  to  such  only 
child."  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.-C,  treated  it  as  settled  that  a  gift  in 
that  form,  without  the  gift  of  income,  vested  only  in  such  as  attained 
twenty-one  (j).  Then,  did  the  gift  of  income  vest  it  sooner  ?  He 
thought  not.  The  V.-C.  appears  to  have  read  the  words 
[•805]  "during  their  ♦minority,"  as  meaning  while  any  child  was 
under  age,  so  that  a  child  having  attained  twenty-one  still 
continued  entitled  to  a  share  of  income ;  and  he  thought  it  was  plain 
the  testator  never  intended  that  on  a  child  dying  under  twenty-one, 
its  representatives  should  receive  its  share  of  income  until  all  attained 
twenty-one,  and  that  this  view  took  it  out  of  the  rule  in  Hanson  v. 
Graham,  that  shares  were  vested  when  all  intermediate  interest  and 
profits  were  given  to  the  legatees  (k). 

But  although  the  gift  of  corpus  be  in  this  form,  yet  if  the  interme- 
diate income  be  given  direct  to  the  children  until  the  youngest  at- 

(/)  Per  Wood,  V.-C.,  L.  E.,  8  Eq.  3S1 ;  per  Romilljr,  M.  R.,  81  Beav.  802. 

(g)  In  Tatham  v.  Vernon,  29  Beav.  604,  this  was  so  expressed,  vis.  a  gift  to  children  at 
twenty-five,  with  gift  of  interest  '*  in  the  nkean  time,'*  for  their  maintenance  **  during 
minoritv." 

(h)  fe  references,  p.  802,  n.  (v).  ^  _  ^   -«^    ,.    — 

(t)  3  K.  &  J.  20;  and  see  Vorlev  v.  Richardson,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  126, 129,  180;  Re  Hnnter^ 
Tmats,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  298;  Davenhfll  v.  Davenhill,  6  W.  R.  18;  Bickford  r.  Chalker,  2  Drew. 
827;  Coldicott  «.  Best,  W.  N.  1881,  p.  160;  and  per  Sir  J.  Romilljr,  Sanders  •.  Miller,  2S 
Beav.  156.    A  fortiori  if  the  tmstees  have  power  to  exclude  some  of  the  class  from  all  maiiH 


tuck  shares  as  the  trustees  shall  think  Jit ;  "  which  differs  from  the  will,  as  reported. 

( j )  See  Learning  «.  Sherratt,  1  Drew.  488,  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 

(k)  In  Re  Hudson,  Hudson  «.  Hudson,20  Ch.  D.  416, 417,  Kay,  J.,  obeervwi  on  the  improlii 
abilitj  of  such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  a  tetUtor. 
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tains  twenty-one,  no  common  fund  is  created  ;  each  child  is  entitled 
to  the  income  of  his  own  share  of  corpus,  the  gift  of  which  is  conse- 
quently vested  (J). 

However,  a  testator  is  not  to  be  denied  the  power  of  giving  inter- 
est without  vesting  the  legacy,  if  such  be  his  intention.  Thus,  in 
Ee  Bulley's  Estate  (m),  where  residue  was  bequeathed  ^^^  ^^  interest 
in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  her  death  '<  to  be  paid  to  wUi  not  vest 
her  surviving  children  in  equal  shares,  as  soon  as  they  ^helicon- 
shall  come  to  the  ages  of  twenty-two  years  respectively,  trarv  intention 
and  not  to  go  to  their  heirs  or  assigns,  or  to  any  other  per-  •??**"• 
son  or  persons  on  any  pretence  whatsoever  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  share 
of  each  child  which  may  die  after  the  death  of  A.  and  before  it  ar- 
rives at  the  age  of  twenty-two  years  shall  go  among  the  others  who 
may  arrive ''  at  that  age  ;  '^  and  if  any  of  the  said  children  shall  be 
under  twenty-two  after  the  death  of  A.,  then  my  will  is  that  only  the 
interest  of  the  share  of  such  child  shall  be  paid  to  it  or  for  its  benefit 
until  it  arrives  at  the  age  of  twenty-two ; "  it  was  held  by  Stuart, 
V.-C.,  and  on  appeal  by  K.  Bruce  and  Turner,  L.  JJ.,  that  only  those 
children  who  attained  twenty-two  were  intended  to  share, 

Where  (n)  the  principal  and  interest  are  so  undistinguishably 
blended  in  the  bequest  that  both  must  vest,  or  both  be  contingent,  of 
course  no  argument  in  favor  of  the  vesting  of  the  priii-  ^^  . 

cipal  can  be  drawn  from  the  gift  of  the  interest.    Thus,   of  interest  as 
where  a  testator  gave  to  each  of  the  daughters  of  K.  as  Jf/is'po^^^^ 
soon  as  they  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  poned,  legacy 
sum  of  200Z.,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  Bl.  per  cent,  per  «'"»'i°«««>^- 
annum.  Sir  J.  Leach  ♦  V.-C.,  held  that  there  was  no  gift  either  [•806] 
of  principal  or  interest  until  the  daughter  attained  twenty-one. 

But  the  construction  which  suspends  the  vesting  of  the  interest  as 
well  as  the  principal,  inconvenient  as  it  evidently  is,  will  not  be  adopt- 
ed, unless  the  intention  be  very  clear.  Thus,  in  Breedon  v.  Tugman(o) 
where  a  testator  bequeathed  one-third  of  his  personal  property  to  his 
wife ;  another  third  to  his  son,  to  be  laid  out  in  an  annuity ;  and  the 
other  third  to  his  daughter,  adding,  ^^  and  in  case  of  my  decease,  to 
have  the  interest  therein  and  principal  when  she  arrives  at  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years  ;*'  it  was  contended  that  the  words  "in  case  of 
my  decease,"  imported  contingency,  and  which,  as  in  Knight  v. 
Knight,  extended  to  the  interest  as  well  as  the  principal,  and  that 
neither  of  them  was  vested  until  the  age  of  twenty-five  5  but  Sir  J. 
Leach,  M.  R,  said  that  this  was  plainly  an  absolute  gift  to  the  daugh- 


{! 


[0  Re  Grove's  Tnutt,  3  Gil  676. 

[m)  11  N.  S.  847. 

(»)  Knight  V.  Knight,  2  S.  &  St.  490;  Re  Thrnston,  17  Sim.  21:  Chance  v.  Chance,  16 
Beav.  572;  Morgan  v.  Morgan.4  De  G.  &  S.  164.  Batcher  v.  Leach,  6  Bear.  392,  is,  perhaps, 
referable  to  thisprinciple :  sed  qu. 

(0)  8  M7.  &  K.  289.  This  is  the  case  of  a  residoe.  and  therefore  may  seem  to  belong  to 
the  next  section;  bat  as  the  ground  of  decision  seemed  to  connect  it  with  Knight  v.  Knights 
it  has  been  stated  here. 


820         DEVISES  AND  BEQUBSIIS,  VESTED  OB  CONTINQEIIT.      [CH.  ZZT. 

ter,  and  that  the  payment  only  was  postponed ;  the  testator  meant 
not  to  qualify  or  restrict  the  nature  of  the  preyious  gift,  bat  to  dis- 
tinguish between  the  time  when  she  was  to  receive  the  interest^  and 
the  time  when  she  was  to  receive  the  principal. 

So  a  direction  subjoined  to  a  simple  bequest  of  stock,  that  the  ^'in« 
terest"  shall  be  added  to  the  "  principal/'  or  accumulated  till  the 
legatee  attains  twenty-one,  has  been  held  not  to  suspend  the  Testing, 
though  there  were  vague  expressions  in  the  residuary  clause  of  the  tes- 
tator's expectation  that  the  annuities  (  which  term  it  was  oontended, 
pointed  to  the  interest  on  the  legacies)  might  fall  in  (p). 

Again,  a  legacy,  to  be  severed  from  the  general  estate  instanter, 
Effect  when  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  a  legatee,  is  a  very  different 
contlnwit  thing  from  a  legacy  to  be  severed  from  the  estate  only 
gift  must  be  ou  the  happening  of  a  particular  event  Therefore,  in 
thi  Mui^  Saunders  v.  Vautier  (q) ,  where  a  testator  bequeathed 
mediately.  his  E.  L  stock  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  accumulate  the 
[*807]  dividends  until  A.  should  attain  his  age  of  *  twenty-five  years, 
and  then  to  transfer  the  principal  with  the  accumulated  divi- 
dend to  A.,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  absolutely ;  it 
was  cx)ntended«  on  the  authority  of  Knight  v.  Knight,  that  the  legacy 
was  contingent  on  A.  attaining  the  specified  age  ;  but  Lord  Gotten- 
ham,  on  the  principle  stated  above,  held  it  vested,  and  decreed  pay- 
ment to  A.  when  he  was  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  bequest  to  a  person,  if  or  when  he  at- 
tains a  particular  age,  will  be  vested  if  the  whole  intermediate  inter- 
est though  not  given  to  the  legatee  himself,  is  expressly 
ton'VaiM*'**"    disposed  of  in  the  mean  time  for  the  immediate  benefit 
applies  to  q^  furtherance  of  some  other  person  or  object.    It  is 

persona  y.  ^^^^  ^^  exception  out  of  the  whole  property  meant  to 
vest  in  the  legatee,  whose  interest  is,  therefore,  in  the  nature  of  a 
remainder  which  vests  immediately,  and  its  actual  enjoyment  only  is 
postponed.  This  is  in  conformity  with  the  principle  of  Boraston's 
Case  (r),  which,  according  to  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.  (*),  there  was  no 
ground  to  say  ought  to  have  been  differently  decided  if  it  had  occurred 
as  to  a  pecuniary  legacy. 

Thus,  in  Lane  v.  Gtoudge  (*),  where  one  of  the  bequests  was  to  L. 

(»)  stretch  9,  Watklns,  1  Mad.  268.  See  also  Bleaae  v,  Biuyb,  S  BeaT.  8S6 :  JomIjii  9. 
Josselyn,  9  Sim.  63;  Bull  v,  Johns,  Taml.  513;  Oppenheim  r,  Henry,  10  Hare,  4«. 

( q )'  Cr.  &  Ph.  240.  See  also  Greet «.  Greet,  5  Bcav.  123;  Lister  v.  Bradler,  1  Hare,  10; 
Love  r.  L^Estrange,  6  B.  P.  C.  Toml.  69,  cit.  6  Ves.  248;  Thrarton  ••  Anstev,  2T  Bea^8S5; 
Oddie  V,  Brown,  4  De  G.  &  J.  185,  194;  Ee  Rouse's  Estate,  9  Hare,  649;  Dondas  «.  WoWe- 
Murray,  1  H.  &  M.  425;  Re  Beyan's  Trusts,  34  Ch.  D.  716.  ,S<ii  •'?>?'*?, i^  one  erent  the 
Ipffacv  is  expressly  sriven  back  to  residue,  Pearson  v.  Dolman,  L.  Km  8  Eq.  815.  Butcompm 
F^f^ting  r.  Allen,  6  Hare,  677;  Gotch  •.  Foster,  L.  E.,  6  Eq.  811,  and  Re  Judkin's  Trusta,  2i 
Cb.  D.  743,  sufTgesting  the  limits  of  the  doctrine. 

(r)  3  Rep.  16,  ante,  p.  762.  .  ^         ^.^ **«,•#» 

(«)  6Ves.247.    In  Laxton  ».  Eedle,  19  Beay.  828,  there  is  a  contrary  dictmn  of  tlie  M.  «, 

which,  howeyer,  appears  unnecessarj  to  the  decision  of  that  case. 
(0  9  Ves.  225. 
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till  his  (L/s)  second  daughter  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  after  she  should  attain  that  age  to  her  absolutely;  the 
same  Judge  held  that,  supposing  the  gift  to  L.  was  for  his  own  and 
not  for  his  daughter's  benefit  (and  there  was  nothing  but  conjec- 
ture for  a  contrary  supposition),  yet  that  the  daughter  took  a  vested 
interest. 

If  the  testator  has  himself  subjoined  to  the  gift  a  declaration  that 
it  shall  rest  at  a  stated  period,  and  if  there  be  nothing  in  the  context 
to  show  that  the  word  "  vest "  is  to  be  taken  otherwise   ^^^^  ^f  an 
than  in  its  strictly  legal  sense,  all  discussion  is  of  course  express  direc- 
precluded;  for  a  legacy  cannot  vest  at  two  different   x^acyhto 
periods  (w).    But  a  question  generally  arises  in  these   **▼«»*•" 
cases  as  to  the  real  meaning  to  be  attributed  to  the  word.    If  the  tes* 
tator  has  in  other  parts  of  the  will  treated  the  fund   in  what  cases 
bequeathed  as  belonging  to  the  legatee  and  spoken  of  mMM^inde- 
his  share  therein  before  the  specified  period  (t;),  or  if  he   feasible." 
has  given  over  the  fund  in  case  the  legatee  ♦  dies  before  the  [*808] 
time  named  without  issue,  from  which  it  is  to  be  inferred 
that  the  legatee  is  to  retain  it  in  every  other  case  (x),  the  natural 
conclusion  is,  that  the  word  is  to  be  read  as  meaning  "  payable  "  or 
'^  indefeasible,"  and  that  the  gift  is  vested,  liable  only  to  be  divested 
on  a  particular  contingency.    A  gift  over  before  the  time  named,  or 
before  attaining  '^  a  vested  interest,"  simpliciter,  although  indecisive 
perhaps  by  itself  (y),  tends  strongly  to  the  same  conclusion  («).    The 
possibility  of  the  legatee  so  dying,  and  of  his  leaving  issue,  who,  if 
the  legacy  is  strictly  contingent  and  does  not  devolve  to  them  from 
their  parent,  are  otherwise    altogether  (a)    or   in  some    probable 
event  (b)  unprovided  for  by  the  will,  has  in  these,  as  in  many  other 
cases,  furnished  a  powerfcd  motive  for  adopting  a  more  liberal  inter- 
pretation.    Where,  upon  the  parent  so  dying,  the  legacy   -^  ^^^ 
is  expressly  given  to  his  issue,  this  motive  is  wanting,   literally  ooa- 
and  the  Court  will  be  slow  to  depart  from  the  primary  '^^^' 
meaning  of  the  word  '^  vest,"  and  of  associated  expressions  the  natu- 
ral import  of  which  is  contingency  (c).     So,  if  the  will  gives  the 

(«)  Glanvill  t.  61anvill|  2  Mer.  88;  Comport  v.  Aosten,  12  Sim.  249;  Wakefield  «.  Drott, 
4  Jur.  N.  S.  1098. 

(o)  Berkeley  v.  Swinburne,  18  Sim.  275  (residue);  Poole  9,  Soft,  11  Hare,  88  (real  estate), 
Walker  v.  Simpson,  1  K.  &  J.  713;  Bamet  v.  Bamet,  29  Beav.  239;  Armytage  v.  Wilkinson, 
8  App.  Ca.  855  (*'  absolute  veetinff"). 

(x)  Taylor  v.  Frubtsher,  5  De  G.  &  S.  191.  Lord  ELardwicke  seems  to  have  used  the  word 
in  this  sense  in  Haughton  v.  Harrison,  2  Atk.  830. 


(v)  QIanyilt  v.  Glanvill,  2  Mer.  38;  Re  BIakemore*8  Settlement  20  Bear.  214;  Re  Morsels 

Bttlement,  21  Beav.  174.    The  last  two  cases  were  noon  deeds,  and  moreover  proceeded  upon 

the  questionable  distinction  drawn  by  Leach,  M.  R.,  8  My.  &  K.  411,  between  a  gift  over 


under  age  and  a  gift  over  under  age  and  without  issue.    See  post,  p.  816,  n.  (e). 
(g)  Re  Baxter*s  Trusts,  10  Jur.  N.  a  845;  Best  v.  Williams,  W.  N.,  1890, 


p.  189.    Cf. 

Pickford  v.  Brown,  2  K.  &  J.  426,  where  the  gift  over  itself  contained  expressions  favoring 

'  m  of  vesting,  as  in  Russell «.  Buchai 

yior  9.  Frobisher,  6  De  G.  &  S.  191. 

b)  Re  Edmondson's  Estate,  L.  R.,  6  Eq.  389. 


re)  Rowland  v.  Tawney,  26  Beav.  67;  and  see  Comport  9.  Aast«n,  IS  Sim.  246;  Solbj  « 
WUttaker,  6  Cb.  D.  249. 
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issue  the  chance  of  taking  thiongh  their  parent^  as  if  the  legacy  is 
directed  to  vest  in  iihe  legatee  on  his  attaining  a  specified  age,  or 
dying  leaving  issue  (d),  A  gift  of  the  interest  until  the  arrival  of 
the  time  named  also  favors  the  less  strict  construction  upon  princi- 
ples already  explained  (e).  But  if  the  interest  is  to  be  accumulated 
and  paid  at  the  same  time  as  the  principal  fund  (/)  ;  or  if  by  the  con- 
text a  distinction  is  drawn  between  the  terms  '^ vested''  and  ''pay- 
able "  (^)y  the  word  ''  vest "  must  have  its  proper  meaning. 
[*809]  *  Where  the  bequest  is  in  the  first  instance  to  a  restricted 
class,  as  to  children  who  shall  survive  A.,  a  direction  that  the 
legacy  shall  vest,  say,  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  will  not  generally 
enlarge  the  class,  but  only  impose  a  further  condition  of  enjoyment 
on  the  class  already  defined  (A).  But  where  the  direction  was  that 
the  legacy  should  vest  in  ''  the  children,"  thus  giving  a  new  descrip- 
tion without  the  previous  restriction,  the  restriction  was  held  to  be 
neutralized  (i).  So,  where  the  bequest  was  to  such  of  the  children  as 
should  attain  twenty-five,  and  it  was  declared  that  if  any  child  at- 
tained twenty-one  and  died  before  twenty-five  his  share  should  vest 
at  his  death,  the  shares  were  held  to  vest  at  twenty-one  (k). 

TTL  —  Vesting  of  Residaary  Beqaests.  —  It  has  been  generally 
thought  that  a  very  clear  intention  must  be  indicated,  in  order  to 
Pofisibieu  postpone  the  vesting  under  a  residuary  bequest,  since 
even" to^l^  intcstacy  is  often  the  consequence  of  holding  it  to  be 
regarded.  contingent,  or,  at  least  (and  this  is  the  material  consid- 

eration) such  may  he  its  effect ;  for,  in  construing  wills,  we  must  look 
indifferently  at  actual  and  possible  events. 

Among  the  numerous  cases  which  may  be  cited  as  illustrative  of 
the  leaning  of  the  Courts  towards  the  vesting  of  residuary  be- 
quests, is  Booth  V.  Booth   (/),  where  A.  bequeathed  the  residue 

(<0  Re  Thatcher's  Trusto,  96  Bear.  865. 

<e)  Simpson  v.  Peach.  L.  R.,  16  £q.  308  ("payable"  and  <* Tested*'  exchanged  meanings). 

(/)  Re  Thruston.  17  Sim.  21;  see  also  Griffith  v.  Blont,  4  Beav.  248. 

{g)  Ellis  0.  Maxwell,  12  Bear.  104;  see  also  Parkin  v.  Hodgkinson,  15  Sim.  293;  Be 
Thatcher's  Trusts,  26  Beav.  365;  Re  Coller's  Trusts,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  496,  where  the  strict  con- 
struction was  assumed.  In  Sillick  v.  Booth,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  121,  and  King  v.  Cullen,  2  De 
G.  &  S.  252,  the  context  sare  to  the  word  '"'  rested"  in  a  gift  orer  unon  death  before  resting 
a  sense  corresponding  to  the  word  "  parable  *'  used  in  the  primary  gift.  **  Paid  "  was  held  to 
mean  **  reetea*'  in  Martinean  v.  Rogers,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  328.  And  sometimes  where  both  words 
occur,  ther  are  held  to  be  used  indiscriminately,  Re  Baxter's  Trusts,  10  Jur.  N.  8.  845. 

(Seie  further  on  the  meaning  of  "*  ret«ted ''  in  gifts  orer  in  case  of  the  legatee  dying  before 
attaining  a  **  rested  "  interest,  Gh.  XLIX.) 

(A)  Re  Parne,  25  Bear.  556;  Re  Parr's  Trusts,  41  L.  J.,  Ch.  170;  Bickfordv.  Chalker,  8 
Drew.  327;  Williams  v.  Haythome,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  782  (though  it  was  residue  and  another  danse 
became  surplusage)* 

(t)  Jackson  «.  Dorer,  2  H.  &  M.  200  (residae);  Re  Knowles,  Nottage  «.  Bozton,  21  Ch. 
D.  806. 

(k)  Happin  v.  ICappin,  W.  N.,  18n,  p.  207  (residne).  See  also  Dalton  «.  Hill,  10  W.  R. 
396. 

(0  4  Ves.  399.  See  also  West «.  West,  4  Gif.  198;  and  compare  Atkins  v.  Hiooocks,  ante, 
p.  797;  obserring  that  there  the  bequest  was  pecnniarr,  and  there  was  no  gift  of  the  interest 
in  the  meantime,  nor  any  gift  orer.  The  disinclination  so  to  construe  a  will  as  to  make  a 
testator  die  partially  intestate,  was  also  admitted  in  Lett  v.  Randall,  10  Sim.  112,  where^  bow- 
erer,  the  V.-C.  considerad  himself  forced  into  this  nndesirable  conclusion  by  the  ambigoi^ 
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*of  his  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  [*810] 
equally  between  his  great  nieces  6.  and  C,  until  their  re- 
spective marriages,  and  from  and  after  their  respective  marriages,  to 
transfer  their  respective  moieties.  Sir  K  P.  Ardeu,  M.  B.,  held  that 
B.  acquired  a  vested  interest,  although  she  died  without  having  been 
married ;  his  Honor  relying  much  on  the  circumstance  that  it  was  the 
bequest  of  a  residue. 

So,  in  Jones  t;.  Mackilwain  (m),  where  a  testator  gave  to  trustees 
all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  as  to  one 
moiety  of  the  produce  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter  A.  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay  to  her  husband  B. 
an  annuity  of  100/.  during  his  life,  and  to  apply  the  remainder  of 
the  annusd  income  of  the  said  moiety  for  and  towards  the  mainte- 
nance of  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  A.,  until  they  should 
severally  attain  his  and  their  ages  or  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  as 
to  all  the  said  principal  moneys  or  produce  of  the  testator's  said 
real  and  personal  estate  as  and  token  they  and  each  and  every  of  them 
should  attain  his^  her,  and  their  respective  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one 
years,  in  trust  to  pay  and  dispose  of  the  same  unto  and  amongst  all 
and  every  such  child  and  children.  A.  had  two  sons,  both  of  whom 
died  under  twenty-one,  and  Lord  Oifford,  M.  K.,  held  that  they 
respectively  acquired  vested  interests;  adverting  to  the  fact  of  its 
being  a  residuary  bequest,  and  that  the  yearly  income  was  given  to 
the  children  until  the  prescribed  age. 

It  seems  that  where  the  testator  first  gives  the  residue   j^f^^  ^^^^ 
in  term  which  would,  beyond  all  question,   confer  a   immediate  gift, 
vested  interest,  the  addition  of  equivocal  expressions  of  ^j^^by 
a  contrary  tendency  will  not    suspend    the    vesting.^  equivocal 
Thus,  where  (n)  A.  by  his  will  gave  unto  the  children 

of  the  will;  the  testator  haying,  in  a  certain  event,  made  a  becjnest  of  the  riiare  of  a  deceased 
daughter  to  children  them  living  in  such  a  manner  as  to  leave  it  doabtftil  whether  he  referred 
to  the  period  of  his  own  death,  the  death  of  his  wife,  or  the  happening  of  the  contingency. 


living,  the  word  **  then  *'  is  held  to  point  to  the  period  of  the  death  of  the  person  last  named 
(whether  he  is  or  is  not  the  survivor  of  the  several  legatees  for  life),  and  is  not  considered  as 
referrine  to  the  period  of  the  determination  of  the  several  prior  interests;  Archer  v.  Jegon,  8 
Sim.  844;  Wollaston^s  Settlement,  27  Beav.  642 ;  and  the  construction  is  the  same  though  the 
person  last  named  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  unless  diverted  by  the  context  to  the  period  of 
distribution,  or  otherwise,  OInev  v,  B:itee,  3  Drew.  319 ;  and  see  Hetherington  o.  Oakman,  2 
Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  299;  Harvey  v.  ftarvey,  8  Jur.  949;  Cain  v,  Teare,  7  iH.  567;  Widdicombo  r. 
Muller,  1  Drew.  448;  Cormack  v.  Codoua,  17  Beav.  897 ;  Gill  o.  Barrett,  29  Beav.  372.  Com- 
pare Gaskell  v.  Holmes,  3  Hare,  438;  Coulthnrst  r.  Carter,  15  Beav.  421;  Re  Edgington's 
Trusts,  8  Drew.  202  (settlement);  Re  Deighton's  Settled  Estates,  2  Ch.  D.  783  (where,  if 
**  then  *'  had  been  referred  to  the  last  antecedent,  a  life  estate  just  before  given  to  the  widow 
would  have  been  defeated).  In  Headman  o.  Pearse,  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  275,  the  words  **  then  living** 
occurred  in  two  distinct  gifts  to  children  of  A.,  one  of  an  original  share,  the  other  of  an 
accruing  share,  and  followed  in  the  one  case  the  mention  of  one  event,  in  the  other  the  men- 
tion of  another  event;  but  the  same  class  of  children  were  held  by  James,  L.  •!.,  entitl<^  to 
both  ^fts  on  the  ground  that  '^  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  give  the  words  a  different  mean- 
ing "  m  the  two  cTaosea. 

(m)  1  Rttss.  220. 

(fi)  Dodson  V.  Hay,  8  B.  C.  0.  404-409.  See  also  Stretch  v.  Watkina,  1  Had.  253; 
Brocklebank  «.  Johnson,  20  Beav.  205 ;  but  see  Shum  v.  Hobbs,  8  Drew.  98. 

1  Eldridge  «.  Eldridge,  9  Ctuh.  516. 
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of  his  sister  the  whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  (subject 
[*811]  to  certain  legacies),  and  afterwards  expressed  his  *  desire  that 
the  children  shoold  be  educated  with  the  yearly  interest  of 
whatever  portion  of  his  estate  might  fall  to  each  child's  lot  or  share, 
and  such  portion  not  to  be  otherwise  claimed  or  inherited^  directly  or 
indirectly,  until  the  children  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty^two  years, 
whether  married  or  single  —  Sir  R.  P.  Arden,  M.  R.,  held  that  the 
subsequent  vague  words  were  not  sufficient  to  control  the  prior  clear 
words,  but  the  meaning  was,  that  the  legacy  should  be  absolute,  and 
that  the  legatees  should  not  have  the  command  of  the  principal  till 
the  age  of  twenty-two;  and  he  laid  some  stress  on  the  fact  of  the  in- 
terest being  given  for  maintenance. 

So,  where  (o)  a  testator,  after  disposing  of  his  real  and  personal  es- 
tate in  strict  settlement,  added  that  none  of  the  devisees  should  take 
or  come  into  possession  before  the  age  of  twenty-five,  this  was  held 
to  refer  to  the  actual  possession  only,  and  not  to  postpone  the 
vesting. 

But  where  the  terms  of  the  original  gpift  in  favor  of  a  class  are  am« 
biguous  in  regard  to  the  period  of  vesting,  a  clear  intention  to  sus- 
B  bsea  t  P^^^  *^®  Vesting,  manifested  in  carrying  on  the  gift  to 
words  may  be  the  class  in  the  event  of  its  consisting  of  a  single  object, 
w*  enTrheTro-  ^^^  ^  decisive  of  the  construction ;  as  it  is  hardly  sup- 
ceding  are  posable  that  the  testator  could  mean  to  create  a  differ- 
ambigaous.        ^^^  ^^  ^^-^  nature  between  a  plurality  of  objects  and  an 

individual  object.  Thus,  where  (p)  A.  gave  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
real  and  personal,  to  trustees,  as  to  one-third,  in  trust  for  his  daugh- 
ter S.  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  for  the  child  or  children  of 
his  said  daughter,  if  more  than  one  share  and  share  alike,  to  be  paid, 
assigned,  and  transferred  to  them  by  his  trustees  upon  their  respec- 
tively attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years;  but  in  case  S.  should 
leave  but  one  child  her  surviving,  then  the  whole  of  such  one-third 
part  should  become  the  property  of  such  only  child  upon  his  or  her  at- 
taining the  age  of  twenty-Jive  years,  and  be  transmissible  to  his  or  her 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators;  and  in  case  his  said  daughter 
should  leave  no  child  her  surviving,  or  in  case  she  should  leave  a 

child  or  children  who  should  not  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five 
[♦812]  years,  ♦  then  over.    Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.-C,  held  that  the  gift, 

in  case  the  daughter  should  leave  one  child  only  her  sur- 
viving, was  clearly  contingent  on  that  child  attaining  the  age  of 


recen 

Be 

1877,  p.  200. 

(p)  Judd  V.  Jadd,  8  Sim.  525;  see  also  Treoey  v.  Batch*- r,  24  Beay.  488;  Knox  v.  Wells, 
2  H.  &  M.  674  {as  to  the  children  snmving  thetr  father  James);  Madden  v.  ikin,  2  Dr.  &  Sm. 
207;  Herryv.  Hill,  L.B.,8Rq.619;  perLotd  SelborlM,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  271,  272;  Re  Fletdier, 
IX  r6  V.  Fletcher,  58  L.  T.  818. 
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tventj-fire ;  aad  the  same  construction,  he  obsetyed,  must  be  put  on 
the  gift,  in  case  she  should  leare  more  than  one. 

The  same  argument  would,  without  doubt,  apply  to  a  case  where 
the  ambiguity  existed  in  the  gift  to  the  single  object,  the  original  gift 
in  favor  of  the  class  being  clearly  conditional.  But  where  no  such 
ambiguity  exists,  it  is  of  course  not  allowable,  by  inference  from  the 
collective  gift,  to  im][)ort  a  contingency  into  the  gift  to  the  individual. 
This  were  to  add  words  to  the  will,  not  to  explain  terms  already  ex- 
isting in  it ;  a  course  not  warranted  by  the  apparent  singularity  of 
the  distinction  made  by  the  testator  (^). 

King  t;.  Isaacson  (r)  was  the  converse  of  Judd  t;.  Judd ;  the  ques- 
tion being,  whether  a  clearly  vested  bequest  to  the  single  object  im« 
parted  its  own  nature  to  ambiguous  expressions  contained  in  the 
prior  gift  to  the  class,  when  consisting  of  many.  The  testator  gave 
the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust,  as  to 
two-thirds  of  the  annual  proceeds,  for  A.  for  life,  and  as  to  the  re- 
maining one-third,  in  trust  for  B.  for  her  life ;  and  in  trust,  after  the 
decease  of  A.  and  B.,  or  either  of  them,  to  convey,  pay,  assign,  trans- 
fer, and  make  over  all  the  residue,  in  Che  shares  following,  t.  e., 
upon  the  decease  of  A.,  to  convey,  &c.,  two-thirds  unto  and  among 
all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  A.  as  and  when  they  should 
severally  attain  twenty-one,  as  tenants  in  common;  and  if  there 
should  be  but  one  child  of  A.,  then  to  such  only  child,  and  to  whom 
he  gave  the  same  accordingly :  with  similar  trusts  of  the  remaining 
third,  mutatis  mutandis,  for  the  children  of  B.  Sir  J.  Stuart,  V.-G., 
considering  the  general  indisposition  to  hold  a  bequest  contingent^ 
and  looking  to  the  absolute  gift  to  an  only  child  (which  was  clearly 
rested  (s)  ),  and  to  the  direction  to  convey,  which,  he  thought,  was  to 
be  observed  immediately  on  the  decease  of  a  tenant  for  life,  held  that 
the  children  took  vested  interests -on  the  testator's  death. 

The  vesting  is  obviously  postponed  where  the  attainment  to  a 
particular  age  is  introduced  into  and  made  a  constituent  part  of  the 
description  or  character  of  the  objects  of  the  gift ;  as  where 
*the  bequest  is  to  the  children  who  shall  attain,  or  to  sueh  [*813] 
children  as  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  there 
being  in  such  case  no  gift,  except  to  the  persons  who  answer  the 
qualification  which  the  testator  has  annexed  to  the  enjoyment  of  his 
bounty  (t).    So,  where  the  bequest  is  to  the  children  if  Attainment  of 
or  when  they  attain  the  particular  age.     So  clear,  in-  particular  age 
deed,  is  this  point,  that  any  difficulty  can  scarcely  oo-  um  dMcripUoa 
cur  under  a  gift  framed  in  the  terms  suggested,  unless  it   ^  ***®  objects, 
is  occasioned  by  and  grows  out  of  the  context,  which  not  onfrequently 


q)  Walker  9.  Mower,  16  Beav.  365;  Johnson  v.  Foulds,  L.  R.,  6  £q.  968. 
r)  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  371. 

See  Re  Bartholomew,  1  Mac.  &  Q.  354.  ante,  p.  796. 

See  Newman  v.  Nevrmani  10  Sim.  51;  Hatfield  v.  Pryme,  2  GoO.  9M. 
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explains  away  and  neutralizes  the  expressions  which  standing  alone 
woald  clearly  suspend  the  vesting.  But  here  a  distinction,  anaJogooa 
to  that  which  exists  in  devises  of  real  estate,  must  be  observed  be- 
tween the  former  terms  of  bequest  noticed  above  and  the  latter,  as 
regards  the  explicitness  of  context  required  to  control  them.  For 
instance,  if  a  testator,  after  giving  to  ''the  children,"  or  to  ''all  the 
children,"  "^"  or  "when"  they  attain  a  certain  age,  goes  on  to  dis- 
pose of  the  property  in  case  there  is  no  child  who  does  attain  the 
prescribed  age,  he  affords  a  plausible  ground  for  the  argument 
(founded  on  Edwards  v.  Hammond  and  that  class  of  cases  (u) ),  that 
the  subsequent  words  explain  the  sense  in  which  he  intended  the 
prior  words  to  be  understood,  namely,  that  the  interest  of  the  legatees 
was  merely  liable  to  be  divested  in  the  event  described;  in  other 
words,  was  to  become  absolute  at,  not  to  be  postponed  until,  the  pre- 
scribed age.  But  a  gift  to  "such  of  the  children  as,"  or  to  "the 
children  w?io  "  attain  the  age,  is  a  gift  to  a  restricted  class ;  and,  to 
admit  children  who  do  not  attain  the  age,  the  context  must  be  one 
capable  not  only  of  explaining  an  ambiguity  regarding  the  interests 
intended  for  the  members  of  the  described  class,  but  also  of  enlarging 
the  class  itself.^ 

We  have  an  example  of  the  latter  species  of  disposition  in  Bull  v. 
Pritchard  (x),  where  a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  M.  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease  to  pay  or  transfer  the  same  unto  and  among  all  and  every  the 
child  and  children  of  M.  who  should  live  to  <Utain  the  age  oftioenty-three 
yearsy  with  benefit  of  survivorship  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  them 
under  the  age  of  twenty-three  years,  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  if 
there  should  be  but  one  such  child,  then  to  such  only  child ;  and  in 
case  there  should  be  no  such  child,  or,  being  such,  aU  should  die  under 

the  age  of  twenty-three,  then  over  to  the  testator^s  brothers 
[•814]  and  sisters.    The  *  trustees  were  empowered  to  lay  out  and 

apply  the  interest  of  each  child's  respective  share,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  they  might  think  necessary  towards  their  maintenance,  not- 
withstanding such  child's  share  should  not  be  then  absolutely  vested. 
Lord  Gifford,  M.  K,  was  of  opinion  that  those  children  alone  who 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-three  were  to  take,  and  therefore  the  gift 
was  void  for  remoteness ;  observing,  that  the  attainment  of  the  age 
of  twenty-three  years  was  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting 
of  any  interest  in  the  children,  and  distinguishing  the  case  from  those 
where  the  g^ft  was  to  children  when  or  if  they  attained  a  certain 
age. 

(«)  Ante,  p.  789.  (a?)  1  Ran.  818. 

1  As  to  the  words  "when,'*  "as'*  "if,"  160:  Leeds  v.  Wakefield,  10  Gray,  514;  Moore 

and  '*  proTided/'  see  Colt  v.  Hnbbard,  83  «.  Smith,  9  Watts,  403;  Clayton'v.  SonciNi,  IS 

Conn.  281.    And  see  furUier  as  to  this  |>ara-  C.  £.  Green«  230. 
graph  of  the  text,  Snow  «.  Snow,  48  Maine, 
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The  propriety  of  this  determination  has  been  questioned  (y),  and 
perhaps  looking  at  the  gift  over  in  connection  with  the  direction  to 
apply  the  interest  of  the  children's  shares  for  their  maintenance  until 
they  became  absolutely  vested,  there  was  ground  to  contend  that  the 
children  took  immediately  subject  to  be  divested  on  their  respectively 
dying  under  the  prescribed  age.  But  the  case  is  to  be  referred  to  the 
distinction  noted  by  the  M.  B.  in  his  judgment  {z). 

Another  case  in  which  the  vesting  was  held  to  be  postponed,  not- 
withstanding some  expressions  in  the  context  apparently  favorable  to 
the  immediate  vesting,  is  Vawdry  v,  Geddes  (a),  where 
A.  gave  the  residue  of  her  estate  and  effects  equally  be-  ing  ceruin 
tween  her  four  sisters,  and  directed  that,  on  the  death  of  ^  **®'*^  ^^' 
her  sisters,  the  interest  of  their  respective  shares  should, 
at  the  discretion  of  her  executors,  be  applied  in  the  maintenance  or 
accumulate  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  each  of  her  sisters  so 
dying,  until  they  should  severally  attain  the  age  of  twenty -two  years, 
and,  upon  any  of  their  attainment  to  that  age  they  should  he  entitled 
to  their  proportion  of  their  mother^s  share  of  the  principal,  and  in  case 
of  any  of  their  decease  under  that  age,  leaving  lawful  issue,  such 
issue  should  be  entitled  to  their  respective  parent's  share  at  such 
time  as  such  parent  would  have  been  entitled,  if  living,  thereto. 
There  was  also  a  benefit  in  favor  of  the  other  children  of  the  testator's 
sisters,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  under  twenty-two,  without 
issue,  or,  being  such,  they  should  die  before  *  the  principal  of  [*816] 
their  respective  shares  should  become  payable.    Sir  J.  Leach, 
M.  B.,  held  that  the  vesting  was  postponed  until  the  age  of  twenty- 
two,  and  therefore  that  the  gift  was  too  remote.    He  thought  that  the 
case  was  governed  by  Leake  v.  Bobinson  {b)  ;  and  that,  even  if  the  in- 
come had  been  expressly  given  to  the  children  until  they  attained 
twenty-two,  the  shares  would  not  have  vested.    He  observed,  that 
where  interim  interest  is  given,  it  is  presumed  that  the  testator  meant 
an  immediate  gift,  because,  for  the  purpose  of  interest,  the  particular 
legacy  is  to  be  immediately  separated  from  the  bulk  of  the  property ; 
but  that  presumption  fails  entirely  when  the  testator  has  expressly 
given  the  legacy  over  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  legatee  before 
a  particular  period. 

But  did  not  the  gift  over,  to  which  his  Honor  here  refers,  suggest 
a  strong  argument  for  the  immediate  vesting?    Where  a  testator 
directs  that,  on  a  given  event,  the  "shares"  of  persons   Re„,ark«on 
before  named  shall  go  in  a  certain  manner,  there  seems   Vawdry  v. 
ground  to  infer  that,  in  the  alternative  event,  the  prop-   "^^®*' 

(y)  3  M.  &  K.  417. 

(«)  The  author  does  not  refer,  and  appears  to  have  attached  little  value  to  this  distinction; 
which,  however,  has  since  been  fuUv  reco^i^ized.  He  goes  on  (Ist  ed.  p.  772)  to  suggest  that 
the  case  cannot  be  treated  as  an  adjudication  as  to  the  perioa  of  vesting:  sed  qn.:  for  the 
decree  declared  the  next  of  kin  entitled;  whereas  M.  was  living,  and  might  have  bad  chU- 
dren.  who,  if  the  gift  was  vested  and  consequently  not  remote,  would  have  been  entitled. 

(a)  1  &.  &  My.  203.  (6)  Ante,  pp.  228,  797. 


828        DBYISES  A5D  BSQUIiSTS,  TASTED  OB  CONTINQENT.      [(M.  ZXT. 

erty  is  to  be  retained  by  the  legatees ;  k  fortiori,  where  there  are 
cross  executory  gifts  disposing  of  the  ''shares  "  of  dying  objects  in 
an  event  in  which,  if  the  vesting  be  postponed,  they  would  have  no 
shares  for  the  clause  to  operate  upon.  The  construction  adopted  in 
the  case  just  stated  rendered  the  terms  of  the  clause  of  substitution 
(for  such  it  clearly  was)  inaccurate  throughout  (c). 

More  weight,  in  favor  of  the  immediate  vesting,  seems  to  have 
Bland  v  ^^^  ascribed  to  the  argument  derived  from  the  gift  over, 

Wiiiianu.  in  Bland  v.  Williams  (d),  where  the  testator  bequeathed 
Veatinff  imme-  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  to  trustees,  upon 
ezpUiutory  trust  to  receive  the  annual  income  thereof,  and  thereout 
effect  of  gift      pay  unto  his  daughter  an  annuity,  and,  after  her  decease, 

upon  trust  to  apply  the  income,  or  a  sufficient  part 
thereof,  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children  of  his  daugh- 
[*816]  ter  until  they  should  severally  attain  their  ages  of  *  twenty- 
four  years;  and  when  and  as  they  should  respectively  attain 
that  age,  then  upon  trust  to  pay,  transfer,  and  convey  aU  the  said 
residue  of  his  estate,  with  the  interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds 
thereof,  as  should  not  have  been  applied  for  their  maintenance, 
equally  unto  and  amongst  all  her  said  children,  when  and  as  they 
should  severally  and  respectively  attain  their  said  age  of  twenty-faut 
years  ;  and  in  case  any  or  either  of  her  said  children  should  happen  to 
die  before  having  attained  that  age,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue  of 
his  or  her  body,  then  in  trust  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  convey  all 
the  said  residue  of  his  estate  unto  such  of  her  said  children  eu  should 
live  to  attain  his^  her,  or  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-four  years, 
share  and  share  alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one,  then  the 
whole  to  that  one  child ;  but  in  case  all  and  every  of  her  said  chil- 
dren should  happen  to  die  under  that  age,  and  without  leaving  lawful 
issue,  as  aforesaid,  then  upon  trust  to  pay  the  annual  income  thereof 
unto  certain  persons.  It  was  contended,  that,  under  the  trusts  in 
favor  of  the  daughter's  children,  the  vesting  was  postponed  until  the 
age  of  twenty-four,  and,  consequently,  the  gift  was  too  remote.  Sir 
J.  Leach,  M.  B.,  however,  held  that  the  legatees  acquired  immediate 
vested  interests :  — ''  Whether,  in  a  gift  of  this  nature,"  he  said,  ''the 
time  of  vesting  is  postponed,  or  only  the  time  of  payment,  depends 
altogether  upon  the  whole  context  of  the  will.    If  the  gift  over  is 

(c)  See  alao  Mackell  v.  Winter,  3  Yes.  236,  and  Barker  o.  Lea,  T.  &  B.  418,  in  both  which 
residnary  bequests  to  children,  on  their  attaining  a  partkuUr  age,  were  held  to  tie  contingent 
in  the  interim,  though.  In  each  case,  there  was  a  bequest  over  in  the  event  of  the  legatee's  dying 
before  the  prescribed  aoie ;  and  In  the  former,  the  postponement  seemed  to  refer  to  the  time  of 
payment  rather  than  to  the  gift  itself;  while  in  the  latter  there  was  a  gift  of  the  whole  income 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  legatees.  In  these  cases,  the  leaning,  often  avowed,  to  the  vesting 
of  residoarv  bequests,  was  but  very  faintly  disoemible;  and  one  cannot  help  suspecting  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  somewhaT  biassed  bv  the  actual  event,  which  rendered  the 
adopted  construction  convenient.  If  Intestacy  had  happened  to  be  produced  by  the  post- 
ponement of  the  vetting  In  each  instance,  the  adjudication  probably  would  have  Men 
different. 

{d)  3  My.  &  K.  411. 


GH.  XXY.]  YESXINO  OF  BESIDUABT  BEQUESXa  829^ 

gimply  upon  the  death  under  twenty-four,  then  the  gift  could  not  rest 
before  that  age  (e).  In  this  case,  the  gift  over  is  not  simply  upon  the 
death  under  twenty-four,  but  upon  the  death  under  twen^-f our  with- 
out leaving  issue.  If,  upon  a  death  under  twenty-four,  at  whatever 
age,  issue  was  left,  then  the  gift  over  is  not  to  take  place.  It  is  in 
effect,  therefore,  a  vested  interest,  with  an  executory  devise 
over,  ♦  in  case  of  death  under  twenty-four  without  leaving  [*817] 
issue :  all  the  cases  upon  the  subject,  except  the  one  before 
Lord  Gifford  (i.  e.  Bull  v.  Pritohard),  are  reconcilable  with  this 
distinction." 

It  is  submitted,  however,  that  even  if  Bull  v.  Pritchard  were  not 
otherwise  distinguishable  his  Honor's  own  decision  in  Yawdry  v. 
Geddes  (/),  as  well  as  that  of  his  predecessors  in  Barker  ^^^4,^  ^j^ 
V.  Lea  (^),  if  brought  to  the  test  of  the  principle  of  con-  Bi»nd  r- 
struction  here  propounded,  would  be  found  no  less  diflS-  ^*""" 
cult  to  sustain  than  Bull  v,  Pritchard,  for  the  reasons  already  sug- 
gested. It  would  certainly  be  a  convenient  rule  of  construction  to 
say,  that  whenever,  under  a  residuary  bequest  to  children  as  a  class, 
the  vesting  is,  in  the  first  instance,  postponed  to  a  given  age,  and  this 
is  accompanied  by  a  direction  that  the  intermediate  interest  or  a  suffi- 
cient part  of  it  shall  be  applied  for  their  maintenance ;  after  which 
the  testator  proceeds  to  dispose  of  the  shares  of  children  dying  under 
the  age  in  question,  either  absolutely  or  upon  some  contingency,  to 
the  survivors,  or  to  children,  or  any  other  person ;  the  gift  over  is  to 
be  considered  as  explaining  the  testator's  intention  to  be,  that,  under 
the  preceding  words,  the  absolute  ownership  only  should  be  suspended 
until  the  prescribed  age,  and  that,  in  the  mean  time,  the  legatees  should 
take  vested,  interests,  with  a  liability  to  be  divested  on  the  happening 
of  the  prescribed  event ;  and  the  tendency  of  the  modem  decisions  on 
bequest  in  this  form,  whet!her  residuary  or  not,  is  almost  uniformly  in 
favor  of  such  a  rule. 

Thus,  in  Taylor  v.  Frobisher  (h),  a  testatrix  directed  1,000^.  to  be 

(e)  Whjr  not?  A  gift  over  to  take  effect  elmply  on  the  event  alteraative  to  that  on  which 
the  prior  gift  was  apparently  made  to  vest,  may  surely  have  the  effect  (if  snch  be  the  inten- 
tion collected  from  the  whole  will)  of  explaining  that  the  original  gift  was  to  be  divested  in 
favor  of  the  ulterior  substituted  legatee  on  the  happening  of  the  prescribed  event.  This, 
we  mav  venture  to  affirm,  would,  with  very  little  aid  from  the  context,  be  generally  the  con- 
struction. No  snch  distinction  as  the  M.  K.  suggests  is  discoverable  in  the  cases  cited 
ante  (p.  769),  hi  which,  under  a  devise  to  A.,  if  he  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
with  a  devise  over,  in  case  he  shall  die  under  that  age,  the  devise  over  is  (we  have  seen) 
held  to  denote  that  the  prior  words  (instead  of  suspending  the  vesting  ab  initio)  point  merely 
at  the  period  when  it  becomes  absolute.  The  principle  of  these  cases  obviously  applies  to 
residuary  bequests  framed  in  snch  terms.  Where  real  and  personal  estates  are  included  in 
the  same  gift,  and  the  real  estate  is  held  to  be  vested,  the  personal  property  follows  the  same 
construction,  Farmer  v.  Francis.  3  S.  &  St.  S05;  Tapscott  v,  Newcombe,  6  Jur.  755;  James 
V.  Lord  Wynford,  1  Sm.  &  Gif.  40.  And  Parker,  Y.-C.,  5  De  G.  &  S.  200,  said  that  the 
M.  R.*s  distinction  was  not  meant  to  be  of  general  application,  bat  referred  only  to  the  will 
then  before  him. 
)  Ante,  p.  814. 

Ante,  p.  815,  note  (e). 

5  De  G.  &  8. 191.    See  also  Bidgwmy  v.  Bidgway,  4  De  G.  &  S.  271,  better  rep.  21 
L.  J.,  Ch.  256;  Carver  v,  fioigess,  18  Beav.  541,  551,  7  D.  1£.  &  G.  96 ;  Peamum  t.  Pearman, 


880         DEVISES  AND  BEQUiSIS,  TESTED  OB  CONTINGENT.      [CH.  ZXV. 

held  in  trust  to  inyest  until  the  same  should  be  payable  as  thereinafter 
Gift  over  held  ^^^utioned,  and  to  pay  the  income  to  A.  for  life,  and  from 
to  fftTor  and  after  her  decease  to  pay  the  principal  unto,  between, 

vMting.  ^^  amoDgst  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  A.  in 

equal  shares,  or  if  but  one  such  child  then  to  such  one,  to  be  a  vested 
interest  or  vested  interests  on  their  resx>ectively  attaining  the  age  of 
thirty  years ;  and  if  any  child  should  die  under  that  age  without  law- 
ful issue,  his  or  her  share,  as  well  original  as  accruing,  to  go  to  the 
survivors,  and  become  vested  at  the  same  age  as  the  original  shares ; 

there  was  a  trust,  after  A.'s  death  until  the  shares  of  such 
[*818]  child  or  children  should  become  vested  *  and  payable,  out  of 

the  income  of  the  1,000Z.  to  apply  for  their  maintenance  so  much 
as  to  the  trustees  seemed  meet,  not  exceeding  the  interest  of  the  expec- 
tant share  of  such  child  or  children  in  the  principal ;  and  if  all  the  chil- 
dren of  A.  should  die  under  the  age  of  thirty  years  without  issue,  then 
over.  It  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Parker,  V.-C.,  that "  vested  **  must  be  read 
'' indefeasible,"  and  that  the  children  took  vested  interests  liable  to  be 
divested  on  death  under  thirty.  He  thought  the  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  from  the  clause  of  accruer  and  from  what  followed  it  was  irre- 
sistible, that  a  child  dying  under  thirty  retained  his  share  in  every 
event  except  where  it  was  expressly  given  over.  He  added  that  Bull 
V.  Pritehard  was  no  exception  to  the  rule  as  stated  by  Sir  J.  Leach, 
for  in  that  case  the  gift  was  not  to  all  the  children,  but  only  to  a  par- 
ticular class,  those,  namely,  who  should  attain  twenty-three. 

So  in  Davies  v.  Fisher  (t),  where  a  testatrix  gave  the  residue  of  her 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  W.  D.  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease,  in  trust  for  the  children  of  the  said  W.  D.  as  they  severally 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
them  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one  then  the  whole  to  such  one 
child,  the  income  to  be  applied  during  their  respective  minorities  by 
the  guardian  for  the  time  being  of  such  children  for  their  mainte- 
nance ;  and  in  case  no  child  of  the  said  W.  D.  should  live  to  attain  the 
ag^  of  twenty-five  years,  then  in  trust  as  therein  mentioned.  Lord 
Langdale,  M.  K,  held  that  the  children  of  W.  D.  took  an  immediate 
vested  interest  in  the  residue.  The  decision  was,  indeed,  in  a  great 
measure,  founded  on  the  gift  of  the  intermediate  interest  {k)  ;  but  as 
to  the  argument  resting  on  the  dicta  of  Sir  J.  Leach  in  Vawdry  v. 
Geddes  and  Bland  v.  Williams,  that  the  gift  over  prevented  the  residue 
from  vesting  in  the  mean  time,  he  cited  authorities  to  show  that  such 
a  proposition  was  untenable  (I) ;  and  observed  that,  on  the  contrary, 

S3  Beav.  894;  Knox  «.  Wells,  S  H.  &  M.  674;  Wetherell  v.  Wetherell,  1  D.  J.  &  8. 184; 
Whitter  V.  Bremridg^  L.  R.,  2  Eq.  786 ;  Be*t  v.  Williams,  W.  N.,  1890,  p.  189. 

(t)  5  Beay.  201:  see  also  Harrison  «.  Grim  wood,  12  Beav.  192;  Thomas  v.  Wilberforce,  81 
Beav.  299;  Fox  v.  Fox,  L.  R.,  19  Eq.  286,  291;  Re  Baxter's  Trusts,  10  Jar.,  N.  S.  845. 

{k)  See  ante  p.  802,  et  seq.  _  „  „    . 

(I)  Skey  9.  Barnes,  8  Mer.  340;  see  also  DtTidson  «.  Dallas,  14  Yes.  876;  Heron  «.  Stokes, 
2  D.  &  War.  118,  per  Sogden,  C. 
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the  gift  over  afforded  some  evidence  of  an  intention  to   qj^^  ^^^^  ^^ 
divest  after  a  previous  vesting.  event  difEerent 


from  event 


But  a  gift  over  limited  to  take  effect  on  an  event  dif-  SentioneS 


m 


f erent  from  that  upon  which  the  primary  gift  depends,   primary  gift. 

will  not  generally  be  construed  as  of  itself  indicating 

such  an  intention  (m),  *  though  it  is  sometimes  called  in  aid  [*819] 

of  other  arguments  in  favor  of  that  construction  (n) ;  for  a 

gift  over  in  ani/  one  event  always  helps  the  construction  that  until 

that  event  happens,  the  legacy  is  vested  (o). 

The  distinction  drawn  in  Bull  v.  Pritchard  between  a  gift  to  a 
class  if  or  when  they  attain  a  specified  age,  and  a  gift  to  such  of  a 
class  as  attain  a  specified  age,  has  been  fully  recognized  Digtinction 
in  subsequent  cases;  and  gifts  over  (p),  and  gifts  of  where  the  gift 
intermediate  interest  {q),  which  have  been  held  to  vest   "c^assai ^^ 
a  bequest  of  the  first  kind  in  all  the  members  of  the  attain  given 
class  immediately,  will  generally,  where  the  bequest  is   "*** 
in  the  latter  form,  be  treated  not  as  enlarging  the  class,  but  only  as 
regulating  the  mode  or  conditions  in  or  upon  which  the  members  of 
it  are  to  enjoy  the  bequest  (r).    But,  as  already  noticed,  there  are  no 
words  that  may  not  be  explained  away  by  the  context,  and  the  re- 
strictive effect  of  a  gift  to  sttch  of  the  children  as  attain  a  given  age 
will  be  obviated  by  a  direction  that  the  legacy  shall  vest  in  a  larger 
class  or  at  an  earlier  age  (s). 

Here  it  may  be  observed  that  a  contingent  interest  will  or  will  not 
be  transmissible  to  the  personal  representatives  of  the  legatee,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the  contingency  on  which  it  is   Ck>ntingent 
dependent^    If  the  gift  is  to  children  who  shall  live  to   mj^fbte^i?""" 
attain  a  certain  age,  or  shall  survive  a  given  period  or  when, 
event,  the  death  of  any  child  pending  the  contingency  has  obviously 
the  effect  of  striking  the  name  of  such  deceased  child  out  of  the  class 
of  presumptive  objects  (t) ;  and,  consequently,  such  an  interest  can 
never  devolve  to  representatives,  as  it  becomes  vested  and  transmis- 
sible at  the  same  instant  of  time.    Where,  however,  the  contingency 
on  which  the  vesting  depends  is  a  collateral  event,  irrespective  of 

(m)  Re  Wrangham'8  Trust,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  358;  Chadwick  v.  Greenall,  3  Gif.  221. 
(n)  Bree  tf.  Perfect,  1  Coll.  128;  Lang  v.  Pagh,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  718,  724,  725;  Ingram  v. 
Suckling,  7  W.  R.  386;  Re  Sevan's  Trust,  3^  Ch.  D.  716. 
[o)  Pearson  r  Dolman,  L.  R.,  8  Eq.  322. 
[p)  Bute  V.  Uarman,  16  Beav.  168,  n.,  correcting  9  Beav.  880. 


was 

and  there  being  no  necessary  intendment  that  principal  and  interest  were  to  go  to  the  same 
persons,  the  girt  of  principal  was  held  vested. 

(«)  Jackson  v.  Dover,  2  H.  &  M.  209;  Mappin  o.  Mappin,  W.  N.,  1877,  p.  207;  both  cited 
ante,  p.  809;  Dalton  v.  Hill,  10  W.  R.  396;  Re  Knowles,  Nottage  v.  Buxton,  21  Ch.  D.  806. 

(t)  Read  v,  Gooding,  21  Beav.  478 ;  Sheffield  v.  Kennett,  27  Beav.  207;  4  De  G.  &  J.  593; 
Be  Watson's  Tmats,  L.  R.,  10  £q.  36 ;  and  see  Re  Heath's  Settlement,  23  Beav.  193. 

1  See  Winslow  «.  Goodwin,  7  Met.  363. 


882  DEYISES  AND  B6QUE8TS,  YSSTBD  OB  OOIITINOENT.     [CH.  3UC7. 

attainment  to  a  given  age  and  sunriying  a  given  period^  the 
[*820]  death  of  any  child  pending  the  contingency  works  no  *  snch 

exclusion;  but  simply  substitutes  and  lets  in  the  legatee's 
representative  for  himself. 

Thus,  where  (ic)  a  testator  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  to  A., 
and  if  he  shall  die  without  leaving  issue,  then  over  to  B. ;  in  the 
event  of  B.  surviving  the  testator,  and  afterwards  dying  in  the  lifetime 
of  A.,  testate  or  intestate,  his  contingent  or  executory  interest  will 
devolve  to  his  executor  or  administrator  (as  the  case  may  be). 

So,  in  Leeming  v.  Sherratt  (x),  where  a  testator  gave  his  freehold 
and  the  residue  of  his  personsd  property  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
sell  the  freehold  and  get  in  the  personal  property,  and  to  pay  and 
divide  the  money  arising  therefrom,  so  soon  as  his  youngest  child 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  unto  and  equally  amongst  his 
children,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  children  leaving 
issue,  such  issue  were  to  take  the  share  which  the  parent  so  dying 
would  have  been  entitled  to  have ;  Sir  J.  Wigram,  Y.-C.,  held  that  a 
child  who  attained  his  majority,  but  died  before  the  youngest  at- 
tained twenty-one,  was,  nevertheless,  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  fund. 
The  trustees,  he  said,  are  trustees  of  the  residue  for  all  the  testator's 
children  upon  the  happening  of  an  event,  which  in  fact  has  happened, 
namely,  the  youngest  child  attaining  twenty-one.  He  added,  that  if 
there  was  any  case  which  decided  as  an  abstract  proposition,  that  a 
gift  of  a  residue  to  a  testator's  children,  upon  an  event  which  after- 
wards happened,  did  not  confer  upon  those  children  an  interest  tnuai^ 
missible  to  their  representatives,  merely  because  they  died  before  the 
event  happened,  he  was  satisfied  that  case  must  be  at  variance  with 
other  authorities. 

The  child  whose  share  was  in  question  in  the  last  case  had  at- 
tained the  age  of  twenty*one,  and  the  V.-G.  thought  that  as  the  tes* 
tator  had  postponed  the  division  of  the  residue  until  his  youngest 

child  attained  that  age,  no  child  who  did  not  attain  that  age 
[*821]  could  have  been  intended  to  take  a  share  therein  (y).    *  But 

if  the  bequest  be  not  to  a  class  but  to  named  individuals,  it 
seems  the  rule  is  different.  Thus,  in  Cooper  v.  Cooper  («),  a  testator 
devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  raise  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits  an  annuity  of  lOOZ.  for  his  wife,  and  to  apply  the  re- 

(u)  Pinbnrr  ».  Elkin,  S  Vera.  758,  786;  King  ••  WJtbers,  C«§.  t.  Talb.  117.  8  B.  P.  C. 
Toml.  135;  Wilson  v  Bayly,  Id.  195;  Barnet  v.  AJIen,  1  B.  C  C  181.  8ae  Ke  Cretswdl, 
Parkin  v.  CreMwell,  34  Cb.  D.  102, 105. 

(x)  2  Hare,  14.  See  al.«o  Bouiton  v.  Beard,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  608;  Brocklebank  «.  Johneon,  20 
Beav.  205;  Re  Smith**  Will,  id.  197;  McLachlan  v.  Taitt,  28  Bear.  407,  2  D.  F.  &  J.  449. 

(tf)  See  alao  Parker  v.  Sowerbr,  1  Drew.  488,  496,  fuller  17  Jar.  752;  Lloyd  v.  Uord,  3  K. 
&  J.  20,  stated  ante,  p.  804.  In  the  lant  cane  the  v.-C.  is  reported  to  have  said,  '*  The  dis- 
tribution is  to  be  among  tboee  who  shall  be  receiving  the  rents  and  profits  when  the  youngest 
attains  twenty-one,'*  which  woald  have  excluded  those  who  attained  twenty-one  but  died 
before  the  youngest  attJiined  that  age;  but  he  had  just  before  said,  *'the  testator  must  be 
nnderstood  as  saying  *  I  intend  this  for  the  benefit  of  all  thoM  children  who  attain  twenQr- 
one,'  which  is  in  conformity  with  Leeming  v.  Sherratt." 

(s)  29  Bear.  229;  Re  Smith's WiU,  20  Bmt.  197." 
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mainder  for  tlie  maintenance  of  his  said  children  (the  testator  had 
previously  named  them)  till  the  youngest  should  attain  twenty-one  ; 
then  upon  trust  to  sell  subject  to  the  annuity,  and  pay  the  moneys 
arising  therefrom  unto  and  between  the  said  children  in  manner  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say,  unto  his  said  eldest  son  two  fifth-parts,  and 
one-fifth  part  to  each  of  his  other  children  (naming  them).  One  of 
the  children  died  under  twenty-one.  It  was  held  by  Sir  J.  Romilly, 
M.  K.,  that  the  children's  shares  were  vested  at  the  testator's  death, 
and  were  not  contingent  on  their  attaining  twenty-one.  He  distin- 
guished Leeming  v.  Sherratt  on  the  ground  that  the  class  who  were 
there  to  take  were  the  children  who  had  attained  twenty-one ;  that 
this  was  clear  by  the  circumstance  that  the  gift  of  the  residue  was 
not  to  take  effect  until  the  whole  of  the  class  had  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  therefore  the  class  was  to  be  ascertained  at  that  time.  Here 
if  the  devise  had  stopped  at  the  word  "children,"  the  case  would 
have  been  governed  by  Leeming  v.  Sherratt,  but  the  testator  went  on 
to  say,  "in  the  shares  and  proportions  following,  that  is  to  say."  It 
was  not,  therefore,  a  gift  to  a  class,  but,  on  the  happening  of  a  par- 
ticular event,  the  residue  was  to  be  divided  into  four  unequal  shares 
to  be  given  to  four  named  individuals  ;  and  he  observed  that  (unlike 
what  would  have  been  the  case  if  the  gift  had  been  to  a  class)  the 
share  of  the  deceased  child,  if  not  vested  in  her,  was  undisposed  of 
by  the  will ;  and  he  considered  it  to  be  a  gift,  on  the  youngest  at- 
taining twenty-one,  to  four  specified  persons,  and  that  the  circum- 
stance that  they  constituted  a  class  for  whose  maintenance  the 
income  of  the  fund  was  to  be  devoted  before  the  happening  of  the 
event,  did  not  convert  them  into  a  fresh  and  distinct  class.  If,  how- 
ever, after  such  a  bequest  nominatim,  the  shares  of  any  of  the 
legatees  who  die  before  the  youngest  attains  twenty-one  are  given 
over  in  every  event,  —  as,  to  issue  if  there  are  any,  but  if  none  to 
survivors,  —  it  is  clear  nothing  is  intended  to  vest  until  the  period 
of  distribution  even  in  a  legatee  who  attains  twenty-one  (a).i 

(a)  Re  Hunter's  TrustK,  L.  R.,  1  Eq.  295. 


1  When  an  estate  devised  is  defeasible  nnd 
no  time  is  fixed  at  whicli  it  is  to  become  ab> 
Bolate,  and  the  property  itself  is  given,  and 
not  merelv  the  use,  if  there  be  any  intennedi- 
ate  period  between  the  death  of  the  testator 
and  the  death  of  ihe  donee,  at  which  the  es- 
tate may  fairly  be  considered  absolute,  that 
time  is  adopted.  For  example,  in  cas^e  of  a 
gift  to  A.  if  he  arrives  at  age,  but  if  he  dies 
without  leaving  a  child,  the  property  to  go  to 
B.,  the  intermediate  period  is  adopted,  and 
the  gift  becomes  absolute  in  A.  at  his  major- 
ity. Hilliard  v,  Keamev,  Busb.  Eq.  221; 
Burton  o.  Gonigland,  82  ^.  Car.  99;  Home  v, 
Pillans,  2  Mylne  &  K.  15, 22.    If  there  be  no 
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intermediate  period,  and  the  alternative  is 
either  to  adopt  the  time  of  the  testator's  death 
or  the  death  of  the  donee,  whenever  it  mav 
happen,  as  the  period  at  which  the  estate  is 
to  become  absolute,  the  former  period  will  be 
adopted  unless  diere  be  words  to  forbid,  or 
some  consideration  to  turn  the  scale  in  favor 
of  the  death  of  the  donee.  For  example,  in 
case  of  a  gift  to  A.,  but  in  case  of  hin  death 
to  B.,  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  is 
adopted  as  the  period  at  which  the  gift  to  A. 
becomes  absolute.  Id.  And  this  principle 
applies  alike  to  personal  and  to  real  estate. 
Burton  v.  Conigland,  supra;  Davis  o.  Parker. 
69  N.  Car.  271. 
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I.  —  Nattire  of  an  Bzeontory  Deriaa.  —  An  executory  devise  is  a 
limitation  by  will  of  a  future  estate  or  interest  in  land,  which  cannot, 
ExecutoiT  de-  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law,  take  effect  as  a  re- 
Yise— whau  mainder;^  for  it  is  well  settled  (and,  indeed,  has  been 
remarked  as  a  rule  without  an  exception),  that  when  a  devise  is  capa- 
ble, according  to  the  state  of  the  objects  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  of 
taking  effect  as  a  remainder,  it  shall  not  be  construed  to  be  an  execu- 
tory devise  (a).'  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  in  treating  of  this  species 
of  estate,  first,  to  ascertain  what  constitutes  a  remainder.  A  re- 
mainder may  be  described  to  be  an  estate  which  is  so  limited  as  to 
be  immediately  expectant  on  the  natural  determination  of  a  particu- 
lar estate  of  freehold,  limited  by  the  same  instrument.*  It  follows, 
that  every  devise  of  a  future  interest,  which  is  not  preceded  by  an 
estate  of  freehold,  created  by  the  same  will  {b)  (whether  consisting 
of  one  or  more  testamentary  papers),  or  which,  being  so  preceded,  is 
limited  to  take  effect  before  or  ofter,  and  not  at  the  expiration  of  such 
prior  estate  of  freehold,  is  an  executory  devise. 

The  first  mentioned  species  of  executory  estate  occurs,  as  well 
where  the  devise  is  future  in  its  operation,  from  the  non-existence  of 
the  object  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  as  where  it  is  future  in  the 

{a)  PnrefoY  o.  Rogers,  3  Lev.  89,  S  Saund.  880;  Reere  «.  Long,  Garth.  810;  Goodrigfat «. 
Cornish.  4  Mod.  268:  Brackenburr  «.  Gibbons,  2  Ch.  D.  417,  419.  But  this  rule  is  now 
qualifiea  by  stat  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  33,  presently  noticed. 

{b)  See  ^ey  V.  Gamble,  2  Jones,  123;  Moore' v.  Parker,  1  Ld.  Raym.  87,  Skinn.  858;  Doev. 
Earl  of  Scarborough,  8  Ad.  &  £1.  3,  897. 


1  4  Kent.  968;  Heath  v.  Heath,  1  Bro. 
C.  0.  (Perkins's  ed.)  148,  and  note  (a); 
Niffhtingale  «.  Burrell,  15  Pick.  110-115; 
Holm  t.  Low,  4  Met.  190;  Vedder  o.  Evert- 
son,  8  Paige,  281;  Person  o.  Dodire,  28  Pick. 
287;  Jackson  «.  Cliristman,  4  Wend.  277; 
Jackson  «.  Thompson,  6  Cotren,  178;  Wilkes 
V.  Lion,  2  Cowen,  833;  Jackson  o.  Staats,  11 
Johns.  887;  Foeidick  «.  Cornell,  1  Johns. 
440;  Anderson  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382; 
Moffstt  o.  Strong.  10  Johns.  12 ;  Jackson  v. 
BttU,  10  Johns.  19;  Jackson  «.  Robins,  16 
Johns.  587  ;  «.  c  15  Johns.  169  ;  Jackson  «, 


Delancv,  13  Johns.  587;  Ide  v.  Ide,  5  Mass. 
600,  50^:  Annable  «.  Patch,  8  Pick.  860. 

>  See  Beckley  v.  Leffingwell,  57  Conn.  168; 
Bristol  V.  Atwater.  50  Conn.  402. 

*  A  remainder  may  be  limited  upon  a  possi- 
bility, bnt  the  possibility  must  be  potentia 
propmqoa,  such  as  deatn,  or  death  without 
issue^  or  coyerture,  or  the  like.  Therefore,  ft 
remainder  to  a  corporation  which  is  not  in 
being  at  the  time  of  the  limitation  is  void, 
though  it  be  erected  during  the  particular 
estate.  Anshnti  «.  IGUer,  81  Penn.  St.  212, 
216;  Feaine,  Conting.  Rem.  950, 261. 
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express  terms  of  its  limitation.^     Thus,  a  devise  to  the  children 
of  A.,  who  happens  to  have  no  child  at  the  death  of  the 
*  testator  (c),  or  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.,  a  person  then  [♦823] 
living,  is  executory  (d),  for  the  reason  suggested.     The  crea-    . 
tion  of  a  term  of  years,  determinable  with  the  life  of  the  ancestor,  to 
whose  heirs  the  subsequent  limitation  is  made,  of  course  does  not 
vary  the  principle;  a  chattel  interest  being  inadequate        . 
to  support  a  contingent  remainder  (e).     Thus,  if  lands   tory  for  want 
are  devised  to  A.  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  shall  so   ^LfiJ^id^*^*"* 
long  live,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.,  the 
fee  simple,  subject  to  the  term,  descends  to  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
testator  during  the  life  of  A.,  at  whose  decease  an  estate  tail  vests 
in  the  heir  of  his  body  by  executory  devise.    So,  a  devise  to  a  person 
or  persons,  whether  in  esse  or  not,  to  take  effect  at  a  given  period 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  as  to  A.  at  the  death  of  B.  (a  stranger), 
or  at  six  months  from  the  testator's  decease,  obviously  belongs  to  the 
class  of  limitations  under  consideration  (/).* 

With  respect  to  the  cases  in  which  the  devise  is  executory,  not- 
withstanding the  creation  of  a  prior  estate  of  freehold,  it  is.  to  be 
observed,  that  to  constitute  the  ulterior  limitation  an   Devise  execu- 
executory  devise  in  such  a  case,  the  precedent  estate   JJi^ihJ^g'yrio'r 
must  not  be  merely  liable  to  be  determined  before  the    freehold, 
ulterior  limitation  takes  effect  (as  such  liability  only  renders  the 
remainder  contingent),  but  it  must  be  necessarily  determinable  before 
the  taking  effect  of  the  ulterior  devise.     Thus,  a  devise  to  A.  for  life, 
and,  after  his  decease,  to  the  unborn  children  of  B.,  is  a  contingent 
remainder  in  such  children,  because  as  A.  rnay  live  until  B.  has  a 
child,  there  is  not  necessarily  any  interval  between  the  two  estates ; 
but,  under  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  aTid  one  dayy 
to  the  children  of  B.,  the  children  would  take  by  executory  devise, 
and  the  interval  of  a  day,  which  would  be  undisposed  of,  would  be- 
long to  the  residuary  devisee  (^),  if  any,  or  if  not,  to  the  heir.' 

It  is  an  obvious  consequence  of  the  general  principle  before  laid 
down,  that  where  the  event  which  gives  birth  to  the  ulterior  limitar 

(e)  Hopkins  9.  Hopkins,  Cm.  t.  Talb.  44;  Stephens  t,  Stephens,  id.  2ai;  Gore  v.  Gore,  9 
P.  W.  28,  2  Stra.  968;  Bullock  v.  Stones,  2  Ves.  521. 


{d)  Snowe  v.  Cutler,  1  Lev.  135,  T.  Raym.  162;  Doe  r.  Carleton.  1  Wils.  225;  Harris  ©. 
Barnes,  4  Barr.  2157;  Doe  d.  Fonnereau  v.  Fonnereau,  Dougl.  487;  Doe  d.  Mussell  v.  Morgan, 


3  T  R.  763.  (e)  Vide  supra,  n.  (</)• 

if)  Reding  v.  Stone,  8  Vin.  Ab.  215,  pi.  5;  and  see  Clarke  v.  Smith,  1  Lutw.  798. 
{g)  Supra,  p.  609. 


1  Wells  V.  Ritter,  8  Whart.  206:  Moore  t,  ten'  children  abroad  that  may  first  come  to 

Howe,  4  T.  B.  Mon.  199;  Benrd  v.  Rowan,  this  country",  provided  they  came  within  six 

1  McLean,  185;  Miller  v.  Chittenden,  4  Iowa,  rears  after  they  hear  of  his  death,  of  certain 

252.  lands,  otherwise  to  their  heirs,  is  an  ex^cu- 

>  It  is  said,  then,  that  there  is  one  kind  of  \ory  devise,  and  the  freehold  descends  to  the 

executory  devise  in  which  the  estate  is  neither  heirs  of  the  heirs  of  the  devisor  until  the  con* 

vested  nor  contingent.     Gray,  Perpetuities,  dition  is  fhlfilled.     Chambers  r.  Wilson,  2 

1 114.  Watts,  495;  Miller  o.  Chittenden,  4  Iowa, 

s  See  Miller  «.  Chittenden,  4  lowm,  252.  252;  Morton  v.  Fonk,  6  Penn.  St.  483. 
A  devise  to  the  testator's  brothers*  and  si^ 
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tion  abruptly  determines  and  breaks  off  the  preceding  estate,  the 
limitation  is  executory,  inasmuch  as  it  is  essential  to  the  cod- 
[*824]  stitution  of  a  remainder,  that  it  wait  for  the  regular  *expira- 
tion  of  such  estate.^  Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  devise  to  A.  for 
life,  or  in  tail,  with  a  limitation  oyer  to  B.,  in  case  A.  shall  become 
entitled  in  possession  to  a  certain  estate,  or  shall  omit  to  assume  a 
certain  name,  this  is  an  executory  devise  to  B.  (h). 

It  will  be  apparent  from  what  has  been  stated,  that  every  devise 
to  a  person  in  derogation  of,  or  substitution  for,  a  preceding  estate  in 

fee-simple  is  an  executory  limitation.  Thus,  in  the  case 
of  a  devise  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  shall  die  under 
twenty-one  and  without  issue  (t.  a.,  without  issue  living 
at  his  death),  or  if  he  shall  die  without  issue  living  B., 
then  to  B. ;  in  each  of  these  cases  the  devise  to  B.  is  executory  (t),' 


Executory 
devise  in 
derogation  of 
a  preceding 
fee. 


(h)  Nieholl  v.  NIcboU,  2  W.  Bl.  1159:  NichoUs  «.  Sheffield,  3  B.  G.  C.  S15;  Doe  d. 
HeneaKe  v.  Heneage,  4  T.  R.  13;  Carr  v.  Earl  of  Erroll,  6  East,  58;  Stanle}* «.  Stanley,  16 
Ye.5.  491;  Doe  d.  Kenrick  v.  Beauclerk,  11  East,  657. 

(0  Cro.  Jac.  592;  Palm.  131;  Gilb.  893;  2  Mod.  289;  Pro.  Ch.  67;  id.  486;  10  Mod  419; 
Gas.  t.  Talb.  228;  8  Yin.  Ab.  112,  pi.  38;  1  B.  G.  G.  147;  3  T.  R.  143;  2  B.  &  P.  324:  10 
East,  460;  1  B.  &  Aid.  530;  id.  713;  2  id.  441;  1  Eq.  Ga.  Ab.  186,  pi.  1;  1  Wils.  105;  lea. 
G.  R.  396;  10  B.  &  Gr.  201.  Many  of  these  cases  aro  stated  supra.  See  also  Re  Panr  & 
Daggs,  31  Gh.  D.  130. 


1  Brattle  Square  Church  o.  Grant,  3  Gray, 
150;  NiKhtingale  v.  Burrell,  15  Pick.  110. 
One  of  the  essential  differences  between  the 
legal  effect  of  a  remainder  and  an  executory 
devise  may  be  seen  in  the  fact  that  a  remainder 
consequent  upon  an  estate  tail  may  be  barred 
by  the  tenant  in  tail,  while  an  executory  de- 
vise in  a  similar  ca«e  would  be  beyond  the 
control  of  the  prior  taker.  That  operates  to 
determine  the  prior  estate  and  to  substitute 
anotiier  in  its  place.  Nightingale  v.  Burrell, 
supra;  Southerlaud  v.  Gox,  3  Dev.  394; 
Smith  V.  Hunter,  23  Ind.  580;  McRee  «. 
Means,  34  Ala.  349;  Moffat  v.  Strong,  10 
Johns.  12 ;  Jackson  v.  Bull,  10  Johns.  19.  As 
to  the  mode  of  distinguishing  between  such 
estates,  see  Nightingale  v.  Burrell;  Hall  v. 
Priest,  6  Gray,  18,  20,  21;  Ide  v.  Ide,5  Ma.«s. 
500;  Parker' V.  Parker,  5  Met.  134:  Haw- 
Ipv  «.  Northampton,  8  Mas«.  41;  FiJ»k  v. 
K'eene,  35  Me.  349;  Holm  v.  Low,  4  Met. 
190:  Person  v.  Dodge,  23  Pick.  287;  Miller 
V.  Ghittenden,  4  Iowa,  252;  Ramsdell  r. 
Ramsdell,  21  Me.  2J3;  Van  Vechten  v. 
Pearson,  5  Paige,  512;  Lorillard  o.  Goster, 
5  Paige,  172;  Hawlev  o.  James,  5  Paige, 
318;  Van  Vechten  r.  Van  Veghten,  8  P*iee, 
104:  Ander<«on  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  388; 
Willis  r.  Burher,  3  Wash.  369. 

That  n  future  interest  in  lands,  which  can 
take  effect  as  a  remainder,  shall  not  take  effect 
as  an  executory  devise,  see  Wolfe  v.  Van  Nos- 
tra nd,  2  Gomst.  436;  Johnson  v.  Valentine, 
4  Sandf  36;  I^lie  v,  Marshall,  31  Barb.  560; 
Stehman  v.  Stehman,  1  Watts,  466;  Waddell 
V.  Rattew,  5  Rawle,  231:  Manderson  v. 
Lukens,  23  Penn.  St.  31  i  Taylor  o.  Taylor, 
63  Penn.  St.  481;  Parker  v.  Parker,  5  Met. 


184;  Randolph  v.  Wendel,  4  Sneed.  646; 
Fisk  o.  Keene,  35  Me.  349,  354,  355;  Arnold 
V.  Brown.  7  R.  I.  188;  Biirlei^  v.  Glough, 
52  N.  H.  267. 

A  limitation  oreron  the  event  of  the  devisee 
d^ing  without  leaving  a  child  living  at  the 
time  of  her  death,  or  any  other  detiniie  failure 
of  issue,  is  good  as  an  executory  devise. 
Att.-Gen.  v,  Wallace,  7  B.  Mon.  61 1 ;  Burfoot 
9.  Buffi-ots,  2  Leigh.  119;  Moore  r.  Howe,  4 
T.  B.  Mm.  199;  Trumbull  v.  Gibbons,  29 
N.  J.  117;  Eby  «.  Eby,  5  Barr,  461;  McRee 
V.  Means,  34  Ala.  349;  Hart  r.  Thompeoo, 
3  B.  Mon.  482.  So  a  devise  to  N.,  ''  his  heirs 
and  assigns  forever;  but  in  case  he  should  die 
before  he  arrives  to  lawful  age,  or  have  lawful 
issue,  then  "  over,  &c.,  creates  an  estate  in  fee, 
with  a  limitation  over  by  way  of  executory 
devise.    Denn  r.  Taylor,*2  South.  413. 

As  to  the  transmissible  rights  of  an  ex- 
ecutory devisee  before  the  happening  of 
the  contingency  on  which  his  estate  is  de- 

Kndent,  see  Kean  v.  Roe,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  103; 
wis  V.  Smith,  1  Ired.  145.  And  see  fur> 
ther  consideration  of  executory  devises  in 
Mitchell  V.  Long,  80  Penn.  St.  516;  Rupp  «. 
Eberly,  79  Penn.  St.  141 ;  Smith  v.  Hunter, 
23  Ind.  580;  Dunn  v  Bank  of  Mobile,  2  Ala. 
152;  Holm  r.  Low,  4  Met.  190;  Booker  «. 
Booker,  5  Humph.  505;  Norris  v.  Jnhnstoo, 
17  Gratt  8;  HiUeary  0.  Hilleary,  26  Md  275; 
Jackson  «.  Ghew,  12  Wheat.  153;  Heard  «. 
Harton,l  Denio,  165;  Guernsey  r.  Guernsey, 
36  N.  Y.  267. 

*  Den  V.  Taylor,  2  South.  413;  BamiU 
V.  Gasey,  7  Granch,  456 ;  Yedder  v.  Eveit- 
son,  3  Paige,  281. 
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in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  fee,  instead  of  being  limited  to  A.,  had 
been  suffered  to  descend  to  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator^  and  the 
property  had  been  simply  devised  to  B.  on  either  of  such  events ;  the 
only  difference  being,  that  in  one  case  the  property  shifts,  on  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency,  from  the  prior  devisee,  and  in  the  other, 
from  the  heir  of  the  testator  to  the  devisee  of  the  executory  interest. 
No  species  of  executory  limitation  is  of  such  frequent  occurrence  as 
those  which  are  limited  in  defeasance  of  a  prior  estate  in  fee  (j).^ 

The  short  but  comprehensive  definition  of  an  executory  devise 
before  given,  will  be  found  to  comprise  every  class  of  limitations  of 
this  nature,  and,  perhaps,  will  be  more  easily  understood  and  remem- 
bered by  the  student,  than  the  more  elaborate  classification  which 
has  been  generally  presented  to  him.  A  learned  writer,  whose  labors 
on  this  subject  are  well  known  to  the  profession  (A:),  has  added  to 
the  distribution  of  the  cases  adopted  by  Mr.  Fearne  (Z),  sev- 
eral classes,  two  of  which,  though  they  clearly  *  fall  within  [*825] 
the  terms  by  which  this  species  of  interest  has  been  before 
described,  are  sufSciently  peculiar  to  entitle  them  to  distinct  notice. 

First,  Where  an  estate  tail,  or  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  is  in  some 
event  reduced  to  an  estate  for  life.    As  where  (m)  a  testator  devised 
real  estate  to  his  two  daughters,  their  heirs  and  assigns  ;   Esute  in  fee 
but  if  either  of  them  should  marry  without  the  consent  duce<Ho  im' 
of  his  executors,  the  daughter  so  marrying  should  have   estate  for  life, 
an  estate  for  life  therein ;  if  either  of  them  should  die  unmarried, 
then  R  to  take  it,  paying  the  other  daughter  500/.    It  was  held,  that 
on  one  of  the  daughters  marrying  without  consent,  her  estate  was  cut 
down  to  an  estate  for  life. 

Secondly,  Where  an  estate  is  limited  in  derogation  of  a  preceding 
estate,  and  in  partial  exclusion  of  the  same.    As  where  (n)  a  testator 

(j )  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  in  any  will  coming  into  operation  after  the  Slat  of 
December,  1882,  executory  gifts  over  of  land  defeating  a  prior  estate  in  fee  or  for  life  or  for 
a  term  of  jean  absolute  or  determinable  with  life,  in  default  or  on  failure  of  issue,  become 
void,  as  soon  as  any  issue  attains  twenty-one  years  of  age^  see  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1883, 
(45  &  46  Vict.  c.  8d),  s.  10. 

(k)  2  Prest.  Treat,  on  Abstracts,  139. 

(0  For  which  see  Doe  v,  Carleton,  1  Wils.  226;  Fea.  C.  R.  400.  These  two  classes  of 
cases  show  that  Mr.  Feame's  position  (C.  R.  251  and  530,  8th  ed.)  "  that  a  condition  or 
limitation  must  determine  or  avoid  the  whole  of  the  estate  to  which  it  is  annexed,  and  not 
determine  it  in  part  only,  and  leave  it  good  for  the  remainder."  must  be  received  with 
some  qualification.  A  condition  properly  so  called,  namely,  which  descends  upon  the  heir, 
necessarily  determines  the  whole  estate  which  is  subject  to  it ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  perceive 
upon  what  principle  any  objection  can  be  advanced  to  an  executory  devise,  to  take  effect  in 
partial  derogation  of  a  preceding  estate,  on  the  ground  that  it  defeats  that  estate  in  part  on\y, 
and  it  is  olMervable.  tnat,  in  all  the  cases  cited  b^  this  able  writer  in  illustration  of  his 
doctrine,  the  limitation  over  was  either  defective  In  the  terms  of  its  creation  ([on  which, 
however,  some  remarks  will  be  found  in  the  sequel  (see  Corbet's  Case,  1  Rep.  83  b.  {  and 
other  cases  observed  upon,  Ch.  XXVII.  s.  v.)),  or  was  repugnant  to  the  nature  and  incidents 
of  the  estate  on  which  it  was  engrafted;  or  was  contrary  to  the  rule  of  law  fixing  the  period 
within  which  snch  interests  must  be  limited  to  arise. 

(m)  Wriffht  V.  Wright,  1  Yes.  409,  Fea.  C.  R.  500. 

(i»)  Haubury  v.  0)ckrell,  1  Roll.  Ab.  835,  Fea.  C.  R.  896. 

1  On  the  effect  of  the  absence  of  a  gift  over,  see  McNeely  t.  McNeely,  82  N.  C. 
183;  Nunnery  v.  Carter,  5  Jones,  Eq.  370. 
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Estate  par-  devised  Certain  lauds  to  his  son  B.  in  fee,  and  other 
by  exwutorr*  lands  to  his  son  C.  in  fee,  subject  to  a  proviso,  that  if 
liiDitaUoo.  *  either  of  his  sons  should  die  before  marriage,  or  before 
twenty-one,  and  without  issue  of  their  bodies,  then  he  gave  all  the  lands 
of  such  of  his  sons  as  should  so  die,  &c.,  unto  such  of  his  said  two  sons 
as  should  the  other  survive.  It  was  held,  that  the  sons  took  in  fee, 
subject  to  a  limitation  to  the  survivor  for  life,  in  case  of  either  dying 
unmarried,  or  under  twenty-one,  and  without  issue ;  and  that,  as  one 
of  them  had  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  unmarried,  the  survivor 
was  entitled  to  his  moiety  for  life. 

As  this  case  simply  affirmed  the  validity  of  the  devise  over  for 
life,  leaving  untouched  the  destination  of  the  ulterior  interest,  it 
Semark  on  cannot,  perhaps,  be  treated  as  a  direct  adjudication  on 
Hanburr  9,       the  point  for  which  it  is  here  cited,  namely,  that  the 

estate  originally  devised  was  affected  only  to  the  extent 
necessary  for  the  introduction  of  the  life  interest,  and  subject  thereto 
remained  in  the  prior  devisee :  yet,  upon  principle,  there  can  be,  it 
is  conceived,  no  doubt  as  to  the  doctrine  in  question ;  and  which, 
indeed,  has  now  the  support  of  an  express  decision  in  its 
[*826]  favor  (o);  *  as  well  as  of  another  case  which  appears  to  have 

decided,  that  where  a  devise  in  fee  is  followed  by  an 
Effect  where  executory  limitation  in  fee,  in  favor  of  an  object  or  class 
never  takes  of  objects  not  in  esse,  and  who,  in  event,  never  come 
^^^'  into  existence,  the  first  devise  remains  absolute. 

The  case  last  alluded  to  is  Jackson  r.  Noble  (p),  where  a  testator 
gave  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  daughter  A.,  and  to  two  other 

persons,  upon  trust  to  permit  A.  to  receive  the  rents  and 
deviM*SSfnir  i^iterest  for  life,  for  her  sepai*ate  use,  and,  after  her 
first  devise  '  decease,  in  trust  to  convey  to  her  heirs,  executors,  &c. , 
abMlute^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^  should  marry,  and  have  no  child  or  chUdren 

then  the  property  to  belong  to  B. ;  or  in  case  of  his 
decease  before  A.,  then  to  his  children.  A.  married,  but  had  no 
child ;  B.  died  in  her  lifetime,  without  issue.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R^ 
held  that  A.  took  an  absolute  equitable  estate,  with  an  executory 
gift  over  to  B.  and  his  children,  and  that  B.,  having  died  m  the  life- 
time of  A.  leaving  no  child,  the  title  of  A.  remained  undefeated. 

It  must  not  however  be  inferred  that  wherever  the  executory  devise 
is  void  from  any  cause  whatever,  the  prior  devise  is  absolute.  Thus 
in  Doe  d.  Blomfieki  v.  Eyre  (q\  where  M.    S.  having  an  excln- 

<o)  Gatenby  v.  Morgsn,  I Q.  B.  D.  6S5.  _  

(p)  2  Kee.'  590.  Loid  Langdale  thus  expresses  himself  :  "The  question  is  whether  the 
particular  event  on  which  the  vested  estate  was  to  be  devested  can  now  happen;  and  havinr 
refnird  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  and  the  words  in  which  the  gift  over  is  expressed,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  fpft  over  was  to  take  effect  only  in  the  event  of  A.  marrying  and  dying 
without  isflue  in  the  lifetime  of  B.  or  of  such  child  or  children  as  be  mi^ht  happen  to  leave; 
and  as  B.  died  in  A/s  lifetime  and  had  no  child,  1  think  that  the  contingent  executory  gift 
cannot  take  effect,  and  that  the  estate  already  vetted  in  A.  cannot  now  be  devested." 

(9)  5  C.  B.  713. 
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sive  power  of  appointing  lands  by  will  amongst  her  ^".^'^'Sl* 
children,  appointed  them  to  her  eldest  son,  J.  B.,  in  d.Biom^idf. 
fee ;  but  if  J.  B.  and  his  brother  both  died  before  her  ^7^* 
husband,  then  she  appointed  the  estate  to  her  father-in-law  (a 
stranger  to  the  power)  in  fee.  J.  B.  and  his  brother  both  died  in 
their  father's  lifetime,  and  it  was  held,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
that  although  the  father  could  not  take,  yet  the  son  lost  the  estate. 
Parke,  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and  after  premising 
that  the  question  was  the  same,  whether  it  arose  upon  an  ordinary 
devise  or  upon  an  appointment  under  a  power,  he  said,  "  If  a  testator 
seised  in  fee  were  to  devise  a  real  estate  to  A.  B.  in  fee,  and  to  direct 
that,  in  the  event  of  A.  B.  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  J.  S.,  the  estate 
should  go  over  to  a  charity,  it  surely  was  perfectly  clear  that  if  A.  B. 
should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  J.  S.,  he,  or  rather  his  heirs,  would 
lose  the  estate.  The  testator  could  not  give  to  the  charity 
without  taking  away  from  the  devisee.  *  The  testator,  there-  [*827] 
fore,  in  such  a  case,  by  his  will  said,  '  If  A.  B.  dies  in  the 
lifetime  of  J.  S.,  I  do  not  mean  that  he  or  his  heirs  should  any 
longer  have  the  estate.'  That  which  defeated  the  estate  of  J.  B. 
was  the  death  of  himself  and  his  brother  in  his  father's  lifetime,  not 
the  giving  over  the  estate  to  strangers." 

The  case  put  by  Parke,  B,,  of  a  devise  over  to  a  charity,  afterwards 
came  before  Sir  B.  Kindersley,  Y.-C,  who  felt  himself  bound  to  decide 
it  in  conformity  with  Doe  v.  Eyre,  though  not  approving  of  the  doc- 
trine of  that  case.  He  thought  a  strong  argument  against  it  might 
have  been  found  in  the  statute  (r),  which  declared  all  gifts  to  charity, 
not  made  as  therein  provided,  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  he 
also  thought  it  very  difficult  to  reconcile  Jackson  v.  Noble  with  Doe 
V.  Eyre,  but  concluded  that  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  the  former 
was  that  the  contemplated  contingency  had  not  happened  («). 

But  to  the  rule  thus  laid  down  in  Doe  v.  Eyre,  the  case  of  a  gift  over 
which  is  to  defeat  a  prior  devise  in  a  too  remote  event   Exception 
forms  an  exception  (t),  since  the  law  refuses  permission   where  substi- 
to  await  that  event  for  any  purpose ;  so  that  the  prior   vo^  for  re-' 
gift  must,  of  necessity,  remain  absolute.^  moteneas. 

On  the  same  principle  as  that  which  governs  devises  of  realty  it 
would  seem  to  follow,  that,  if  personal  estate  were  bequeathed  in 
terms  which,  standing  alone,  would  confer  the  absolute   g^^  ^^^  „ 
interest,  and  there  followed  a  bequest  over  in  a  certain   to  penonaitj, 
event  to  a  person  for  life,  the  first  legatee  would,  subject  r^'lSt^' 
to  such  executory  gift  for  life,  be  absolutely  entitled,   for  life  only. 

(r)  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  8.  3. 

(«)  RobinM>n  «.  Wood,  4  Jar.  N.  8.  635,  87  L.  J.  Ch.  726.  See  Saff.  Pow.  614,  8th  ed., 
where  Doe  «.  Evre  is  approved.  See  also  Hnnt  v.  Hunt,  21  Ch.  D.  278.  But  see  Ridffwmr 
r.  Woodhouse,  7  Bear.  437. 

(<)  Sng.  Pow.  514,  8th  ed. 

.  '  1  Brattle  Square  Chorch  9.  Grant,  3  Gray,  150. 


840  EXECUTOBT  DETISBS  AND  BEQUESTS.  [CH.  ZXVL 

^  It  might  appear  to  be  a  farther  deduction  from  this  doc- 

cotoiy  gift  trine,  that  if  the  second  gift  were  a  contingent  bequest 
2*^  ^**       ^^  ^®  entire  interest  in  the  property,  and  not  for  life 

only,  and  such  contingent  and  substituted  bequest  failed 
in  event,  the  prior  legacy,  in  derogation  of  which  the  same  was  to 

take  efEect,  would  remain  absolute ;  and  Taylor  v.  Langford  (u) 
[*828]  seems  to  lend  some  countenance  to  the  hypothesis.    *  Even 

where  there  was  in  the  first  place  a  distinct  clause  declaring 
that  in  a  certain  event  the  previous  gift  should  be  forfeited,  and  then 
followed  a  gift  over  in  the  same  event,  which  gift  failed  for  remote- 
ness. Sir  C.  Hall,  V.-C,  said,  ''  When  you  find  a  forfeiture  clause  asso- 
ciated with  a  gift  over,  is  it  not  reasonable  to  read  them  together  ? '' 
and  he  refused  to  read  one  separately  from  the  other  («).  But  if  the 
gift  fails  through  lapse  alone,  the  prior  gift  is  not  saved ;  thus  in 
CVMahoney  v,  Burdett  (y),  where  a  legacy  was  bequeathed  to  A.  for 
life,  remainder  to  her  daughter ;  but  if  the  daughter  should  die  un- 
married or  without  children,  then  to  B. ;  B.  died  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,  and  afterwards  the  daughter  died  without  ever  having  a 
child.  Doe  v.  Eyre  and  Jackson  v.  Noble  were  cited,  and  it  was  held 
in  the  House  of  Lords  that  the  gift  to  the  daughter  was  defeated, 
although  the  gift  over  had  failed  by  lapse.  Lord  Selborne  said  '<  he 
had  doubted  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  effect  of  the  di- 
vesting clause  was  not  wholly  evacuated,  in  the  same  way  as  if  there 
had  been  a  blank  in  the  will  for  the  name  of  the  substituted  legatee ; 
but  that  the  argument  on  that  point  and  the  authority  cited  by  the 
respondent  (qu.  appellant)  had  satisfied  him  that  the  lapse  of  a  con- 
tingent gift,  by  way  of  substitution,  to  a  person  named  who  might 
have  survived  the  testator,  operated  (when  the  contingency  had  hap- 

(«)  3  Yes.  119.  See  abo  HarriBon  v.  Foreman,  6  Veii.  207,  and  other  cases  stated  ante, 
785  et  seq.  But  Joelin  v.  Hammond,  3  My  &  K.  110,  shows  that  too  much  caution  cannot 
be  exercised  in  forming  an?  such  conclusion.  In  that  case,  a  te«tator  bequeathed  to  his  wife 
A.,  whom  he  appointed  exeentrix,  the  whole  of  his  property,  on  condition  of  her  paying  to 
his  mother  13'^(.  per  annum  during  her  life,  and  added,  "  at  the  death  of  my  dear  wife  A., 
the  whole  of  the  property  to  be  equally  divided  amongnt  those  of  my  children  who  may  sur- 
vive her;  **  and  should  nis  wife  marry  again,  the  testator  directed  that  each  of  his  children  at 
the  age  of  twenty-four  be  paid  40(U. ',  should  she  not  marry,  he  left  them  implicitly  to  her 
kind  and  indulgent  care.  No  child  of  the  testator  survived  the  widow.  It  was  contended, 
therefore  that  the  widow  was  absolutely  entitled,  on  the  ground  that  the  absolute  interest 
which  she  wnnld  have  taken  under  th*e  first  words  of  the  will,  was  cut  down  to  a  life 
interest  only  in  a  certain  event  which  had  not  happened;  but  Sir  J.  Leach  considered  that 
npon  the  whole  context  of  the  will,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  in  no  event  the 
wife  should  have  other  than  a  life  estate.  **If,"  said  his  Honor,  **at  her  death,  a  child  or 
children  survived  her,  thev  were  to  take  the  property  between  them ;  but  he  has  not  provided 
for  the  case  of  all  the  chifdren  dying  during  the  life  of  his  wife,  and  that  event  havmg  hap- 
pened, he  has  so  far  died  intestate.  It  is  not  a  probable  intention  to  be  imputed  to  the  tes- 
tator, that,  if  bin  children  died  in  the  lifetime  of  nis  wife,  leaving  Aunilies,  his  widow,  on  her 
second  marriage,  should  enjoy  the  whole  property  '*  His  Honor  did  not  advert  to  the  an- 
nuity to  the  mother.    See  Liassence  o.  Tiemey,  1  *Mbc.  &  6.  551. 

(z)  Hodgson  V.  Hal  ford,  11  Cb.  D.  959,  963.  Though  this  was  a  case  of  remoteness 
(which  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  founded  on  Doe  «.  Eyre;  see  Courtier  o.  Oram,  21  Beav. 
91;  Webster  v.  Parr,  26  Beav.  236),  tlie  V.-C*8  observation  was  in  answer  to  an  argument 
(for  which,  however,  there  appears  to  have  been  insufficient  ground)  that  though  the  gift 
over  was  remote  the  clause  of  lorfeiture  was  not,  and  that  the  latter  might  operate  alone. 

(y)  L.  R.,  7  L.  H.  886,  407. 
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pened  on  which  the  gift  to  the  person  was  made  to  depend)  for  the 
benefit  of  the  residuary  legatee  or  next  of  kin/' 

The  difference  between  a  failure  by  lapse  and  a  failure  Effect  when 
by  the  non-happening  of  the  event  contemplated  by  the  8tituted*on* 
testator  is  illustrated  by  those  cases  (which  are  of  fre-  death  of  origin 
quent  occurrence)  where  personalty  is  bequeathed  to         **^ 
individuals  or  to  a  class^  to  *  come  into  possession  at  a  future  [*829] 
period  (as,  after  a  life-estate  to  A.),  and  in  case  any  of  them 
should  die  before  the  period  of  distribution,  then  to  their  children ; 
here,  the  original  gift  is  divested  only  in  the  case  of  those  who  have 
children.     Thus  in  Smither  v,  Willock  («),  where  there  was  a  bequest 
to  the  testator's  wife  for  her  life,  and  aiter  her  death  to  his  brothers 
and  sisters,  named  in  the  will,  in  equal  shares ;  but  in  case  of  the 
death  of  any  of  them  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  the  shares  of  him  or 
her  so  dying  were  to  be  divided  between  his  or  her  children :  one  of 
the  testator's  brothers  died  in  the  widow's  lifetime,  without  having 
ever  had  a  child  ;  and  Sir  W.  Grant  declared  his  share  to  be  vested, 
subject  to  be  divested  only  in  the  event  of  his  death  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  widow,  leaving  children :  and  consequently,  that  event  not 
having  happened,  his  representative  was  entitled. 

It  seems,  too,  that  where  a  testator,  in  the  first  in-  -^^^^  ^^^^ 
stance,  divides   his   property  among  his  children,  and   abM>iate  inter- 
then  proceeds  to  declare  certain  trusts  of  his  daughters'   ^^enl^  and ' 
shares  in  favor  of  themselves  and  their  children,  these   ^^^  ^fy*« 
trusts  are  considered  as  defeating  only  pro  tanto  the  ab-  shares  of  oerw 
solute  interests  antecedently  given  to  the  daughters  in   ***°  objecta. 
common  with  the  other  children. 

As,  in  Whittell  v.  Dudin  (a),  where  the  testator  directed  the  residue 
of  his  property  to  be  equally  divided  between  his  wife,  and  sons  and 
daughters,  subject,  as  to  the  shares  of  the  daughters,  to  certain  trusts 
for  the  benefit  of  themselves,  and  their  children;  Sir  T.  Plumer, 
M.  K.,  held  that  a  daughter  dying  without  a  child  was  entitled  abso- 
lutely under  the  original  bequest,  from  which  it  was  to  be  collected 
that  the  testator's  design  was  to  make  an  equal  division  among  his 
children,  which  would  be  frustrated  if  the  shares  of  daughters  were 
to  go  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin  as  undisposedrof  property,  on  their 
dying  without  children. 

And   the  same   construction  prevailed   in   Hulme  v.  Hulme  (6), 


I; 


(z)  9  Ves.  233.    See  also  Hervey  t.  McLaughlin,  1  Pri.  264;  SalUbury  v.  Pettr,  3  id.  86. 

(^)  2  J.  &  W.  279. 

(6)  9  Sim.  644.  See  also  Billing;  v.  Billing,  6  Stm.  232,  Rinff  v  Hardwick,  2  Reav.  362; 
Mayer  v.  TownMnd,  3  id.  443;  Winckworth  v.  Winckworth,  8  id.  576;  Re  Forater,  1  M.  D. 
&  D.  418,  2  id.  177;  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  16  Sim.  404:  Eaton  v.  Barker,  2  Coll  124;  Dawson 
V.  Bourne,  16  Bear.  29 :  Re  Tounfr's  Mttlement,  18  Beav.  199 ;  Lyddon  v.  Ellison,  19  fd. 
665;  Gumev  v.  Gog^,  26  id.  834;  Re  Corb<»tt*8  Trunt,  Joh.  691;  Norman  v.  KvnaAton,  8  D. 
F.  &  J.  29; 'Bradford  v.  Young.  29  Ch.  D.  617;  Cooke  «.  Cooke,  38  Ch.  D.  S^.  In  Mayer 
V,  Townsend,  where  the  primaiy  gift  was  abM>Iute  to  a  daughter,  followed  by  a  direction  to 
invent  in  trust  for  her,  for  her  separate  use  fnr  life,  and  after  her  death  to  her  children,  leith 
power  to  her  to  appoint  a  life  interest  to  her  hiuband.    It  was  contended,  that  the  iotehtion 
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[*830]  *  where  a  testator,  in  the  first  instance,  made  an  absolute  gift 
to  all  his  children  bj  his  second  wife,  who  should  be  living 
when  the  youngest  should  attain  twenty-one.  He  then  superadded  a 
QuAUfrinff  direction  for  settling  the  shares  of  the  daughters,  upon 
tnuts  operate  trust  for  them  for  life,  and  then  for  their  children.  One 
pro  tanto  o  7.  ^^  ^j^^  daughters  having  died  childless,  it  was  held  that 
her  share  belonged  absolutely  to  her  representatives.  Sir  L.  Shad- 
well,  V.-C,  observed,,  '^The  absolute  gift  remains,  except  so  far  as 
the  direction  for  settling  the  shares  of  the  daughters  has  taken  it 
away,  and  it  is  not  taken  away  in  the  case  of  a  daughter  dying 
without  having  children." 

The  rule  (which  applies  to  shares  of  males  as  well  as  to  shares  of 
females  (c))  is  thus  stated  by  Lord  Cottenham :  '^  If  a  testator  leave 
a  legacy  absolutely  as  regards  his  estate,  but  restricts  the  mode  of  the 
legatee's  enjoyment  of  it  to  secure  certain  objects  for  the  benefit  of 
the  legatee,  upon  failure  of  such  objects  the  absolute  gift  prevails ; 
but  if  there  be  no  absolute  gift  as  between  the  legatee  and  the  estate, 
but  particular  modes  of  enjoyment  are  prescribed,  and  those  modes 
of  enjoyment  fail,  the  legacy  forms  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  as 
not  having  in  such  event  been  given  away  from  it.  In  the  latter  case, 
the  gift  is  only  for  a  particular  purpose ;  in  the  former,  the  purpose 
is  the  benefit  of  the  legatee,  as  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  legacy, 
and  the  directions  and  restrictions  are  to  be  considered  as  applicable 
to  a  sum  no  longer  part  of  the  testator's  estate,  but  already  the  prop- 
erty of  the  legatee  "  (d). 

It  is  in  the  determination  of  this  previous  question,  whether, 
namely,  the  gift  to  the  primary  legatee  is  absolute  or  qualified,  that 
Rale  for  de-  ^^^  1^^  difficulty  of  these  cases  generally  lies.  The 
g^»"M5jhether  intention  is,  of  course,  to  be  collected  from  the  whole 
abfloiutegiftin  will.  Supposc,  for  instance,  that  after  the  gift  to  the 
the  first  place,  primary  legatee  there  are  gifts  over  in  alternative  con- 
tingencies exhausting  every  possible  event  (e) :  this  is  wholly  incon- 
sistent with  an  intention  that  there  should,  in  any  event,  be  an  abso- 
lute gift  to  the  primary  legatee.  But  the  point  can  only  be 
[*831]  material  when  the  first  expressions  *  are  ambiguous,  for  if 
there  is  a  distinct  positive  gift,  and  the  intention  is  express, 
nothing  that  afterwards  follows  can  affect  the  construction  of  the 
positive  gift ;  but  where  the  first  gift  is  capable  of  two  constructions, 
other  parts  of  the  will  are  to  be  looked  at  to  see  what  the  intention 
was;  and  no  doubt  a  disposition  of  the  whole  property,  under  all 

could  not  have  been  to  give  her  an  absolute  interest,  eyen  if  there  were  no  children,  because 
a  husband  Rur\'iving  her  might  take  the  property  absolutely.  Lord  Langdale  apprehended 
there  would  be  a  great  deal  to  say  on  that  point;  but  it  did  not  arise. 

(c)  Xorman  v.  Kvnaston,  8  D.  F.  &  J.  ^. 

(d)  T^tusence  v.  tlemev.  1  Mac.  &  G.  661.    See  also  Re  Richsrds.  60  L.  T.  22;  Re  Honi^- 
ton,  W.  N.  1884,  p.  62:  He  Bord,  Nield  v.  Boyd,  63  L.  T.  92,  W.  N.  1890,  p.  113. 

(e)  See  Re  Wood's  EsUte,  W.  N.  1882,  p.  8. 
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circumstances  that  can  arise,  is  an  important  consideration  in  putting 
a  construction  on  ambiguous  expressions.  It  does  not  seem  possible 
that  the  two  intentions  could  exist  together :  if  they  are  both  found 
in  the  same  will,  the  Court  may  have  to  decide  which  is  to  prevail  (/) ; 
but  if  the  first  is  unambiguous  and  the  other  is  not,  the  ambiguotis 
expression  must  have  great  effect  in  controlling  that  which  is  am^ 
biguous  {g). 

Where  there  is  a  legacy  subject  to  be  defeated  by  the   Gift  subject 
exercise  of  a  discretionary  power,  and  that  power  is  ex-  whtclTis*'^ 
tinguished,  the  legacy  of  course  becomes  absolute  (A).        exiinguishod. 

n. — ^Distinction  between  Contingent  Remainders  and  Bxecntory 
Devises. — ^The  essential  quality  in  executory  devises,  which  gave  to 
the  distinction  between  them  and  contingent  remainders 
its  chief  importance,  was  this, — that  such  interests  were   terests  not 
and  still  are  not  in  general  liable  to  be  affected  by  any  •ff«Jted  by 

nets  of  owo6r 

alteration  in  the  preceding  estate  (i) ;  while,  on  the  other  of  precedent 
hand,  as  the  rule  was  tliat  a  contingent  remainder  must   ^^^^* 
take  effect,  if  at  all,  at  the  instant  of  the  determination  of  the  pre- 
ceding estate,  it  followed  that  any  act  by  the  owner  of  oestructibility 
the  prior  estate  of  freehold,  which  amounted  to  a  forfei-  of  contingeot 
ture  of  it,  produced  the  destruction  of  the  dependent  con-  '«™**'>d«"» 
tingent  remainders,  the  effect  being  to  place  them  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  if  the  preceding  estate  had  regularly  expired  before 
the  period  of  vesting.     But  their  ♦  destructibility  by  such  an  [*832] 
act  is  now  a  doctrine  of  little  practical  importance,  since,  by 
Stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  8,  contingent  remainders  are  made  "  capable 
of  taking  effect,  notwithstanding  the  determination  by   ^ared  by 
forfeiture,  surrender,  or  merger  of  any  preceding  estate   statute. 
of  freehold,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  if  such,  determina- 
tion had  not  happened." 

But  it  is  obvious  that  a  contingent  remainder  may  be  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  admit  the  possibility  of  its  continuing  in  suspense  or  con- 

(f)  See  Findon  v.  Findon.  1  De  G.  &  J.  380;  Re  Lord  Sondes'  Will,  2  Sm.  &  G.  416; 
8*lmon  V.  Salmon.  29  Beav.  27. 

{g)  Per  Lord  Cottenham,  Lassence  v.  Tiemey,  1  Mac.  &  6.  562,  567;  Reid  v.  Reid,  26 
Beav.  4^9;  Butler  v.  Grav,  L.  R.,  5  Oh.  26.  Other  ca«e8  where  the  nrimary  ^\h  has  been 
held  not  absolute  are  Rucker  v.  Scholefield,  1  H.  &  M.  86;  Scawin  v.  Watson,  10  Beav.  200; 
Goinpertz  v.  Gompertz,  2  Phil.  107;  Whitehead  v  Rennett,  22  L.J.  Oh.  1020:  Waters*  v. 
Waters,  26  L.  J.  Ch.  624 ;  Fullerton  v.  Martin,  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  31 ;  Savage  v.  Tvers,  L.  R.,  7  Ch. 
856;  Nevill  «.  Boddam,  SfiS  Beav.  554  (revocation  bv  codicil  of  absolute  gift  by  will  and  sub- 
stitution of  qualifled  gift);  Re  Buckmaster,  W.  N.'l882,  p.  175. 

In  the  following  cases  the  first  gift  was  held  absolute:  Campbell  v.  Brownrifi;g,  1  Phil. 
801;  Lord  v.  Lord,  3  Jnr.  N.  S.  485;  Watkins  v.  Wei«ton.  8  0.  J.  &  S.  484  (indefinite  inft  of 
rents  of  leaseholds):  McGulIoch  v.  McCuIloch.  3  Gif.  606;  Combe  v.  Hughes,  2  D.  i.  &  S. 
657;  Martin  v.  Martin,  L.  R.,  2  £q.  404;  Kellett  «.  KelleU,  L.  R.,  8  H.  L.  160;  Bradford  v. 
Young,  29  Ch.  D.  617. 

(k)  Keates  v.  Burton,  14  Ves.  434. 

(i)  Pells  V,  Brown,  Cro.  Jac.  590.  The  same  rule  applies  where  the  subject  of  limitation  is 
an  esUte  pur  autre  vie,  Re  Barber's  Settled  Estate,  18  Ch.  D.  624.  But  see  ante,  p.  824, 
note  0*)« 
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tingency  after  the  regular  determination  of  the  previous  estate  of 
freehold.  For  instance,  suppose  freehold  lands  to  be  limited  to  A. 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  such  of  the  children  of  A.  as  shall  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  it  is  evident,  that  if  all  the  children  of 
A.  happen  to  be  under  age  at  the  time  of  A.'8  decease,  the  remainder 
to  the  children  would,  according  to  the  rule  before  referred  to,  wholly 
fail  unless  preserved  by  an  estate  limited  to  trustees  during  the  life 
of  A.,  and  the  further  period  of  the  possible  minority  of  one  at  least 
of  the  children  (j)A 

Nature  of  ^^^  every  devise  operates  according  to  the  state  of  the 

limitation  objects  at  the  death  of  the  testator ;  so  that,  if  (in  the 

21^'^^d™^  on  ^^^^  P^^)  '^'  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  de- 
events  hA|>.  vise  to  his  children  would  become  executory,  precisely  as 
toto"? life-**'  if  it  had  been  originally  limited  to  them  without  any 
^n>«-  preceding  freehold  (k),  and  would  take  effect  accordingly. 

And  the  rule  does  not  apply  where  the  devise  is  to  children  living 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  or  thereafter  to  be  bom  : 
in  such  a  case,  the  gift  will  be  construed  as  an  executory  devise,  and 
children  born  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  will  be  entitled  to 
share  equally  with  those  born  before  the  death  (/). 

The  total  failure  to  which  such  a  limitation  was  liable  as  a  re- 
mainder is  now  prevented  by  stat.  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  33  (2d  Aug.  1877, 
8ut.  40  &  41  which  enacts  that,  "  every  contingent  remainder  created 
Vict.  c.  33.  by  any  instrument  executed  after  the  pcLssing  of  this  act^  or 
by  any  will  or  codicil  revived  or  republished  by  any  will  or  codicil 
executed  after  that  date,  in  tenements  or  hereditaments  of  any  tenure, 
which  would  have  been  valid  as  a  springing  or  shifting  use  or 
[*833]  executory  devise  or  other  limitation,  had  it  not  had  a  *  suffi- 
cient estate  to  support  it  as  a  contingent  remainder,  shall,  in 
the  event  of  the  particular  estate  determining  before  the  contingent 
remainder  vests,  be  capable  of  taking  effect  in  all  respects  as  if  the 
contingent  remainder  had  originally  been  created  as  a  springing  or 
shifting  use,  or  executory  devise  or  other  executory  limitation." 

But  suppose  that  A.  (in  the  case  already  put)  survives  the  testator, 
and  afterwards  dies  leaving  several  children,  some  of  whom  have 
already  attained  the  prescribed  age,  and  others  not.  Here  the  rule 
before  the  act  was  (m),  that  those  children  alone  took  who  attained 
twenty-one  before  the  particular  estate  determined,  to  the  exclusion 

{J)  Festinff  «.  Allen.  13  M.  &  W.  879;  Holmes  v.  Praseott,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  S64;  Conliffe  v. 
Brancker,  3  Ch.  D.  393. 

{k)  See  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  Cm.  t.  Talb.  S38,  1  Atk.  581,  1  Yes.  268;  Doe  d.  Soott*. 
Roach,  5  M.  &  Sel.  481. 

(/)  Re  Lechmere  &  Llovd.  18  Ch.  D.  634:  Miles  «.  Janris,  34  Ch.  D.  683;  Re  Bonne, 
Rjmer  v.  Harpley,  W.  N.'l887,  p.  43;  Dean  v.  Dean  (1891),  8  Ch.  150. 

(m)  Ante,  p.  237. 

1  A  remainder  to  the  children  of  the  ten-  life-tenant,  when  there  is  nothing  to  indicaie 
ant  for  life  will  not  be  held  to  be  continfrent  an  intent  to  make  the  i<  terest  of  the  children 
upon  the  survivorabip  by  the  children  of  the    contingent.    Moore  v,  Dimond,  5  R.  I.  131. 
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of  others  who  might  afterwards  attain  that  age.  Now  what  happens 
in  such  a  case  is  this :  either  the  coDtingent  remainder  in  the  entirety 
vests  in  the  child  who  first  attains  the  age  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  with 
a  liability  to  open  and  let  in  such  others  as  afterwards  attain  the  age 
in  A.'s  lifetime  —  and  this  is  the  commonly  received  opinion  (n);  or, 
at  latest,  the  entirety  vests,  eo  instant!  that  the  particular  estate  de- 
termines, in  all  those  children  who  have  then  attained  the  age,  to  the 
exclusion  of  those  who  have  not.  In  either  case  the  particular  estate 
does  not  determine  before  the  contingent  remainder  vests,  and  thus 
the  event  in  which  alone  the  act  operates  has  not  happened. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  as  every  infant  child  in  esse  during  the 
particular  estate  might  by  possibility  have  become  entitled  to  a  share 
by  attaining  twenty-one  during  the  continuance  of  the  particular  es- 
tate, such  share  was  a  contingent  remainder  at  the  time  of  the  deter- 
mination of  the  estate,  and  is  consequently  saved  by  the  act.  But 
this  view  seems  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  a  gift  to  a  class : 
since,  under  such  a  gift,  those  only  are  objects  of  the  gift  who  have  at- 
tained the  required  qualification  when  the  time  for  ascertaining  the 
class  arrives  —  viz.  (in  the  present  case)  the  determination  of  the 
particular  estate,  —  and  they  take  the  whole. 

Where  the  limitation  of  a  future  interest,  by  way  of  -^^^^^  ^i 
executory  devise,  is  followed  by  other  limitations  expect-   limitatioo 
ant  thereon,  in  nature  of  remainders  (which,  of  course,   S^^n,^nt 
can  only  happen  where  the  first  executory  estate  is  less   «▼««  on  sub- 
than  the  fee  simple),  such  subsequent  limitations  may,   events, 
it  is  evident,  according  to  events  happening  as  well  after 
as  before  the  death  of  the  testator,  take  *  effect  either  as  re-  [*834] 
mainders  or  as  executory  devises.     If,  by  the  removal  out  of 
the  way  of  the  preceding  limitation  or  limitations,  by  the  death  of  the 
object  or  objects,  or  otherwise,  before  the  happening  of  the  contin- 
gency on  which  the  whole  line  of  limitations  depends,  a  subsequent 
devisee  is  placed  at  the  head  of  the  train ;  his  estate  will,  on  the 
happening  of  such  contingency,  take  effect  as  an  executory  devise, 
though  had  it  retained  its  original  position,  such  estate  would  have 
vested  as  a  remainder. 

Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Fonnereau  v.  Fonnereau  (o),  where  A.  devised  to  the 
heirs  male  of  the  body  of  T.,  his  eldest  son  (who  had  an  estate  for 
life  by  deed),  and  in  default  of  such  issue  to  his  (testator's)  second, 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  sons  successively,  in  tail  male ;  it  was  held, 
that,  if  T.  died  leaving  an  heir  male  of  his  body,  the  limitation  to 
A.'s  next  son  took  effect  as  a  remainder  expectant  on  the  estate  tail 
of  such  heir  male ;  and  that  if  he  died  leaving  no  male  issue  who  sur- 
vived the  testator,  it  took  effect  immediately  as  an  executory  devise. 

(n)  Fea.  C.  R.  819 ;  Hogg  v.  Mogg,  1  Mer.  654;  1  Pratton  Conv.  6S,  68, 8  id.  655.   And  tee 
8oUcitor*8  Journ.  1878,  pp.  544,  563,  601,  622,  640,  661. 
(o)  Dong.  487 ;  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  Fea.  0.  B.  510. 


846  EXECUTOBT  DETISBS  AND  BEQUEST&     [CH.  XXYL 

Sometimes  a  limitation  is  so  f ramed,  as  to  take  effect  as  a  contin- 
gent remainder  in  fee  in  one  event,  and  as  an  executory  limitation 
engrafted  on  an  alternative  contingent  remainder  in  fee 
one  of  the         in  another  event.    Thus,  in  Doe  d.  Herbert  v.  Selby  (p), 
eeverai  con-      where  the  devise  was  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease 

curreni  con*  ' 

tingent  re-  to  his  children  in  fee  as  tenants  in  common ;  and  if  A. 
rabje^t  to  M  should  die  without  issue,  or  leaving  such  issue  and  such 
executory  child  or  children  should  die  under  twenty-one  or  (which 
^^"^  was  read  and  (q)  )  without  issue,  then  over  to  B.  in  fee. 

A.  suffered  a  common  recovery,  and  died  without  issue  ;  and  it  was 
held  that,  in  the  event  which  had  happened,  the  limitation  to  B.  would 
have  taken  effect  as  a  contingent  remainder,  and  consequently  was 
destroyed  by  the  recovery. 

It  is  not  quite  accurate  to  say  in  such  a  case  as  Doe  v.  Selby,  that 
the  limitation  is  a  contingent  remainder  in  one  event,  and  an  execu- 
Obeervations  ^^^  devise  in  the  other.  There  were,  in  fact,  two  alter- 
upon  Doe  o.  native  contingent  remainders  in  fee  :  one  of  which  was 
^  ^^*  subject  to  an  executory  limitation  in  favor  of  *  the  same 

person,  who  would  have  been  the  object  of  the  alternative  remainder. 
Such  a  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  that  of  a  devise  to  A. 
for  life ;  and  if  he  shall  die  on  the  1st  of  January,  then,  from  one 
year  afterwards,  to  B.  in  fee;  but  if  A.  shall  die  on  any 
[*835]  *  other  day,  then,  immediately  from  the  decease  of  A.,  to  B. 
in  fee.  In  the  first  event,  the  limitation  to  B.  would  take 
effect  as  an  executory  devise ;  and  in  the  second,  as  a  remainder ;  so 
that  his  interest  woidd  be  destructible  or  not  by  the  act  of  A.,  accord- 
ing to  the  event. 

Again  in  Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Howell  (r),  where  a  testator  devised 
real  estates  to  his  daughter  for  life,  remainder  to  her  son  J.  in  fee ; 
Execntorr  de-  but  in  case  J.  should  die  before  her,  and  she  should  have 
▼isemiybe       jj^  other  child  living  at  her  death,  then  as  she  should 

changed  into  .  r«in?  -.^  t^i  -i^i 

a  remainder  appoint.  The  daughter  and  her  son  both  survived  the 
BMiiwnt  to't!»^  testator,  and  then  the  son  died  before  his  mother,  who 
tator's  death,  afterwards  had  another  son  who  survived  her.  It  was 
decided  that  though  the  limitation  (which,  for  argument's  sake,  was 
supplied  by  implication  (s))  to  the  children  of  the  daughter  other 
than  J.  could  operate  only  as  an  executory  devise  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  yet  that  by  J.'s  death  in  his  mother's  lifetime  that 
limitation  was  converted  into  a  remainder,  and  was  barred  by  a  fine 
which  had  been  levied  by  her. 

But  not  a  re-  But  a  limitation  which  has  once  operated  as  a  eontin- 
mainder  into      ga^t  remainder  can  never,  after  the  death  of  the  testator, 

an  executorv       o  '  ' 

devtee.      *      be  changed  into  an  executory  devise  (t). 


(p)  4  D.  &  Ry.  608, 2B.  &  Cr.  9M. 

(q)  Ante,  p.  470;  and  see  Doe  d.  Even  v.  Challis,  18  Q.  B.  844. 

(r)  10  B.  k  Cr.  191.  («)  But  see  antB,  p.  &8S. 


(0  2  Prest  Abst.  172 ;  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  1  Atk.  581;  Mogg  9.  Hogg,  1  Mat.  708, 704^ 
arg.,  and  the  decree  as  to  the  High  litUetoa  estate. 
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If,  in  Doe  v,  Selby,  the  tenant  for  life  had  had  children,  i,  e.  born 
after  the  recovery,  who  had  died  under  twenty-one,  and  without  issue, 
the  case  would  have  raised  a  question,  not,  I  think,  hith-   whether  exeo- 
erto  decided,  namely,  whether  an  executory  devise  en-   utory  iiniita- 
grafted  on  a  contingent  remainder  in  fee,  is  involved  in   ou"of*a*wm- 
the  destruction  of  such  remainder.     If  an  executory  de-  tJnp«nt  re- 
vise  were  derived  out  of  the  estate  in  defeasance  of   voived  in  its 
which  it  is  limited  to  take  effect,  it  is  clear  that,  in  such   d«tructioii. 
a  case,  it  would  be  held  to  share  the  fate  of  the  parent  limitation,  out 
of  which  it  is  to  spring,  and  to  all  the  accidents  of  which  it  would 
seem,  therefore,   to  be  necessarily  subject.     Accessorium  sequitur 
naturam  sui  principalis  {u).    It  would  then  present  an  exception  to 
Mr.  Feame's  position,  that  "  an  executory  devise  cannot  be  prevented 
or  destroyed  by  any  alteration  whatsoever  in  the  estate  out  of  whiehy 
or  after  which,  it  is  limited  (x) ; "  (to  which,  indeed,  the  case  of  an 
executory  devise,  being  preceded  by  an  estate  tail,  does  as  he  remarks 
himself  clearly  form  an  exception  {y)).     But  it  is  conceived, 
that  *  the  notion  above  suggested,  though  seemingly  counte-  [♦SSe] 
nanced  by  the  terms  of  this  position,  is  not  correct  in  point 
of  law.     An  executory  devise  is  not  derived  out  of,  or  dependent 
upon,  the  estate  which  it  supersedes.    It  is  a  future,  substantive.  In- 
dependent limitation  to  arise  on  a  given  event ;  and  the  circumstance, 
that  that  event  involves  the  failure  of  the  objects  of  a  preceding 
estate,  is  merely  accidental  {z). 

Here  it  may  be  observed,  that  where  the  defeasible  estate  in  fee, 
and  the  executory  fee  to  arise  out  of  it  on  a  given  event,  ^M^i  where 
become  vested  in  the  same  person,  the  latter  is  not  defeasible  and 
merged  or  extinguished  in  the  former,  the  two  interests  beoomeTe^ 
being  successive,  and  not  concurrent.  Thus,  in  Grood-  in  »ame 
title  d.  Vincent  v.  White  (a),  where  a  testator  devised  P®*^"* 
all  his  estate  to  his  wife,  in  case  his  daughter  (who  became  his  heir) 
died  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  The  wife  died  intestate ;  so 
that  the  daughter  to  whom  the  estate  had  descended  from  her  father, 
subject  to  the  executory  devise,  became  also  entitled,  by  descent 
from  her  mother,  to  the  executory  interest  so  created.  The  daughter 
died  a  minor,  upon  which  the  heir  ex  parte  materna  claimed  the 
property  under  the  executory  limitation,  which  claim  was  resisted  by 
the  heir  ex  parte  paterna,  on  the  ground  that  the  executory  fee  had 
been  extinguished  by  the  union  of  both  interests  in  the  person  of  the 
daughter.  But  it  was  held,  that  no  extinguishment  had  taken  place, 
and  that  the  maternal  heir  was  entitled  (i). 

(«)  8  Iiift.  139. 
(»)  Fea.  C.  R.  418. 

ly)  See  ante,  p.  S17;  Fea.  C.  R.  423,  434. 
(s)  Cf .  Vincent  Lee's  case,  Moor,  269. 

(a)  16  F^t,  174 ;  Same  «.  Same,  2  B.  &  T.  (N.  R.)  883.     See  also  Qoodright  d.  Larmer  «. 
Searle,  2  Wils.  29;  Doe  d.  Andrew  v.  Hatton,  8  B.  &  P.  643. 
{b)  The  arguments  in  this  case  are  replete  with  instructive  learning. 
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m.  —  CnrtMj  and  Dower  In  a  dafMwIble  Fee.  —  An  immediate 
estate  in  fee,  defeasible  on  the  taking  effect  of  an  executory  limi- 
Curtesy  at-  t^tion,  has  generally  all  Ine  incidents  of  an  actual  estate 
uches  OQ  a  in  fee-simple  in  possession,  such  as  curtesy,  dower,  &c. ; 
defeasible  fee.  ^j^^  devisee  having  the  inheritance  in  fee,  subject  only 
to  a  possibility.*  Therefore,  in  Buck  worth  v.  Thirkell  (c),  where  a 
testator  devised  lands  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  his 
granddaughter  M.  until  she  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  was 
married;  and  after  she  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one,  or  was 
married,  then  he  gave  the  lands  to  M.,  and  her  heirs  and  as- 
[♦837]  signs,  forever ;  *  but  in  case  M.  should  die  before  the  age  of 
twenty-oce  years,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue  of  her 
body,  then  over.  M.  died  uuder  age,  without  leaving  issue  living  at 
her  decease,  but  having  had  a  child  born  alioe  ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  husband  (the  father  of  such  child)  was  entitled  to  an  estate  for 
life  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.* 

But  an  exception  exists  where  the  prior  estate  is  determined  by 
Unieu  estate  executory  devise  over  in  case  of  the  birth  or  existence 
™'™i5*.i*'     o^  children  who,  but  for  such  devise  over,  would  have 

sue  COllIU  IW  'I'ni  •  V 

mo  eai€  have      inherited  the  parent  s  estate :  and  the  circumstance  of 
inbented.  ^^^  executory  devise  being  in  favor  of  the  children  them- 

selves does  not  alter  the  case,  since  they  would  not,  nor  ever  could, 
take  by  inheritance,  but  by  purchase  (d). 
The  general  right  to  dower  in  similar  cases  is  equally  well  estab- 


(c)  1  Collect  Jut.  332,  3  B.  &  P.  652,  n.  The  same  rule  exists  with  regard  to  dower  out  of 
aa  estate  tail,  after  failure  of  issue.  Secus  of  an  estate  detennined  by  condition  at  common 
law,  Pame  r.  Sarams,  1  Leo.  167,  Gonlds.  81;  Patne's  case,  8  Rep.  34,  6  Yin.  315. 

(d)  Sumner  v.  Partridge,  2  Atk.  47;  Barker  v.  Barker,  2  Sim.  249. 


1  Brattle  Square  Church  «.  Grant,  3  Gray,  said  that  it  had  become  the  settled  rule  of  Uw 

150.                                                               '  that  if  the  devisee  or  legatee  had  the  abeoluta 

*  Whenever  it  is  clearly  the  intention  of  right  to  di^po^  of  the  property  at  pleasure, 
the  testator  that  the  devisee  shall  have  an  the  devise  over  was  inoperative".  See  Time- 
absolute  property  in  the  estate  devised,  a  well  v.  Perkins,  2  Atk.  102;  Burbank  v, 
limitation  over  must  be  void,  because  it  is  Whitney.  24  Pick.  146;  Jackson  v.  Coleman, 
Inconsistent  with  the  absolute  property  sup-  2  Johns.  391;  Jackson  v.  Bull,  10  Johns.  19  ; 
posed  in  the  first  devisee.  And  a  right  in  the  Jsckson  r.  Robins,  16  J^hns.  5S6;  Melson 
first  devisee  to  dispose  of  the  estate  devised  r  Cooper,  4  Leigh,  408;  Barnard  r.  B-tiley,  2 
at  his  pleasure,  and  not  a  mere  power  of  Barring.  66;  Jackson  v.  Delancy,  13  Johns. 
specifVini;  who  mar  take,  amounts  to   an  537. 

unqualified  gift.    Thus  a  devise  was  made  to  But  in  a  case  where  the  testator  made  a 

the  testator's  son  P.  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  bequest  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  pro])erty 

forever  of  certain  lands,  and  also  of  personal  to  his  wife,  with  full  power  to  do  with  it  as 

estate,  with  this  clause,  "and  further,  it  is  she   pleased,    but  whatever  she  might  die 

my  will  that  if  my  son  P.  shall  die,  and  leave  possessed  of,  unless  she  should  otherwise  or- 

nd  lawful  heirs,  what  estate  he  shall  leave  to  der,  to  be  equally  divided    among    certain 

be  equally  divided  between  mv  son  J.  and  societies  ;  the  wife,  having  died  before  the 

my  grandson  N.,  to  them  and  their  heirs  forw  testator,  the  bequest  over  was  allowed  to  take 

ever,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  devise  over  to  effect.    Burbank  v.  Whitney,  24  Pick.  146. 

J.  and  N.  wss  void,  as  inconsistent  with  the  The  result  would  have  been 'different  in  case 

absolute  unquslifled  interest  in  the  first  devi-  she  had  sun'ived  the  testator.    Id.    See  Smith 

see.    Ide  v.  Ide.  5  Mass.  500;  and  in  Rnmsdell  v.  Bell,  Mart.  &  T.  802.    Further,  see  note  of 

V.  Ramsdell,  21  Maine  288,  298,  Shepley,  J.,  American  editor,  ante,  p.  826. 
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lished  (e)y  and  the  same  exception  must  exist  here  as  in  game  rale  m 
regard  to  curtesy ;  it  being  equally  necessary  in  support   *^  dower. 
of  either  claim  that  children  of  the  marriage,  if  any  such  there  be, 
may  by  possibility  inherit  (/). 

XV. — OIBxacutory  Beqaests.— -No  remainders  can  be  limited  in 
real  and  personal  chattels ;  every  future  bequest  of  which,  therefore, 
whether  preceded  by  a  partial  gift  or  not,  is  in  its  nature  Executory 
executory  (g).  An  ulterior  bequest  of  a  term  for  years,  ^<lo«»i- 
after  a  prior  limitation  for  life,  owes  its  validity  to  this  doctrine ;  the 
rule  formerly  being  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  whole  interest  vested 
indefeasibly  in  the  first  legatee  (h),^ 

Thus,  in  Manning's  case  (t),  where  a  man  possessed  of  a  term  of 
years,  devised  it  to  B.,  after  the  death  of  A.,  the  testator's  wife,  and 
directed  that,  in  the  mean  time,  she  should  have  the  use  and  occupa- 

(e)  Moodr  v.  King,  2  Bing.  447;  Goodenoagh  v.  Goodenoagh,  8  Prest.  Abe.  372;  Smith  «. 
Spencer,  2  Jar.  N.  S.  77S. 

(/)  Litt.  I.  53. 

(a)  Fea.  C  R.  402. 

(A)  Horton  v.  Horton,  Cro.  Jac.  74 ;  Woodcock  o.  Woodcock,  Cro.  El.  795. 

(t)  8  Rep.  95.  See  also  Doswell  o.  Earle,  12  Yee.  473;  Theobalds  v.  Doffor,  0  Mod.  101; 
Mallett  «.  Sackfordf  8  Via.  Ab.  89,  pi.  5.  See  also  Laiiipett*8  case,  10  Rep.  47;  Catchmay  o. 
Nicholas.  Finch,  116;  Roe  d.  Bendale  v.  Summerset,  5  Barr.  2608.  That  personalty  may  be 
Bubjectea  to  the  same  modifications  of  ownership,  by  wav  of  execatorv  gifts,  as  land,  see 
Martin  v.  Long,  2  Yem.  151 ;  Johnson  v.  Castle,  Winch,  116,  8  Yin.  Ab*.  104,  pi.  2. 

Dashiell,  2  Harr.  &  G.  127;  Eichelberger  «i 
Bametz,  17  Serg.  &  R.  293;  Newton  v. 
Griffith,  1  Harr.  &  G.  HI ;  Hannan  v.  Osborn, 
4  Paige,  336 ;  Henry  v.  Felder,  2  M'Cord.  323 ; 
Matthews  v,  Daniel,  2  Hayw.  346  ;  Gudworth 
V.  HaU,  3  Desaus.  258  ;  Clifton  v.  Haig,  4 
Desaos.  330;  Homer  v.  Shelton,  2  Met.  194; 
Rawlins  v,  Goldfrap,  5  Yes.  (Sumner's  ed.) 
440,  Perkin*s  note  (a) ;  Cox  v.  Marks,  5  Ired. 


1  At  common  law.  as  the  author  says, 
there  formerly  could  be  no  limitation  over  of 
a  chattel,  but  a  gift  for  life  carried  the 
absolute  interest.  Then  a  distinction  was 
taken  between  the  use  and  the  property,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  use  might  be  given  to  one 
for  life,  and  the  property  afterwards  to  an- 
other, though  the  devise  over  of  the  chattel 
would  be  void.  That  distinction  has,  how- 
ever, been  discarded,  and  it  is  now  settled 
that  a  gift  for  life  of  a  chattel  is  a  ^ft  of  the 


361;  post^  Ch.  XLVI. 
There  is  an  excepti 


on  to  the  rule  in  case  of 


use  only,  and  the  remainder  over  is  good  as     the  bequest  for  life  of  specific  things,  such  as 


an  executory  devise.  This  limitation  over  in 
remainder  is  good  as  to  every  species  of 
chattels:  and  there  is  no  difference  in  that 
respect  between  monev  and  any  other  chattel 
interest  See  2  Kent,  352,  353;  Moffatt  «. 
Strong,  10  Johns.  12;  Westcott  v.  Cadv,  5 
Johns.  Ch.  334;  Griggs  v.  Dodge,  2  Dayl  28; 
Scott  V.  Price,  2  Serg.  &  R.  59;  Deihl  v. 
Ring,  6  Serg.  &  R ,  29;  Rovall  o.  Eppes,  2 
Munf.  479,  Mortimer  v,  Moffatt,  4  Hen.  &  M. 
503;  Geigerv.  Brown,  4  M' Cord,  427;  Brum- 
metv.  Barber,  2  Hill,  S.C.  543;  Rogers  v.  Rosa, 
4  Johns.  Ch.  388;  Kelso  v. , Dickey,  7  Watts 
&  S.  279;  Marston  o.  Carter,  12  N.  H.  159; 
Robards  v.  Jones,  4  Ired.  53 ;  State  v.  Norcom, 
4  Ired.  255;  Swain  v,  Rascoe,  3  Ired.  200; 
French  v.  Hatch,  8  Foster,  331 ;  Dow  v.  Jewell, 
1  Foster,  470;  post,  Ch.  XLYI. 
A  bequest  of  money  for  life,  and  then  over, 
ives  only  the  interest.  Held  v.  Hitchcock, 
7  Pick.  182.  See  also  Langworthy  «.  Chad- 
wick,  13  Conn.  42  ;  Powell  v.  Brown,  1  Bailey, 
100;  Betty  v.  Moore,  1  Dana,  237;  Morrow  «. 
Williams,  3  Dev.  263;  Rathbone  v.  Dyckman, 
3  Paige,  1  ;  Bfaavck  v.  Yanderhorst,  Bailey, 
48;  Postell  «.  i^ostell,  id.  390:  Jones  v. 
Sothoron,  10   Gill   &   J.   187;   jDashiell  v, 

▼OL.  I.  M 
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com,  hay,  and  fruits,  orwhich  the  use  consists 
in  the  consumption.  Such  a  gift  is  in  most 
cases,  of  necessity,  a  gift   of  the  abeolnte 

? property.  See  Randall  v,  Russell,  3  Meriv. 
94;  Evans  v.  Iglehart,  6  Gill  &  J.  171; 
Henderson  v.  Yaulx,  10  Yerg.  30 ;  Merrill  v. 
Emery,  10  Pick.  512  ;  German  o.  German,  27 
Penn.  St.  116 ;  Stuart  v,  Wallcer,  72  Maine, 
145.  If  not  specifically  ^ven,  but  g<«nerally 
as  goods  and  chattels,  with  remainder  over, 
the  tenant  for  life  is  bound  to  convert  them 
into  money,  and  save  the  principal  for  the 
remainder-man.  Patterson  v.  Devlin,  1 
M'Mul.  459.    See  2  Kent,  853,  and  notes. 

Personal  property  cannot  be  given  to  one 
in  tail,  with  remainder  over,  nor  can  an 
executoi^  bequest  be  msde  to  take  effect  upon 
the  termination  of  an  estate  tail,  because  it  is 
too  remote.  It  will  be  found  in  all  cases,  it  is 
said,  that  where  a  gift  oV^r  of  personal  estate 
has  been  maintained,  it  is  where  the  gift  to 
the  first  taker,  by  the  terms  of  the  bluest, 
does  not  exceed  a  gift  for  life.    Albee  v.  Car- 

Enter,  12  Cush.  387,  Shaw,  C.  J.;  Ellis  v, 
errimack  Bridge,  2  Pick.  243;  Homer  o. 
Shelton,  2  Met.  194.  See  Smith  v.  Bell,  6 
Peters,  68;  Hall «.  Priest,  6  Gray,  18, 22. 
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tion  during  her  life ;  it  was  contended,  that  the  devise  to  A.  during 
her  life  gave  her  the  whole  term,  and  that,  therefore,  the  devise  over 
was  void ;  but  after  much  argument,  three  Judges  held  that  B.  took 
not  by  way  of  remainder,  but  by  way  of  executory  devise. 
[*838]  And  it  was  ruled  that  there  was  no  difference  *  between  a 
gift  of  the  land  itself,  and  of  the  use  or  occupation  or  profits 
of  the  land. 

Both  courts  of  Law  and  courts  of  Equity  have  been  constantly  in 
the  habit  of  entertaining  suits,  at  the  instance  of  an  executory  lega- 
tee, for  the  recovery  of  chattels,  real  as  well  as  personal,  and  the 
latter,  of  pecuniary  legacies,  after  a  prior  disposition  for  life  or  other 
partial  interest. 

In  Hoare  v.  Parker  (A;),  an  ulterior  legatee  recovered  by  action  of 
Successive  in-  trover,  certain  chattels  which  the  legatee  cestui  que 
terests  in  per-  trust  for  life,  sincc  dead,  had  pledged  to  a  pawnbroker, 
***°  ^  '  who  had  given  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice ; 
the  rule  being,  that  the  property  does  not,  unless  sold  in  market  overt, 
follow  the  possession  of  chattels  capable  of  being  identified  (l).^ 

Courts  of  Equity,  too,  will  enforce  the  actual  delivery  of  specific 
chattels,  which  are  of  such  a  nature  as  that  the  loss  cannot  be  com- 
V     t  b]  pensated  in  damages ;  the  value  arising  from  considera- 

remedyfor  tions  personal  to  the  owner,  as  plate  bearing  family 
wd'rSSltrv?  inscriptions,  &c.  (m).«  They  wUl  also,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  prior  interest,  protect  the  rights  of  the 
ulterior  legatee;  but  this  protection  is  now  confined  to  compelling 
the  legatee  for  life  to  give  an  inventory ;  which,  as  observed  by  Lord 
Thurlow,  is  more  equal  justice  than  requiring  security,  which  was 
the  old  rule ;  as  there  ought  to  be  danger  to  require  that  (n).* 

Where  the  legal  title  is  in  trustees,  the  creditors  of  the  person 
beneficially  entitled  for  life  cannot  seize  the  chattels  even  in  case  of 
—  against  bankruptcy  (o) ;  and  if  they  have  been  taken  in  execa- 
bankruptcy.       ^iQ^^  j^j^g  trustees  may  maintain  trover  for  them  (p). 


(k)  2  T.  R.  376. 

(/)  See  Hartop  v.  Hoare,  8  Atk.  44.  .«,  ^      «  « 

(m)  Pusev  ».  Puwv,  1  Vem.  273;  Dake  of  Somerset  v.  Gookson,  8  P.  W.  889;  FelU  »• 
Read,  3  Ves.  70:  Llovd  r.  lx)aring,  6  Ves.  773;  Lowther  v.  Lowther,  18  Ves.  94;  Earl  of 
Hacclef«field  v.  Davis.'  3  V.  &  B.  16. 

(i»)  1  B.  C  C.  279. 

(o)  Earl  of  Shaftesbury  v.  Russell,  1  B.  &  Or.  606. 

Ip)  Cadogan  v.  Kennett,  Cowp.  432. 


1  The  estate  of  a  legatee  for  life  is  charge- 
able, after  his  d'^ath,  for  such  property. 
French  v.  Hatch,  28  N.  H.  331. 

«  See  2  Storv.  Eq.  Jur.  §§  789,  906;  Os- 
bom  V.  Bank  of  U.  S.,  9  Wheat.  849. 

«  Homer  v.  Shelton,  2  Met.  194 ;  1  Stoi^, 
Eq.  §  604;  Foley  v,  Burnell,  1  Bro.  C  C. 
(Perkln's  ed.)  279  nnd  note«;  Covenhoven  v, 
Shuler,  2  Paiire,  122, 123;  Sutton  r.  Craddock, 
1  Ired.  Eq.  134 :  Evans  r.  Iglehart,  6  Gill  &  J. 
171;  De  Pev8terff.Clcndining,8Paige,  996; 
French  v.  Hatch,  8  Foster,  353.    But  security 


mav  be  required  in  t  case  of  real  danger  that 
the'  property  may  be  wasted,  secreted,  or  re- 
moved.  See  Mortimer  v,  Moffatt,  4  Hen.  & 
M.  508 ;  Gardner  v.  Harden,  2  M'Cord,  32  ; 
Smith  0.  Daniel,  id.  143 ;  Merril  v.  Johnson,  1 
Yerp.  71;  Henderson  «.  Vaulx,  10Tcr«.  80; 
Hudson  «.  Wadsworth,  8  Conn.  848 ;  Lang- 
worthy  V.  Chad  wick,  13  Conn.  42;  Homer  v 
Shelton, 2 Met.  194;  2  Kent,353,  854;  Judga 
of  Probate  v.  Hardy,  3  N.  H.  150, 151,  152 ; 
Saunderson  v.  Stearns,  6  ICaaa.  87 ;  Clark  «. 
Clark,  8  Paige,  152. 


CH.  XZYI.]  OP  IXEGUTOBT  BEQUESTS.  851 

But  where  the  first  taker  was  clothed  with  the  legal  title,  and  his 
creditor  had  taken  the  chattels  (which  consisted  of  plate)  in  execution; 
on  a  bill  bj  the  legatee  calling  for  their  restoration  to    when  trover 
the  house  with  which  they  were  bequeathed,  and  for  ^^ii«« 
security  and  an  inventory,  Lord  Thurlow  felt  much  difficulty.    On 
the  one  hand,  if  the  Court  could  take  away  the  articles,  it  was  enti- 
tling  the  ulterior  legatee  to  take  from  him  the  use,  contrary  to  the 
testator's  intention ;  and,  on  the  other,  if  the  creditors  obtained  the 
plate,  they  must  succeed  in  applying  it  differently  from  the  testator's 
intention ;  and  there  was  a  strong  principle  of  justice  for 
*  preserving  the  goods  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  entitled,  [*839] 
if  the  Court  oould  so  secure  them.    The  point,  however,  was 
not  decided,  the  case  being  disposed  of  on  another  ground  (q). 

It  is  clear,  at  all  events,  that  the  ulterior  legatee  might,  on  his  in- 
terest falling  into  possession,  have  maintained  an  action  of  trover  for 
the  plate  in  question ;  or,  if  incapable  of  being  compensated  in  dam- 
ages, a  suit  in  equity  for  its  delivery.  These  cases  suggest,  that, 
wherever  temporary  interests  are  created  in  chattels  personal,  the 
whole  legal  property  should  be  vested  in  trustees. 

As  personal  property  of  this  nature  is  thus  preserved  through  any 
number  of  successive  takers,  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  entitled  to 
the  ulterior  and  absolute  interest,  it  is  evident  that  bequests  of  such 
property  are  within  the  dangers  of,  and  are  consequently  subject  to, 
the  rule  directed  against  perpetuities  (r). 

But  there  can  be  no  limitations  of  things  the  proper  use  of  which 
Ues  in  their  consumption :  under  a  specific  (s)  gift  of  such  things  for 
life  or  other  limited  interest  the  first  taker  gets  the  ab-  consnmabie 
solute  property  (t).  This  rule,  however,  is  not  generally  articles  cannot 
applicable  to  such  things  where  they  are  the  test-ator's  °^'  ' 
stock-in-trade  (t^),  or  where  personal  use  by  the  tenant  for  life  was 
not  contemplated  (x).  So  also  the  rule  does  not  apply  where  there  is 
a  gift  to  A.  of  wines  or  other  consumable  articles  which  he  may  re- 
quire for  consumption,  followed  by  a  gift  of  the  unconsumed  residue ; 
in  such  a  case  A.  would  not  be  absolutely  entitled  to  the  articles 
though  it  might  be  that  he  would  consume  the  whole  of  them  (y). 

(q)  Foley  v,  Barnell,  1  B.  C  G.  274. 

(r)  Vide  ante,  p.  213. 

(«)  If  included  m  a  residoary  beqoest  they  would  of  oonrse  be  sold,  and  the  interest  of  the 
proceeds  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  for  life,  3  Mer.  195.  See  Re  Moires  Estate,  Moir  v.  Warner, 
W.  N.,  1882,  p.  13§. 

(0  Randall «.  Russell,  3  Mer.  194;  Andrew  9,  Andrew,  1  Coll.  690;  Twining  v.  Powell,  2 
id.  262.    This  was  formerly  doubted,  see  Porter  v.  Toumay,  8  Yes.  814. 

(u)  Phillips  V.  Beal,  32  Bear.  25  (wine);  Groves  v,  Wright,  2  K.  &  J.  347  (farming); 
0>ckayne  o.  Harrison,  L.  R.,  13  Eq.  432  (farming).  But  in  Breton  v.  Mockett,  9  Ch.  D.  95, 
the  tenant  for  life  being  expressly  exempted  from  liability  on  account  of  diminution,  was 
held  to  be  absolutely  entitled;  and  as  to  hav,  roots,  and  cattle  on  a  stock-feeding  farm,  see 
Brrant  v.  Easterson,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  166. 

(x)  Re  Hairs  Will,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  974  (bequest  of  testator's  wearing  apparel  to  his  widow 
for  life). 

(y)  Re  Colver,  Millikin  v.  Snelling,  W.  N.,  1886,  p.  159,  55  L.  T.  844.  See  as  to  de«& 
Haynard  «.  (iibson,  W.  N.,  1876,  p.  2()4. 
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